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ABSTRACT

This study examined the perceptions of three constituent groups conceming school
effectiveness and ineffectiveness, constraints upon the attainment of principal and school
effectivencess, and interventions parents made when they perceived a school was not
mecting the standards that they deemed necessary.

Questionnaires based on the literature and on the data generated at a series of nominal
group technique meetings with 73 principals were distributed to 132 junior primary and
primary school principals, and 305 parents in the Northern Administrative Area of the
Education Department of South Australia. In addition twenty seven superintendents of
schools in South Australia received a similar questionnaire. Response rates were 64%,
62% and 77% respectively. Questionnaire data were analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistics. Thirty two parents, thirteen principals and eight superintendents were
interviewed about constraints on school effectiveness, about strategies that could lead to
improvement, and about stimuli for, and the nature of parental interventions at schools.
Qualitative techniques were used to analyze and present verbal data.

Seven school effectiveness factors were identified: Principal as Nexus, Cooperative
Improvement-Oriented Staff, Student Centeredness, Facilities and Financial Management,
Goal Emphasis, Parental Support and Academic Program Focus. All constituent groups
rated principals and schools from moderately to highly effective. The emphasis given to
individual school effectiveness factors varied according to the constituent group
responding.

For each constituent group the factor Principal as Nexus was the best predictor of
overall principal effectiveness. The best predictors of overall school effectiveness were the
factors Student Centeredness for parents, Principal as Nexus for principals and Parental

Support for superintendents.

iv



All groups perceived inadequate finances and their side effects and the lack of
teamwork as constraints to the attainment of school effectiveness. Superintendents and
principals recognized that superintendents had failed to support principals, particularly with
professional development programs, and this had a negative impact on the effectivencss of
scnools.

Parental interventions occurved primarily when they were concerned about the
happiness of their child. Based on interviews, half of the parents who had visited a school
about a problem, had not had the problem resolved. Satisfactory resolution occurred when

principals listened, negotiated strategies for resolution, and followed up on the problem.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Schools play an important part in the lives of all of us. We working within them as
students and clients, or as educators, make judgements about the processes and outputs of
individual schools and school systems. Inherent in these judgements is the concept of
effectiveness. However, the perception of what constitutes effectiveness and how to
measure it, varies with individuals.

Schools exist within a turbulent social environment characterized by rapid change. In
an effort to cope with the rate of change, many look to the school system to solve the
problems of the wider society. Within this turbulent environment educators are aware that
resources are scarce, as public service industries increasingly compete for their share of
government budgets. Public scrutiny of education is increasing and the political milieu is
becoming more complex. Within this context, educators frequently feel powerless to
respond to the varied and often conflicting demands for changes in the schools.
Nevertheless, efforts taken by the school system to adapt to meet these demands affects
perceptions of school effectiveness held by the various constituents.

Within this dynamic social milieu, school principals and superintendents, as the
administrators of individual schools and school systems, are concemed with the
improvement of student learning and improvement of organizational performance. The
pursuit of effectiveness is a focus of their interests; however, they may not be using the
criteria other constituents use to judge effectiveness. Organizational ineffectiveness can
often be more of a focus for some constituents. Therefore, calls from different
constituencies for improvement could have their source in different stimuli from with.n

individual schools or school systems.



In a review of research on school effectiveness, Purkey and Smith (1983) extracted
nire organizational variables and four process variables that interact to produce a "culture
resulting in a distinct climate composed of attitudes, behaviors, organizational structure,
and so on, that is influential in determining the school's effectiveness” (p. 450). None of
the variables acknowledge external environmental constituencies outside of the professional
educational domain.

School effectiveness research has also identified the critical leadership role played by
the principal. Yet, as Morris et al. (1984) point out, the principal's role in managing the
boundary of the school, while at the same time balancing the expectations of constituent
groups of parents, staff and district administration, has seldom been the focus of research:

There has been little research on the dynamics of the school-community relationship
from a managerial perspective. Although the local school is now recognized as the
key point of contact between the school system and its surrounding environment,

evidence of important interaction between the principal and the local school clientele
is in short supply. (p. 110)

Given that the principal is the key actor in managing the boundaries between the school
and the parents and the central administration, and given that each individual makes
judgements about effectiveness and what actions should occur within the school to improve
effectiveness, comments by Payne (1987) are relevant:

Parental influence may be part of a complex means by which the school system
controls the work behavior of principals. In ensuring that principals are responsive
to parental influence, the school system is, in effect using an indirect (and perhaps
unrecognized) mechanism for control of principal work behavior. (p. 2)

Peters (1987) argued that organizational responsiveness is a key criterion for
effectiveness, change and organizational survival. This presupposes organizational
sensitivity to the environment and awareness of the interaction between the organization
and its multiple constituents.

The extent of interaction between parents, a major constituent group of the schooling

process, and individual schools is increasing. Parental involvement in decision-making



processes within South Australia is increasing therefore their perception of what constitutes

effectiveness and ineffectiveness in schools is important,

Purpose of the Study

The major purpose of this study was to investigate what criteria are used by individuals
and constituent groups to judge the level of school effectiveness and ineffectiveness and
what actions are taken when negative assessments resulted. More specifically, the
researcher had the following intents for the study: (a) to investigate perceptions of the
important criteria of effectiveness and ineffectiveness in primary schools in South Australia
as held by parents, principals and superintendents; (b) to investigate and compare
perceptions of the effectiveness of, and constraints upon the effectiveness of primary
school principals and primary schools within South Australia; and, (c) to i entify the
interventions made by parents when they perceived the school was not meeting
effectiveness standards they deemed necessary.

The foregoing purposes led to the formulation of the research problerns and

subproblems which are stated below.

Statement of the Problem and Subproblems
The central research problems for this study were:

What criteria are used by parents, principals and superintendents *5 judge school

effectiveness?

What is the relationship between school effectiveness and principal c¢ffeciveness?

What actions do parents take when they perceive that a school is not meetine the

level of effectiveness they deem necessary?
To obtain information about these and related questions that had their source in the literature
reviewed for the study, perceptions were sought from principals and parents residing in
one administrative area in the state of South Australia and from superintendents in the state.

The following research questions guided the study.



Research Questions

The research problems listed below are categorized by areas of exploration and

subdivided according to constituent groups.

School Effectiveness

Parents

1.

What criteria are reported by parents to be important for assessing the effectiveness

and ineffectiveness of schools?

2. How do parents rate the effectiveness of schools on important criteria of
effectiveness?

3. What school effectiveress factors are the best predictors of parents’ global ratings of
principal effectiveness?

4.  What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of parents’ global ratings of
school effectiveness?

S.  What is the relationship between parents' global ratings of principal effectiveness and
parents' global ratings of school effectiveness?

Principals

6. What criteria are reported by principals to be important for assessing the acceptable
level of effectiveness and ineffectiveness of primary schools?

7. How do principals rate the effectiveness of schools on important criteria of
effectiveness?

8.  What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of principals' global ratings
of principal effectiveness?

9. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of principals' global ratings

of school effectiveness?



10. What is the relationship between principals' global ratings of principal effectiveness

and principals' global ratings of school effectiveness?

Superintendents

11. How do superintendents rate the effectiveness of schools on important criteria of
effectiveness?

12. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of superintendent's global
ratings of principal effectiveness?

13. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of superintendents’ global
ratings of school effectiveness?

14. What is the relationship between superintendents’ global ratings of principal
effectiveness and superintendents' global ratings of school effectiveness?

School Effectiveness: Constraints

15. What factors are seen by parents to constrain the attainment of maximum
effectiveness in schools?

16. 'What factors are seen by principals to constrain the attainment of maximum principal
effectiveness?

17. What factors are seen by principals to constrain the attainment of maximum school
effectiveness?

18. What factors are seen by superintendents to constrain the attainment of maximum
principal effectiveness?

19. What factors are seen by superintendents to constrain the attainment of maximum
school effectiveness?

School Effect'veness: Strategies for Improvement
20. What strategies are proposed by parents for improving principal effectiveness and

school effectiveness?



21. What strategies are proposed by principals for improving principal effectiveness and
school effectiveness?
22. What strategies are proposed by superintendents for improving principal effectiveness

and school effectiveness?

Parent Interventions
23.  What aspects of the operation of a school prompt parental intervention at the school or

district level?

24. How do principals and superintendents respond to parental interventions?

Significance of the Study for Research and Practice
From a theoretical perspective schools can be characterized as open systems and as
such they exist within and interact with forces within the current turbulent environment.
The present period of fiscal restraint in South Australia and the resultant competition for
money within the govemment budget means that the outputs that schools produce are
coming under increased observation. Coupled with this is the legislation by the South
Australian government to increase the degree of parental involvement in the operational
decision-making processes of schools. Payne (1988), reporting on his research, indicated
that parental
influence can be viewed as a control mechanism forming part of the web of
mechanisms which the district uses to control schools through the behavior of
principals. It is part of the district control system because the system fosters the
susceptibility of principals to parental influence in a number of ways. (p. 15)
Current moves to enhance parental participation in the decision-making processes in
schools within South Australian could give added significance to his findings.
In May 1985 the government of South Australia declared that 1986 would be the year
of "Parents and Students in Schools" (P.A.S.S.). This initiative fostered the beginning of

a series of policy statements focussing on parental involvement in education. The latest

policy initiative in this area was announced through The Advertiser, a daily newspaper



distributed across South Australia, on the Sth of February 1988. Simply stated, the aim of
the announced policy was to encourage parents to become involved with schools and
secondly, to participate in making decisions within them. The policy required school
principals "to establish structures, plans and processes in all schools which enable parent
participation in decision making about educational aims, programs, and policies in the
school." The guidelines indicated that "schools will need to detail the processes they will
use to develop parent participation showing appropriate structures, actions, and time-lines.
Th= plans should be in place and the implementation process started by the end of 1988/
school year."

The government, in accordance with its electoral policy, made a decision about the
nature of the degree of control of education by the professionals. Parents can now
participate in the decision-making processes of the school and hence cease to be merely a
resource for the school, to be consulted but with no implied right to share in decision
making. Cullingford (1985) wrote that

those who argue for the inclusion of parents in the school, and for some influence
from the local community to be brought to bear, are arguing about the question of
control: whether parents should have a strong say in the nature of the curriculum
and the running of the school or whether the schools should be so clearly
autonomous that parents shouid be seen as part of their resources, a part of the
larger sphere of influence. (p. 1)

Parent participants will come to the decision-making process with some prior
perceptions of their requirements and expectations of schools. Tacit judgements about the
school will be made by each individual, against a personal mental framework of
effectiveness. How well is the school carrying out the tasks and processes, and achieving
outcomes according to the context of the individual or group concerned? The schoo. s will
become more open to the influence of multiple constituencies. From an open systems
perspective it can be seen that the boundary between the organization and the environment

is becoming less defined. A more permeable boundary between the school and its

environment provides a means for educational and other operational processes associated



with the core technology of the school to come under increased scrutiny. The increased
involvement of non-professionals in the operation of schools means that the effectiveness
and ineffectiveness of individual schools, and the school system in general, is of increasing
concem to more people. Coupled with this is society's increasing questioning of the
opinions or knowledge of professionals. Absolute endorsement by lay-people given to the
actions of professional persons is no longer assumed and decisions made on the basis of
professional knowledge or expertise are increasingly being questioned. There appears to
be a general desire to be informed and involved in decision making within those areas
where the individual has a personal stake and there seems to be a generally held expectation
that lay-opinion should be valued by professionals.

As a result, a variety of constituencies are defining the criteria to judge school
effectiveness and ineffectiveness. Also, non-professional constituents are being given
more power to intervene. Simpkins (1979, p. 1) indicated the standing of leaders "rests on
the way they are seen to live up to multiple idealizations of the leadership role." Successful
principal management of multiple constituent perspectives of school effectiveness is
becoming more critical. Furthermore, "where a leader must meet various expectations in
order to secure a good credit rating as a leader, the vulnerability of his standing may
increase with the number of expectations” (Simpkins, 1979, p. 6). Successful
management by principals of the multiple perspectives of school effectiveness held by the
constituents is becoming more critical.

This research therefore investigated school effectivenzss and ineffectiveness as
perccived by constituents within the school's multifaceted environment. The criteria
associated with effectiveness and ineffectiveness are not necessarily on opposite ends of a
continuum but may relate to each other much like the motivator and hygiene factors
described by Herzberg (1966). The most critical aspects of effectiveness and
ineffectiveness, as reported by the critical constituents for South Australia's primary

schools, were therefore obtained. It was anticipated that the analysis of these criteria would



give an indication of the degree of consensus about goals for schooling and of the
importance given to the processes and products of schooling by the various constituents.

A somewhat novel approach taken in the present study was researching those factors
that the constituents considered important in judging ineffectiveness. As Cameron (1984,
p. 243) indicated, this is an area of concern for practicing administrators.

This study builds on previous work by Payne (1987), who looked at the various
control measures used by parents and superintendents and the resultant influence on
principal's work behavior. His data were gathered from professional educators and
focussed upon their perceptions of parental influence. The propositions he developed
ignored the opinions of parents and parent groups operating within the school environment,
although these opinions were suggested by him as a valid area to research.

By building upon prior research in this way, this study and its outcomes were expected
to contribute to knowledge development in the areas of school effectiveness and
incffectiveness, principal boundary-spanning activities, and the role of parental influence in
controlling principal and superintendent work behavior. Knowledge of this kind should
assist principals as they implement the government policy on parental involvement in
school decision making. Likewise, knowledge about intervention strategies used by
parents has the potential to inform educational administrators so that resolution of

difficulties may occur at the lowest level possible within the district organization.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions are provided to assist the reader.
Constituents used ir the sense defined by Seashore (1983, p. 55). These "are persons
acting in their own interests or as representatives of others and having some form of

interdependency with the focal organization of study,” 'n this case primary schools.
Intervention is to come between by way of hindrance or madification, or to compel or

prevent an action, or to maintain or alter a condition.



School effectiveness: Cameron and Whetton (1983) indicated that all general theories of
organizations have built into them implied criteria for measuring effectiveness and that
"definitions of organ zticnal s« *iveness that appear in the litsrature are historical
recordings, not ) ewt,ouons' o oL Definitions and usage have been diverse.
Consensus of us.ge vl 1 11w agreement about a theory of organizations. They
argue :hat such consensus > hugnly unlikely. Steers (1977) suggested that effectiveness
can be best examined by "jointly considering three related concepts: (1) the notion of goal
optimization; (2) a systems perspective; and (3) an emphasis on human behavior in
organizational settings” (p. 4). An expanded view which embodies all of these conceptions
is reflected in Georgopolous and Tannenbaum's (1957) early definition: organizational
effectiveness is "the extent to which any organization as a social system, given certain
resources and means, fulfils its objectives without incapacitating its means and resources
and without placing undue strain upon its members” (pp. 536-537). Hoy and Fergusson
(1985, p. 121) recommended this multidimensional view in their theoretical framework for
organizational effectiveness of schools, and for the purposes of this research Georgopolous

and Tannenbaum's definition was adopted.

Delimitations
1. As Cameron and Whetton (1983, p. 267) explained, the purposeful study of school
effectiveness requires the selection of criteria for investigation. The study was therefore
confined to examination of those criteria of school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness
which were identified either within the literature or revealed during the Nominal Group
Technique (NGT) meetings as being the most important.
2. In accordance with Cameron's (1986) model this study is delimited specifically in

terms of h:s seven questions as indicated below.
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Guideline

From whose perspective is effectiveness judged?

On what domains of activity is the judgement
focussed?

What is the level of analysis used?

What is the purpose of the assessment?

What time frame is employed?

What type of datu is sought?

What is the referent against which cffectivencss
is judged?

The perceptions of principals, parents and
superintendents were sought.

Whole school and principal activity were used.
The school sector was further examined in terms
of educational program, student factors, staff
{actors, communication-community factors,
financial management factors, physical facility
factors and management factors.

Analysis was hased on the school level.

The investigation planned to identify distinct
areas of effoctiveness and ineffectivencss as well
as a global assessment of school and principal
effectivencss.

Short term (e.g., as student achievement,
satisfaction, morale, staff commitment, moralc)
and medium tem (e.g., keeping up to date with
new technology, maintaining support of parent
bodics). Long term effectiveness and

incfTecti veness were not considered.

Perceplions of effectiveness and incffectiveness
were gained from questionnaire responses and
interviews.

Effectiveness and incfloctivencss were judged by
respondent's subjective perceptual assessments,
No standards were imposed by the rescarcher.

........................................................................

3. Final questionnaire data collection is restricted to constituents of primary schools

within one administrative area of the Education Department of South Australia. However,

readers may choose from among the findings those ideas which have particular relevance

for their own setting, but any such inferences must be drawn while exercising cautions

associated with research of this type.

4. Final interviews were conducted with a sample from within each constituent group.

The selection of interviewees depended upon volunteers from within the range of

constituent groups represented. The final interviews provide informative in-depth data but

this cannot be generalized beyond the constituents concemed.



Limitations and Assumptions
1. The response rates of 62% for parents, 64% for principals and 77% for
superintendents meant that, in the absence of being able to check, the validity of the
findings is limited by the assumption that the perceptions of the non-respondents were
similar to those of the respondents. However, the high response rates lessened this
concern.

2. The substantial reliance upon the questionnaire instrument limits the number of

factors that can be explored and the types of perceptions that can be expressed.

3. In the design of the study the following assumptions were made:

(a) Principals, teachers, superintendents and parents were aware of and could judge the
criteria and could rate the overall and individual criterion of effectiveness and
ineffectiveness of schools with which they were associated.

(b) The questionnaire and semi-structured interview are an adequate means of
gathering data related to the problems being investigated, and that, generally
respondents interpreted the questions uniformly and in a sense intended by the
researcher.

(c) The techniques used to analyze the data accurately reflected the responses obtained.
Research Context

State and Federal Responsibilities in Education
Under the federal system of government in Australia, the six states and the Northemn
Termitory are responsible for providing educational services for their own residents. The
Commonwealth Government is responsible for education in the Australian Capital

Territories and a few smali external territories. The Australian Constitution, however,

empowers the Commonwealth Government to make special purpose grants to the states for

education.



The Commonwealth Government pays virtually all of the entire cost of universities,
colleges of advanced education and a number of other higher education institutions. It also
pays almost a third of the cost of technical and further education. The states pay the larger
proportion.

The Commonwealth Government's aim in supplementing the State Government
contributions to schools and technical colleges (and private funds for non-government
schools) is to ensure that available resources are used effectively. These developments
have increased substantially the Commonwealth Government's direct financial commitment
to education. However, each State retains the responsibility for administering education
services and provide from their own resources, the major proportion of the finance needed

to maintain their primary, secondary and technical educational systems.

Administration of Education in South Australia

In South Australia as in each state, there is a Minister of Education who is responsible
to the State Parliament for educational policy making. Administretive duties are carried out
by the Education Department headed by the Director General of Education. Technical and
further education are administered by a separate Director General. Universities and the
colleges of advanced education are self-governing and were established under Acts of the
State Parliament.

As well as the schools administered by the State departments of Education, there are
many non-government schools. These are mainly independent and rely on their own
resources but they have in recent years received increasing financial support from State and
Commonwealth Governments. Most of these schools are conducted by religious
denominations, and in particular the Catholic Church and some provide boarding facilities.
In 1986 within South Australia, approximately 193,000 students attended 823 government

schools and approximately 50,000 students attended 174 non government schools.



Education is compulsory in South Australia for students from 6 to 15 years of age, but
most students start school on or near their fifth birthday. Tuition fees are not charged in
government schools, although approximately $4S per primary student and $55 per
secondary student is levied per annum for the hire of textbooks, materials and other school
equipment used by the students. The cost of secondary textbooks is subsidized by the

government. Means tested subsidies are available for parents to defray these costs.

The Education Department of South Australia
The Director General of Education is the head of the department and appointed on a
five-year contract. Under the Education Act, reframed in 1972, the Director General's
responsibility for the curriculum of the state schools was reinforced. South Australia is the
only state where the permanent head of the department and not the Minister of Education,
has sole control of curriculum. The Education Act, Part vii, Section 82 states:

The Director General of Education shall be responsible for the curriculum in
accordance with which instruction is provided in government schools.

The Education Act, Part VII, Section 83 allows the Minister to establish a school council
for any government school or schools. All schools have such a council and the councils
have a role in the curriculum process. Regulation 206 states:
The role of the School Council (as it relates to curriculum) shall be:
to advise the head teacher as necessary on the correlation between the work of
the school and the educational needs of the district,
to consider in broad outline the general educational policy within the school of

wl:jich the head teacher shall keep the School Council continuously informed,
an

to advise him of the considered view of the local community regarding
educational developments within the school.
Regulation 121 of the Education Act makes principals responsible to the Director General
of Education for the management, organization and administration of the school and the

welfare and development of its pupils.



Parental Participation

In February 1988, the government in accordance with its electoral policy made a
decision about parental participation in the decision-making processes of schools. The
Minister of Education announced that "The Education Department is to establish structures,
plans and processes in all schools which enable parent participation in decision making
about educational aims, programs and policies in schools" (The Advertiser, Sth February,
1988, p. 3). Parents can now participate in the decision-making processes and have ceased
to be merely a resource for the school, to be consulted, but with no right to share in the

decision making.

Decentralization of Administration

The Northern Area of the Education Department is the largest administrative unit of the
five areas into which the State of South Australia is divided. The state is approximately
984,614 km square and represents 12.8 % of Australia's land surface. Adelaide is the
capital city and has a population of approximately 1,000,000 people. The Northern Area
comprises the northern sector of the Adelaide metropolitan area and adjacent country areas
and has a population in excess of 350,000. The Area Directorate, administered by a
Director of Education, has 175 schools with 49,426 students. Of these 30 Junior Primary
and 102 Primary schools contain students in the R-7 grade range and the target population
for the research. The Education Department has 7,447 staff employed in the Northern
Area, some of whom are part-time. In full-time equivalents there are 4,237 teachers, 732
ancillary staff members and 118 Government Management and Employment Act
employees. There are also 1,232 temporary relieving teachers, 97 hourly paid instructors,
234 contract cleaners and 164 bus drivers. The Area Office is located in the Elizabeth city
center, from where all finance, personnel, facilities, curriculum and support services are
managed. The Area's resource center and curriculum consultants are located at the Para

Hills Professional Centre.



The Director of the Northern Area has three Assistant Directors for personnel,
administration finance and facilities, and curriculum and student services. Five
superintendents, who report to the Director, each work with groups of schools across the
area.

The population of the Northemn Area is relatively static but most schools in the area
(over 70% in 1988) are experiencing declining or static enrollments. This is a state-wide
phenomenon reflecting the maturing and/or the decline of populations in longer established
urban areas. However, the Area has potential for very significant growth during the next
1§ years. This growth will occur in two major expansions of existing urban areas, the
Salisbury-Gawler corridor and the Golden Grove development. It is estimated that these

will add 105,000 people to the existing population by the year 2001.

Organization of the Thesis

This chapter has provided an introduction to the study. Pertinent theoretical and
research literature are examined in the next chapter. This literature plus the opinions of
practicing principals within the Northern Area of the Education Department of South
Australia were used to focus the development of a questionnaire. Chapter 3 details the
research methodological procedures used to study principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness; the constraints inhibiting the maximum attainment of both principal
effectivencss and school effectiveness; the strategies suggested by parents, principals and
superintendents for overcoming these constraints; and the interventions parents make when
they perceive the school does not meet the effectiveness criteria they deem necessary.
Chapter 4 reports pertinent components associated with school effectiveness and identifies
the underlying school-effectiveness factors. The following three chapters (Chapters five
through seven) report respectively parent, principal and superintendent assessment of both
principal and school effectiveness and the criteria most likely to be used by each group in

predicting both principal and school effectiveness. Chapter 8 examines the constraints



inhibiting the attainment of maximum principal and school effectiveness as identified by
parents, principals and superintendents. Chapter 9 reports the strategies suggested by
parents, principals and superintendents for overcoming the inhibitors to the attainment of
maximum principal and school effectiveness while Chapter 10 concludes the presentation
of data with a discussion of the interventions made by parents when they deem a school or
school principal is not meeting their required effectiveness criteria. The final chapter
summarizes the study, draws conclusions and develops some recommendations for further
research. The bibliography lists the works consulted while the appendices give overall
tables for results reported in earlier chapters, and provide copies of the instrumentation and

correspondence involved in the data collection.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF PERTINENT LITERATURE

This selective review of pertinent literature is presented in order to provide background
knowledge for the study, justify the selection of the research problems, and identify
inadequacies in the existing knowledge base. This literature review addresses the writings
on organizational effectiveness and the resultant literature that has developed on school
effectiveness, organizational climate and its links with the developing literature on culture,

and the area of parental involvement in schools.

Organizational Effectiveness: The Construct and Implications for School

Administrators

Introduction

The number of organizations with which individuals come in contact in their daily lives
have increased during this century. Their influence is pervasive and "their presence affects-
some would insist that the proper term is infects --virtually every sector of contempory
social life" (Scott, 1987, p. 1). Coupled +with this pervasiveness is the infinite variety of
purpose for their existence and the varying structures and processes that they use to achieve
these purposes. However underlying each of these structures is some mental conception of
what constitutes effectiveness for the organization (Cameron and Whetten, 1983, p. 263).
Cameron and Whetten (1983) further argued that the definitions of organizational
effectiveness that appear in the literature are "historical recordings, not prescriptions.”
Consequently the definitions used have been diverse.

This section of the review of pertinent literature begins with an examination of some of
the multi-dimensional perspectives to organizational effectiveness and explores the utility of
the concept of organizational ineffectiveness. The literature on school effectiveness is then

summarized. An analysis of the connection between the school effectiveness literature and
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the literature on school change processes is given and provides concomitant implications

for the role of the principal.
Historical Overview of Organizational Effectiveness

Early Concerns

The importance of assessing the overall performance of organizations was recognized
in the literature early in the twentieth century. Thus, as indicated by Spray (1976, p. 1)
"Barnard (1937) and Weber, (1947) and members of the 'classical school' of
organizational theorists, ( Fayol, 1949; Gulick, 1937; Taylor, 191 1; and Urwick, 1943)"
all placed an emphasis on the determinants of organizational efficiency or organizational
effectiveness. These theorists were concemned with developing general theories of
organization, that if adhered to, would produce maximum organizational efficiency. Focus
moved from efficiency and effectiveness with the development of research approaches
within the social sciences. Spray (1976, p. 1) acknowledged this when he stated:

Development of empirical methods in the social sciences, combined with a recognition
of the increasingly pervasive influence of formal organizations, resuited in a
proliferation of approaches to the study of organizational effectiveness. Consequently,
theoretical pluralism is one of the defining characteristics of the extant literature dealing
with organizational performance.

Dubin (1976) argued that the approach utilized in the study of organ:=ational
effectiveness is determined by taking either an internal or external view of the organization.
The inside of the organization perspective is the approach of managers and can lead to a
"return on investment” analysis. If the view is external to the organization then the
organization is evaluated for its return to society. The effectiveness of the organization
using the latter perspective is therefore likely to be judged by some form of cost-benefit
analysis.

Evan (1976, p.18) argued that as the focus of theoretical attention shifts from the

“internal to external organizational variables there is greater likelihood that the researcher

will include organizational effectiveness as a major variable.” The work of Lawrence and
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Lorsch (1967), and Negandi and Reimann (1973, 1972) who were concemed with the

relationships between organizational structure and environment, was cited by Evan (1976)

to illustrate this point.

Organizational Effectiveness: Multi-Dimensional Perspectives

The application of a set of universalistic criteria for the analysis of the effectiveness of
an organization has been unsuccessful because "organizational effectiveness is closely
associated with conceptualizations of organizations. Variety in conceptualizations of
organizations leads 1o variety in models of organizational effectiveness” (Cameron &
Whetten, 1983 a, p. 4). There has been a change in the development of conceptualizations
of organizations with a progression through the early machine metaphors (Taylor, 1911),
purposeful cooperatives (Bamard, 1938), classical bureaucracies (Weber 1947), natural
systems (Gouldner, 1959), social units deliberately constructed to seek specific goals
(Etzioni, 1964), open systems (Buckley, 1967), the notion of biological living systems
(von Bertalanffy, 1968), organizations as brains (Morgan, 1986), and organizations as
psychic prisons (Morgan 1986). These changing conceptualizations acknowledge the
complexity and variety within and between organizations.

Cameron and Whetten (1983 a, p.6) cite Daft and Wiginton (1979) who argued that “no
single symbol, model, or metaphor can capture the complexity of organizations, so a
variety of different ones are required." Further, Cameron and Whetten (1983 a, p. 5)
argued that "a clear conception of organizations is not needed to understand effectiveness
and it is even undesirable (Daft & Wiginton, 1979; Morgan, 1980; Weick, 1977)." This is
supported by Hoy and Ferguson (1985, p. 118) who argued that "scholars now generally
agree that effectiveness is a multidimensional rather than a unidimensional construct.” This
is so because no conceptualization has highlighted all of the releveant phenomena. Variety
of conceptualizations of organizations and hence organizational effectiveness serves a

useful purpose. Davis (1971), cited by Cameron (1894, p. 237) pointed out that what is



interesting about organizations can only be uncovered by contradicting commonly held
propositions while Rothenburg (1979) also cited by Cameron (1984) showed that "holding
contradictory thoughts simultaneously in the mind is the most productive means for
scholarly progress" (p. 237). However, irrespective of the conceptualization of an
organization held, there is an inbuilt meaning for what is encompassed within the concept
of organizational effectiveness. Individuals regularly engage in personal evaluations of
organizational effectiveness and as indicated by Cameron and Whetton (1983) "when direct
evidence of success is not available [e.g., productivity or output], almost any secondary,
but visible, criteria are selected as the basis for judgements [e.g., fumishings of the
buildings, or the appearance of organizational members]" (p. 2). Organizational
effectiveness is a construct existing within the minds of people and therefore the relative

importance of various criteria is subject to infinite variety.

Multiple Indicators of Organizational Effectiveness

Campbell (1977, p. 19-21) stated that the work of Ghorpade (1971) led to two well
known points of view about organizational effectiveness, the goal centered and the natural
systems view. The goal centered view makes explicit that the organization is controlled by
rational decision makers who have a set of goals that they wish to pursue. The natural
systems view makes the assumption that the organization is so fluid and complex that it is
not possible to identify a finite set of organizational goals. Campbell then cited work done
by Campbell and others (1974) in analyzing the empirical literature to compile a list of the
30 criterion measures of organizational effectiveness. These measures were from a variety

of perspectives using a diversity of units for analysis.

Empirical Attempts at Criterion Organization
Campbell (1977, p. 41-43) cited work by Mahoney and Wietzel (1969) at the
University of Minnesota Industrial Relations Center, that produced 24 effectiveness factors

from among the correlations of 114 items; and also the work by Seashore and Yuchtman

2!
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(1967) in a Michigan study of archival sales and personnel data of 7S insurance agencies.
This study produced 10 effectiveness measures. This was an attempt to correlate factors
associated with the goals approach to organizational effectiveness.
Ratsoy (1983, p.2) commenting on the altemative natural systems view wrote:
The natural systems view, which in the writings of Yuchtman and Seashore (1967)
appears as the system resource approach, defines effectiveness in terms of the ability
of the organization to maintain internal consistency, to develop judicious resource
distribution over a variety of coping mechanisms, and to exploit its environments in
the acquisition of scarce resources.
Therefore the perspective being utilized affects the perceptions of what is required to make

an organization effective and what is measured to gauge organizational etfectiveness.

Goal Model

A traditional view of organizational effectiveness has been a functional one. The
organization is successful to the extent that it reaches its goals. If an organization can
clearly specify the goals it is pursuing then it has a measure against which to assess its
effectiveness. Similarly, if a superior can clearly specify and accurately state the outcomes
of an individual's work then the superior has a concrete way of measuring the worker's
effectiveness. If however, the outputs are ambiguous, or have been produced
cooperatively with others, then it is difficult to assess both the quantity and quality of the
outputs of each individual worker.

A major problem with the goals approach is the assumption that the stated goals of the
organization are congruent with those it is actually pursuing. Muny of tie operational goals
of an organization are frequently not articulated. Given that operational goals must be
understood if the effecuveness of the organization is to be realistically measured, this is an
impediment in the goals approach. Hoy and Ferguson (1985) outlined five strong
criticisms of the goal model.

(1) Organizations typically have multiple goals, many of which are inconsistent,

incompatible, and overlooked.

(2) Too often the focus is on an administrator's goals rather than those set by such
other constituencies as subordinates, clients, or the public.



(3) Goals often change as contextural constraints and behavior vary, but goals in the
model for evaluation tend to remain static.

(4) Since official goals are often not the operative goals, analysis of their operation is
complex, difficult, and sometimes misdirected.

(5) Finally, some scholars argue that organizational goals simply do not guide
behavior; in this sense, goals are often ex post facto statements that justify existing
behavior (p. 119).

In an effort to acknowledge the reality of the organization and the processes that apply
within them some analysts utilized a process model for making judgements about

effectiveness.

A Process Model
Steers (1977) promoted a process model for the analysis of organizational
effectiveness. He defined organizational effectiveness as "the organization's capacity to
acquire and utilize scarce and valued resources as expeditiously as possible in the pursuit of
its operative and operational goals” (p. 5). The model proposed by Steers judges
organizational effectiveness by jointly considering (1) the notion of goal optimization; (2) 4

systems perspective; and (3) ai: emphasis on human behavior in organizational settings.

Underlying Theory and Assumptions of This Model

Steers argued that one advantage of viewing organizations from a process perspective is
that it focuses attention on the subsidiary components of the organization. The components
of an organization, originally described by Katz and Kahn (1966), are five subsystems:
productive, supportive, maintenance, adaptive and managerial. The productive system is
concerned with the major functions of the work of the organization. The supportive
subsystem secures the needed inputs and distributes the outputs of the system. The
maintenance subsystem is occupied with protecting the organizations structural integrity
and basic character while the adaptive subsystem concentrates upon organizational survival
and adaption in the changing environment. The managerial subsystem is involved with
controlling and integrating other subsystems so that maximum effort can be directed

towards desired ends.
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Within this model the organization is regarded as a goal seeking system that has
resource acquisition, efficiency, production/output, rational coordination, organizational
renewal and adaption, conformity, and constituency satisfaction requirements. Given these
complexities and the diversity of organizations, a contingency approach to organizational

analysis is required. The framework for such an analysis can be seen in the Figure 1.

Figure 1. Factors Contributing to Organizational Effectiveness

Removed for copyright purposes

Source; Steers, 1977, p. 8
1t can be seen thai Steers (1977) categorized the factors which impact upon organizational
effectiveness into four domains, and hc argued that these aspects are obviously interrelated

and must be considered when assessing the effectiveness of an organization.

Organizational Effectiveness: Measurement of the Ability to Adapt
Steers attempted to build a descriptive prospectus of organizational effectiveness
factors, but he gave little attention to the external environment and internal adaptive
processes used by the organization to cope with changes in that environment. Dessler
(1986, p. 80) however focussed on these change processes and defined organizational

effectiveness as "the finn's ability to survive and effectively bargain with and adapt to
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crucial interest groups and create acceptable outcomes and actions.” This approach was in-
line with that taken by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) who argued that to survive and prosper
an organization can react to the environment defensively, aggressively or both. If the
organization was defensive it could engage in change and development activities that
focussed on intemal changes so that it had better "fits" with environmental demands. In an
aggressive mode the organization could manage environmental demands by avoiding
influence, altering dependencies, negotiating with the environment, or legisiatively creating
a new environment (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978, p. 257). Dessler (1986) favored the more
defensive reactive posture for organizations because of the continual environmental suppont

that an organization needs for its survival.

A Taxonomy of Organizational Effectiveness Indicators
Ratsoy (1983, p. 3) used the above heading when introducing his "frying pan" model
of organizational effectiveness. He does not define effectiveness but discusses other labels
used by writers in the literature which he believes are synonymous with the concept. The
model shown in Figure 2 could applv to any organization if the term "students” was
removed from the inputs/outputs variable and if "of instruction" was removed from the

technology variable.

Underlying Theory and Assumptions of This Model

All variables in the model are interactive in a systems manner. The actions internal to
the organization are a function of external actions and vice versa, with a cumulative effect
upon the goals of the organization. The model takes a macro rather than a micro approach
to organizational effectiveness and no identification of the tools or approaches to measuring

organizational effectiveness was attempted.
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Figure 2. Taxonomy of Organizational Effectiveness Variables.

Removed for copyright purposes

Source: Ratsoy, 1983, p. 4

Critique of the Model

The model is a collation of the research to that date and gives recognition to the
interplay between the environment and the organization with the acknowledgement of the
necessity of looking at inter-organizational linkages and boundary spanning mechanisms.
The article suggested that a goals approach or technology perspective be undertaken if the
resources arc not avaiiable for a "full blown” orgfmizau'onal effectiveness approach but
Ratsoy (1983, p. 5) stated that "if the model is to be useful, the principal of parsimony
should be a guide in selecting effectiveness variables for inclusion. No model can be all-
inclusive."

The advantage of this model for assessing educational institutions is its similarity to two
of the best known program evaluation models--Stufflebeam’s "CIPP", and Stake's

"antecedents, transactions and outcomes” model. These are well known to most



educational administrators and acceptance of the effectiveness research using the Ratsoy

model may be heightened because of this.

Efjectiveness In Organized Anarchies

Four major approaches to assessing organizational effectiveness are detailed by
Cameron (1980). These are;

(1) effectiveness defined in terms of how well an organization accomplishes its
goals,

(2) effectiveness judged on the extent to which an organization acquires its needed
resources - a system resource approach,

(3) effectiveness measures that focus on the internal processes and operations of
the organization (Effectiveness in these organizations is judged by an absence of intemal
strain, members of the organization are highly integrated into the system, internal
functioning is smooth and there is an atmosphere of trust and benevolence towards
individuals), and

(4) effectiveness as a strategic constituencies approach or the participant
satisfaction model.

Cameron (1980, p. 70) after discussing these four major approaches to the assessment
of organizational effectiveness states that "none of these approaches to evaluating
effectiveness is appropriate for the class of organization frequently referred to as
organizational anarchy." The analysis of organized anarchies indicates why this is so. As
indicated by Cameron (1980, pp. 70-71) organized anarchies are characterized by:

(1) generally ill defined, complex and contradictory goals;

(2) means-ends connections not clear;

(3) more than one technology or strategy producing the same output,

(4) little or no feedback from outputs to inputs, and vice versa;
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(5) subunits that are not tightly connected, hence influences from the external
environment are partitioned among them and all but a small subset of factors can be
ignored,

(6) widely different criteria of success can be operating simultaneously within the
various parts of the organization; and,

(7) an ambiguous connection between the organizational structure and the activities
of the organization.

It can be argued that schools display many of the features of an organized anarchy and
therefore it is appropriate to consider the six major questions proposed by Cameron (1980,
p. 75) before beginning to assess effectiveness within them. These questions are given in
Figure 3. This consideration can allow the generation of meaningful results for the
organization and that can be utilized within the organization.

Figure 3. Six Critical Questions in Evaluating Organizational Eifectiveness

Removed for copyright purposes

Source: Cameron, 1980, p. 75

Cameron (1980, p.80) proposed that "managers answer these questions consciously or
unconsciously, as they respond to certain pressures, constituencies, and criteria, but not to
others."

This managerial pursuit of effectiveness as a goal to be attained and their continual
striving for the organization becoming effective rather than to be effective was highlighted
by Zammuto (1982, p. 161). He defined effectiveness as "the ability of an organization to
satisfy changing preferences of its [many and varied] constituencies over time (Zammuto,

1982, p. 82).



The manager, chief executive officer, or leader of an organization continually scans the
organization for aspects that require attention. As such, when they focus their activities,

the concept of ineffectiveness is frequently high on their perceptual grid.

Organizational Ineffectiveness

Managers and leaders of organizations are frequently concemed with evaluating the
performance of their organization and effecting changes in the inefficient aspects of the
organization while maintaining the effective components. Cameron (1984, p. 235) stated
that the

basic assumption is that it is easier, more accurate, more consensual, and more
beneficial for individuals to identify ineffectiveness (problems or faults) than it is to
identify criteria of effectiveness(competencies). Under this approach, effectiveness is
viewed as a continuum ranging from ineffectiveness to high effectiveness. An
organization is defined as having achieved effectiveness when it is free from
ineffectiveness.

Cameron argued that because the construct space of effectiveness is unclear it is to be
expected that consensual criteria for measuring effectiveness have not been produced. This
reinforced the work of Zammuto (1982) who indicated that preferences for desired
outcomes are not stable within an organization. Hence perceptual agreement about desired
measures for organizational effectiveness are also not stable. Because of this managers
tend not to focus their activities on aspects of the organization that appear to be running
smoothly. As Cameron stated "the luxury of pursuing a more excellent way is largely
beyond the scope of managerial concerns” (p. 243). For most managers then the concept
of ineffectiveness has more utility, that is something is either effective or not.

In Figure 4 Cameron highlights the focus of research efforts on the ineffective-highly
effective continuum by drawing an analogy with the health field and the concern of
managers within organizations and researchers of organizational effectiveness. The figure
illustrates that the research efforts of the researchers is not of much practical use to the

managers of organizations who are concerned with "qualitatively different phenomena”

(Cameron, 1984, p. 243). Cameron (1984) continued by arguing that the construct space
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for ineffectiveness appears to be more narrow and more easily mapped. Whereas people
"vary considerably in what they seek to achieve [i.c., their desired outcomes], they are very
much alike in what they seek to avoid [i.e., failures] (see Baier, 1958; Watkins, 1963;
Popper, 1966)" (Cameron, 1984, p.247). From this perspective it can be seen that

rescarch in the area of ineffectiveness would be beneficial to the practitioners.

Figure 4. A Comparison of Continua of Individual Health and Organizational
Effectiveness

A

Removed for copyright purposes

Cameron, Kim and Whetton (1987, p. 224) draw attention to the concept of
ineffectiveness as presented in much of the literature on decline. They state that "much of
the literature on decline has focussed on the negative effects of shrinkage and has equated
decline and ineffectiveness.” This is not to be confused with the construct of

ineffectiveness as defined above.

Organizational Effectiveness: Summary of the Construct
Much has been written on organizational effectiveness but there is no consensus on the
approach or criteria to be used when judging it. Cameron and Whetton (1983) summarized
this when they wrote that "no theories of organizational effectiveness per se are possible,
the criteria for assessing the construct are both divergent and difficult to identify . . .

(p. 20). Every conception of an organization has within it some a priori of the factors that
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contribute to organizational effectiveness. However these conceptions depend upon the
perspective of the individual.

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) found, when trying to identify common effectiveness
criteria among constituencies in Wisconsin, and in some Texas child-care organizations,
that individuals had difficulty in articulating effectiveness criteria "because users had not
operationalized their value judgements in their own minds . . . [and] as might be expected,
users found it impossible to formulate criteria they would use to measure intangible gonls"
(p. 46).

Given the wide variety of participants within organizations and the numerous
constituencies that can attempt to set organizational effectiveness criteria, Scott ( 1987, p.
324-325) offerred three predictions, (1) the criteria offered by each group will be self
interested ones, (2) each criterion will benefit some groups more than others but all will be
stated to appear universalistic and objective, and (3) given multiple sets of actors pursuing
their own interests and a situation of scarce resources, we would expect little commonality
or convergence, and some conflicts in the criteria employed by the various parties to assess
organizational effectiveness. This latter prediction is supported by the study conducted by
Freidlander and Pickle (1968).

Research cited by Cameron (1984) indicates that it will be easier to generate consensus
among constituent groups about the appropriate measure for the identification of
ineffectiveness criteria. This could be an appropriate focus because by definition, the
removal of factors causing ineffectiveness gives rise to a more effective organization.

The research on organizational effectiveness with a particular focus on schools has
generated a body of literature and this can be broken into two major categories and these are

discussed below.

K}



32

Effective Schools
To understand the place of the effective schools research it is helpful to distinguish
between: (1) the study of effective schools and, (2) research on school effects. The
research on effective schools attempts to find differences between schools by identifying
and investigating those perceived to be more effective than the norm. The school effects

research

follows the lead of such researchers as James Coleman and Christopher Jencks, and

has established (1) that home background is the principal school-level predictor of
schoo! achievement and (2) that there is relatively little variance in average test scores
among schools, after controlling for socioeconomic and aptitude differences. (Ralph

and Fennessey, 1983, p. 689)

School effects research continues to investigate school and classroom variables that affect
achievement, even though their impact is modest compared with that of the home
environment.

As indicated b+ Ralph and Fennessey (1983, p.670) the term "effective schools”
implies that all classrooms perform fairly well, rather than a few outstanding classrooms
raising the overall average. However this is not so in the effective schools research
literature as most measurement is based on the performance of selected grades in selected
subject areas. Ralph and Fennessey (1983, p. 690) indicated that the effective schools
reform movement rests on two empirical propositions: "(1) there are verifiable examples of
exemplary schools that serve poor urban minority children, and (2) there are specific,

concrete characteristics that determine the performance of these schools."

School Effectiveness-A Literature Summary

This summary discusses ... research of the major contributors in North America and

elsewhere.
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North American Research

Clark, Lotto and McCarthy

According to Clark, Lotto and McCarthy (1980, p. 468) the research on effective
schools can be summarized with three distinctly different types of data used for the basis of
analysis: (1) case studies, (2) research studies, and (3) observations and generalizations
about exceptional urban elementary schools obtained from individual researchers. Clark,
Lotto and McCarthy (1980) analyzed the case study and research literature on more than
1200 urban elementary schools and then interviewed leading researchers and writers on
urban education. Figure S shows a summary of their findings of the research
generalizations supported by all of the substudies.
It can be seen that three of the clusters, leadership, teaching personnel, and curriculum
instruction, are more directly related to school improvement and school success. Hence it
could be argued that they are requirements for school improvement strategies and

appropriate facets to be considered by educators when assessing school effectiveness.

Ronald Edmonds

Good and Brophy (1986, p. 582) stated that Edmonds, "prior to his death in 1983,. . .
more than anyone, had been responsible for the communication of the belief that schools
can and do make a difference.” He (Edmonds) spent time dealing with (a) the investigation
of pupil background characteristics, (b) the inclusiveness of school effectiveness (c)
comparison of methods for examining school effectiveness (d) equity of evaluation
measures and () the comparison of effective and ineffective schools (Edmonds 1983, cited
in Good and Brophy [1986, p. 580]).

Purkey and Smith (1983, p. 429) cited Edmonds (1982), who, based on his own work
and research by "Averch et al. (1972), Brophy and Good (1972), Brookover, Beady,
Flood, Schweitzer, and Wisenbaker (1979), Mayeske, Wisler, Beaton, Weinffeld, Cohen,



34

Okada, Proshek, and Tabler (1972), and Weber (1971), "identified five characteristics of
an effective school: (1) a principal who provides leadership and gives attention to the
quality of instruction; (2) a pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus; (3) an
orderly, safe climate conducive to teaching and leaming; (4) teacher behaviors that convey
the expectation that all students will obtain at least minimum mastery of a subject; and (5)
the use of measures of pupil achievement as the basis for program evaluation. There isa
correlation between these characteristics and the variable clusters of leadership, teaching

personnel, and curriculum instruction used by Clark, Lotto and McCarthy (1980, p. 468).

Figure 5. Summary of Findings About Factors Associated with Exceptionality in Urban
Elementary Schools

Removed for copyright purposes

Source: Clark, Lotto and McCarthy, 1980, p. 468
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Purkey and Smith

Purkey and Smith (1983) in a comprehensive simmary of the literature on school
effectiveness grouped the studies into four categories--outlier studies, case studies,
program evaluation studies and "other" studies-- and used the information derived from
these studies to describe the components of an effective school using two groups of
variables. The first group of organizational variables can be established by administrative
means, while the second group of process variables is related to the culture of the school.

The nine organizational/structure variables identified by Purkey and Smith are:

1. Emphasis is placed on school site management with autonomy given to the school
leadership.

2. Strong instructional leadership is provided by the principal or teachers.

3. Stability and continuity are valued and actions which decrease this are avoided, thus
facilitating agreement and cohesion.

4. Curriculum articulation and coordination are used to achieve consensus on goals,
develop a purposeful program of instruction, and provide adequate instructional time.

5. There is a school wide staff development program involving all staff and based on
the expressed needs of the teachers but also closely related to the instructional program.

6. Parents are actively informed about the school goals and are supportive of them.

7. School-wide recognition of academic success is provided.

8. More time is devoted to academic subjects while time lost av to disruptions of the
academic program is minimized.

9. Support and encouragement from the district central office is evident.

The process variables identified by Purkey and Smith relate to the culture of the school
and the climate within that culture, and are:

1. Collaborative planning and collegial relationships are evident and this helps to break

down interpersonal barriers, develop consensus and promote a sense of unity.
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2. There is a strong communal sense. This feeling of being a member of a
recognizable and supportative community, reduces alienation and increases commitment to
school goals.

3. Clear goals and clearly defined purposes with agreement on priorities are evident.

4. Order and discipline are based on clear rules and are enforced fairly and this assists
with the communication of the purpose of the school's task.

Purkey and Smith (1983) emphasized that the structure and process variables are
interrelated and interdependent. The structural variables are an a priori conditicn within
which the process variables can develop. In their view neither group of variables alone is

sufficient to describe an effective school.

Peters and Waterman

Peters and Waterman (1982) in their book about America's best run companies, In
Search of Excellence commented on the attributes that characterize excellent companies.
These attributes have since been applied to schools and are:

1. Commitment--the collective staff agreed upon behaviors and outcomes are specific
cnough to control the behaviors of veteran members and acculture new members to the
organization.

2. Expectations--good schools are staffed by confident teachers that expect others to
perform to their level of quality. Students also know what they are expected to achieve and
teachers are surprised by those who fail.

3. Action--good schools have a bias for action and a sense of opportunism.
Experimentation is promoted and strengths are known.

4. Leadership--effective educational institutions promote primary work groups and
talents in unexpected members. The designated leader creates the environment for
experimentation and tolerance for failure so that leaders can emerge at all levels of the

system.



S. Focus--effective schools pay close attention to the primary task in the classrooms.
More class room time is allocated for academic leaming and more of the class time is for
engaged learning activities. Staff development activities focus on instructional skills and
understandings.

6. Climate--good schools maintain an orderly and safe environment for staff and
students. Good schools are good places to work and leam for all of the participants in the
educative process.

7. Slack--good schools have a reasonable level of human resources and slack time.
There is time for staff to participate in developmental activities and to incorporate new
practices into their busy schedules. Experimentation is valued and there is tolerance for
failure caused by experimentation.

Peters and Waterman, like Purkey and Smith, believe that the interaction between
process and organizational factors leads to defined improvement. They argued that the
organizational factors have received inore attention in the past, but the process faciors dre

arguably the most important.

Non-North American Research

Probably the best known work outside of North America is the British 1,500 Hours
study by Rutter et al. (1979, p. 2) which stated that "clearly, there is considerable
disagreement about the influence of schooling on children’s development. At first sight,
100, there appears to be a hopelessly confusing chaos of contradictory research findings.
In fact, that is not s0." They go on to demonstrate that individual schools do make a
difference to pupils’ behavior and attainment. Rutter et al. (1979) also suggested that there
is a consistency of 'effectiveness’ or 'ineffectiveness’ over time within a school.

Goldstein (1980) criticized their results on methodological grounds, but the substance
of their argument stands. This study collected more process data of better quality than

other school effects studies. In discussing the findings Good and Brophy (1986, p. 580)



stated "the dnta provided by Rutter et al. strongly suggest that school process has important

effects on student outcome measures. "

Summary of School Effectiveness Literature

The relationship between a principal's behavior and school effectiveness is tenuous.
In fact, mutual causality appears to be characteristic, that is, no variable in a loop controls
other variables without also being controlled by them (Good and Brophy, 1986). There
is little agreement on what constitutes schoo! effectiveness. Much of the research on
effective schools relics on standardized testing of a few classes in the lower grade levels
in urban elementary schools, Few would claim this is an adequate measure of
effectiveness. "The current definition is a very special one that focuses on a single
content area (basic skills) for a limited clientele (the urban poor)"” (Firestone and Herriott,
1982, p. 53).

Robinson (1985) in a review of the literature on school effectiveness concluded that
no single factor makes a school effective. Similarly, D'Amico (1982) compared the
findings of Brookover and Lezotte, Edmonds, Rutter, and Phi Delta Kappa and found
that similarities exist between these researchers, but it is not a perfect match. A concemn
in this research is that " authors seem to have done quite a bit of interpretation when
translating their findings into conclusions” (p. 61). Purkey and Smith (1982) question
the generalizability of school effectiveness research and warn against a "recipe model”
application of the findings. Regardless of these shortcomings, most researchers on
school effectiveness generally agree to the acceptance of the body of school effectiveness
literature.

Irrespective of these wamings and the inexact definition of an effective school, the
principal is most often charged with the responsibility of creating an effective school.
However, Leithwood (1982) claimed that only a small amount is known about the

program-specific behavior of effective principals and that "large critical components of
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effective behavior are still to be discovered” (p. 31). Good and Brophy (1986), while
accepting that nearly all studies of effective schools support the importance of the principal
indicate that "there is far less consensus, however, on the behaviors and practices that
characterize leadership on a day to day basis" (p. 596). Dwyer et al. (1982) said that "there
are no simple ways to understand the effects of principal behavior on schools” (p. S93).

Robinson (1985) concluded that there were similarities between schools reporting
instructional effectiveness. One similarity was the principal's role as leader. He
identified nine components common to effective schools which describe principal
leadership. The principal, as leader, must ensure that the goals and objectives which will
lead 1o effectiveness are established and implemented. Sergiovanni (1982, p. 331)
proclaimed that it is the ability of the principal to achieve a goal through people, rather
than self action, which creates an effective school.

The principal has an indirect role in achieving school effectiveness as defined by
student outcomes. The principa!'s actions are seen to influence tcacher behaviors, a facet
of the classroom related factors, which in turn affect student outcomes. There are also
factors specific to each individual school through which the principal can affect student
outcomes. This situation is succinctly portrayed in Figure 6.

Figure 6. A Paradigm of the Principal's Role in Student Learning

Removed for copyright purposes

Source: Leithwood and Montgomery, 1982: 335
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Purkey and Smith (1982) also recognized the principal's indirect role in school
improvement. They described a "school culture model" which avoids top down attempts
at improvement. The school culture model ". . . assumes that consensus among the staff
of a school is more powerful than overt control without ignoring the need for leadership”
(p. 68).

Firestone and Herriott (1982) and Robinson (1985) suggested that the effective
school research is a key source of information in planning for school improvement. This
is supported by a study conducted by Duke and Stiggins (1985), where strong support
was found for the use of perceived school performance as an evaluation indicator for
principals. Individual school performance improvement appears to be the key to success
in district improvement efforts.

Edmonds (1982) noted that "the local school is the unit of analysis and the focus of
intervention” (p. 10). Snyder (1983) reported that school improvement goals can only be
realized if "each staff member sets performance targets for 8 given year that are directly
connected to overall school and team improvement priorities” (p. 34).

Although school effectiveness could appear to present criteria for evaluating
principals, Kroeze (1984) stressed the importance of context. Within the context of the
school, the interrelationships between "1, environmental 2, context/principal
characteristics 3, principal behavior [and] 4, educational outcomes” (p. 3) determine the
extent to whicl. 1 school is effective. The importance of context may be the primary
reason for the number of different reports on the characteristics of effective schools.

Once goals have been established which reflect the context, success is possible. This
was the conclusion of McCormick-Larkin and Kritek (1982) in a review of Milwaukee's
project RISE. They credit some of the success of this school improvement project to the
focus given to the role of principals in creating change. They noted that "the district

administrators have given them the responsibility to design and implement individual
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programs and have held them accountable for results" (p. 21) and this was a valuable
component in the production of the change.

There is a core of factors consistently articulated with school effectiveness.
However, they cannot be used prescriptively and imposed by the district administration
or by individual principals If real strides in school improvement are to be made, due

recognition must also be given to the literature on the production of planned change.

School Effectiveness and Change
There is a growing literature on organizational theory and change processes in schools.
As indicated by Reid, Hopkins and Holly (1987, p. 12):
Several commentators [the Schmucks, 1974; Cuban, 1984, Fullan, 198S; Purkey and
Smith, 198S; Hopkins, 1986a, etc.] have argued that because 'change is a process and
not an event' schools need to improve - and make more effective - not only their
'change process capacity', but also their understanding of the dynamics of change.
Giving cognizance to the dyna:nics of change the research literature on change can be
synthesized with the following points:
- the school is the focus of change ;
- the principal is the key facilitator;
- the development of classroom practice is really the development of teachers ;
- staff development must deal with issues seen as relevant by participants;
- professional development should be designed collaboratively and activities should
be collegial;
- decision-making should be collaborative;
- strategies must be flexible, practical, open ended and relevant to the situation;
- support networks within and without the school are critical; and

-school staffs have the ability to solve most of their own problems, though they

may not realize it.



These points were synthesized from the work of Bentzen (1974), Berman and McLaughlin
(1978), Fullan (1982), Goodlad (1984), Harrison (1984, 1979), Saphier and King (1985),
Sergiovanni (1984, 1979), and Withall and Wood (1979).

It can be seen that the focus of change is the individual school and this requires
cooperative efforts of the staff within the school. Snyder (1988, p. 40) argued that the
major focus of a principal's work is to mange the cooperative efforts of a staff to achieve an
agreed vision She indicated that writers who focus on institutional successes cite "work
culture as the distinguishing feature of excellent companies." From this she therefore
argued that it is the principal's responsibility "to envision what a school can become and
then to identify with others what tasks should be addressed each year" (p. 40).

Given the frequent mention of climate by earlier writers and now the emphasis on
culture it is appropriate to briefly review these two concepts and their implication for both

principal and school effectiveness

Organizational Climate
We will first look at the early definitions of organizational climate and the development
of a changed meaning for the concept. School climate is now regarded by some as
synonymous with the concept of culture. The concept of culture is then examined from an
anthropological perspective and from within an organizational context. The linkage
between climate and culture is explored. The utility of the concept of culture for
educational administration is discussed and analyzed from the perspective of the principal

acting as a cultural leader.

Climate - The Early Concept
The way a person performs in a particular educational organization is determined in part
by individual characteristics and in part by the organizational setting. When one visits
different settings there can be major differences in the atmosphere of the places.

Synonyms for this are feel, tone, climate and milieu and they refer to the way the members
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of the organization experience the internal quality of the organization. Andrew Halpin

(1966) noted:
In one school the teachers and principal are zestful and exude confidence in what they
are doing. They find pleasure in working with each other; this pleasure is transmitted
to students . . . . In a second school the brooding discontentment of teachers is
palpable; the principal tries to hide his incompetence and his lack of direction behind a
cloak of authority . .. . And the psychological sickness of such a faculty spills over
on the students who, in their own frustration, feed back to teachers a mood of despair.
A third school is marked by neither joy nor despair, but by hollow ritual . . . ina
strange way the show doesn't seem to be for "real.” (p. 131)

Hoy and Miskel (1982) used the concept of climate to explain the differences between
schools. They defined organizational climate as "the set of internal characteristics that
distinguishes one school from another and influences the behavior of people in it" (p. 185).
They stated that climate is equivalent to considering the personality of a school.

In his doctoral dissertation, Batchler (1977) indicated that in the early work on climate,
as Guion (1973, p.130) reported, there appeared to be confusion about "whether climate
referred to an attribute of the organization or attributes of the employees." Downey,
Hellriegel & Slocum (1975, p.149) claimed that "organizational climate has generally been
defined as an individual's perception of his work environment . . . It is a summative
variable intended to represent the individual's filtering, structuring, and description of the
numerous stimuli impinging on him from the organization." Batchler (1977) then
contrasted this with the definition of climate by Hellriegel and Slocum (1978, p. 256), who
synthesized Beer (1971), Campbell (1970), Dachler (1973), and Schneider (1972) and
defined organizational climate as "a set of attributes which can be perceived about a

particular organization and/or its subsystems, and that may be induced from the way that

organization and/or its subsystems deal with their members and environment” (p. 38).

Measurement of Organizational Climate
Work by Halpin and Croft in 1962, as part of a research contract for the United States
Office of Education, led to the development of a sixty four item questionnaire called the

organizational climate description questionnaire (OCDQ). It contained eight dimensions,



four as characteristics of faculty behavior, and four as characteristics of principal behavior.
Hindrance, intimacy, disengagement, and esprit were focussed on faculty behavior while
production, aloofness, consideration and thr:st had a focus on principal behavior.
Through factor analysis they developed six basic school climate clusters ranging on a
continuum from open to closed. The ends of the continuum were the virtual antithesis of
each other.
Following work using Halpin and Croft's (1962) scales, controversy ieveloped over
the usefulness of the six discrete climates identified by them. Brown (cited in Hoy and
Miskel 1982, p. 191), in a study with eighty one elementary schools in Minnesota,
identified eight discrete climate types along the continuum, while Watkins (1968) found
weaknesses with the middle climate types.
John Andrews (1965, p. 333) in a comprehensive validity study of the OCDQ
concluded that
the concepts "open"” and "closed," applied by analogy from psychology, appear to
have little meaning, except in terms of the description of the profiles they represent. In
fact, the vagueness of the concept "organizational climate” and of the names of the six
climate types is regarded as a detraction from the validity of the OCDQ.

He found that the sub-tests of the OCDQ provided reasonably accurate measures of

important aspects of a principal's leadership in terms of interaction with the staff, but could

not be used to extrapolate to the discrete climate profiles.

Climate - The Concept Now
As aresult of Andrews validity study, the rate of the work with the OCDQ diminished.
However recent work has been done by Schwartz and Davis (1981, p.103) who stated that
climate is "a measure of whether people's expectations about what it should be like to work
in an organization are being met." This represents a transition from the measurement of
actual experience within the organization, the thrust of the sixties, to the measurement of

expectation fulfillment.



Gordon (1985) who cites Schwartz and Davis, indicated that climate is equated with
attitude surveys that measure satisfaction with various aspects of the job environment. He
indicated that in his work with Hay Associates, they persistently collected the perceptions
of individuals in the top four or five levels of the management about how their companies
operate. This is an important difference because the measure is of company performance
and not individual satisfaction with facets of the organization.

In this process the management are not asked about satisfaction or whether expectations
are being met. Rather their perceptions of company functioning, reflect the value systems
or culture of the company, as seen through the eyes of the management.

This represents a transition from climate measurement to the espoused measurement of
culture. It is based upon the movement from the measurement of attitude and satisfaction
indicators, compared with the measurement of perception. This begs the question; within
the study of organizations, has organizational culture come to replace organizational climate

as the significant variable? Are they equivalent or has climate been redefined?
Culture

Culture - An Anthropological Perspective
Sir Edward Bumnett (1871), cited in Harris (1986), the founder of academic
anthropology in the English-speaking world, and the author of the first anthropology
textbook said that:
Culture . . . taken in its wide ethnographic sense is that complex whole which includes
knowledge, beliefs, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits
acquired by m~n as a member of society. The condition of culture among the various
societies of mankind, in so far as it is capable of being investigated on general
principles, is a subject apt for the study of laws of human thought and action. (p. 1)
However Harris (1986), a modern anthropologist, defined culture as “the leamed,
socially acquired traditions and life-styles of the members of a society, including their

patterned, repetitive ways of thinking, feeling, and acting (i.e., behaving)" (p. 6). Culwre
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is therefore concerned with all aspects of a group's social behavior including their formsl

laws and technology.

Culture - An Organizational Perspective

Culture as a phenomenon has its roots in anthropology and Pinder and Bourgeois
(1982) have cautioned organizational scholars from borrowing metaphors from other
disciplines. Morgan (1983) responded to their caution by indicating that it is impossible to
purge science of metaphors. He states that this approach is "profoundly conservative,
encouraging an administrative science that turns its back on ideas and developments
occurring in other fields, in order to become an introverted, self-sealed area of study” (p.
606). Smircich (1983, p. 341) in positing the use of metaphors for organizational analysis

stated that

the term organization is itself a metaphor referring to the experiences of collective
coordination and orderliness. Meadows (1967: 82) has argued that organization
theory is always rooted in the imagery of order and asserts that " the development of
theories of organization is a history of the metaphor of orderliness."

Within discussing culture in an organizational context Schein (1988, p. 9) defined

culture as
a pattern of basic assumptions-invented, discovered, or developed by a group as it
leamns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration-that has
worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems.

Being slightly more colloguial, Deal and Kennedy (1982) cited in Kottkamp (1984,
p.152), stated culture is the " informal understanding of the 'way we do things around
here' or ‘'what keeps the herd moving roughly west."

However irrespective of the definition used, underlying the cultural perspective is the
concept of a defined community and the importance of their shared values and
understandings. Smircich (1983) indicated that culture fulfills several important functions:
it conveys a sense of identity for organizational members, it facilitates the generation of

commitment to something larger than oneself, it enhances social system stability, and it
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serves as a sense making device that can guide and shape behavior (p. 354). Bates (1987)
shares these views when he describes corporate culture as a "system of beliefs, behaviors,
myths and rituals fundamental to motivating organizational members and making the
organization successful" (p. 80).

Culture according to Smirich (1983) "is strikingly similar to the notion of a paradigm as
it is applied in scientific communities. Paradigms and culture both refer to warld views,
organized patterns of thought with accompanying understanding of what constitutes

adequate knowledge and legitimate activity" (p. 349).

Culture - Some Critical Aspecits
Culture is analogous to observed behavioral regularities in the group context. Behavior
patterns come to be automatic as a result of feedback about appropriateness of current
behavior and understandings of group norms. As such, an awareness of the way an

individual perceives is important for an organizational analyst.

Perception

To date the idea of perception has resisted a conceptual definition. Johnson (1987)
indicated that according to Shaver (1981, p. 83), there was broad consensus that perception
"is the understanding of the world that you construct from data obtained through your
senses.” Johnson summarized the eight generalizations of Allport (1965). Three of them
are important in the context of this study: (1) impressions are weighed unequally in
perceptual aggregation; (2) perceptions are assembled over time; and (3) perceptions remain
relatively steady over time (Johnson 1987, p. 208). Hence the culture of organizations is
not easily changed, and some aspects of the organization are considered more important

than others. This can vary with individuals.

Perception and Language

An idea in the highest sense of that word, cannot be conveyed but by a symbol.



Coleridge

One of the ways that individuals engage in sense making is by using symbols to convey
meaning and understanding. It is through language that we perceive and it is through
language that we make sense of our experiences. As Koch and Deetz (1981, p. 3)
indicated "perception and knowing are linked in an interpretive process that is
metaphorically structured, allowing us to understand one domain of experience in terms of
another.” This is important for administrators to understand because as Gronn (1984)
indicated, the work of administrators is "talk." Hodgkinson (1978) agreed with this and
two of his propositions reinforce the importance of language:

Language is the basic administrative task; and

Language cloaks power and has power. (p. 204)
Greenfield (1983, p. 298) also reinforced the importance of language when he stated
"language is power. It literally makes reality appear and disappear. Those who control
language control thought - - and thereby themselves and others." Hence by implication it
can be seen that metaphors shape understanding and action, that is, the reinforcement and
refining of culture.

Language as a cultural mechanism is pervasive and carries meaning for many
generations. Such is the case with the concept of thesis and antithesis, the basis of
Aristotlean logic. As Holdaway (1968, p. 18) noted, "several writers have pointed out that
traditional dichotomies do not accurately represent the trends of modern social science
research. But dichotomized thinking continues to exist." On reflecting back to the work of
Halpin and Croft it may be that this type of thinking was responsible for the inherent
weaknesses in their continuum of open-closed climate. Perhaps the accuracy of the OCDQ
was inhibited by forcing the results on to a dichotomized continuum.

The influence of language continues long after the initial metaphor is created. We
understand and make sense by reflection on events and actions. In doing this we use

language that has been transmitted to us with its inner messages. Therefore language is one
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of the base building blocks of any culture and one of the ways of its transmission,
interpretation and reinforcement. Use of symbols and language can occur at different
conceptual levels within one cultural context. It can be part of the daily pattemed behavior
or the means of examining underlying myths and basic assumptions about the nature of

reality for that culture.

Levels of Culture

Schein (1985) proposed that there are visible levels of culture and that they need to be
carefully distinguished in order to avoid conceptual confusion. These levels are shown in
Figure 7.

Schein (1985, p. 15-25) argued that the most visible level of culture is that of artifacts
and creations. However insiders are not always aware of their own artifacts, so one cannot
ask about them, even though they are readily observable to others. Nevertheless it is
difficult to understand what the artifacts mean, how they interrelate and what deeper
patterns they reflect. Schein (1985) indicated that if one wishes to achieve this level of
understanding "one can attempt to analyze the central values that provide day-to-day
operating principles by which the members of the culture guide their behavior” (p. 15).
The values within a culture reflect someone's original value of what ought to be. The first
time a unique problem is tackled, the initial solution is a reflection of that person’s values.
If the solution works and ihe group has a shared perception of that success the "value
gradually starts a process of cognitive transformation into a belief and, ultimately an
assumption” (p. 16).

Not all values undergo this transformation. Only those that are capable of physical and
social validation and continue to work reliably to solve the group's problems will become
transformed. The basic assumptions of a group are congruent with what Argyris and
Schon (1980) identified as "theories-in-use." To change basic assumptions (called double
loop learning by Argyris and Schon), is difficult because they are not confrontable or



fundamental aspects of the culture. Schein concluded his argument by indicating that when
they do emerge for the researcher, the cultural patterns are clarified and one has an

understanding of what is really going on and why.

Figure 7. Levels of Culture and Their Interaction

Removed for copyright purposes

Scource: Schein, 1985, p.14



analysis of culture as a root metaphor or critical variable in organizational studies.

Organizational Culture from Five Perspectives

In the first two approaches indicated in Figure 8 (comparative management and
corporate culture studies) culture is taken as an independent or dependent, internal or
external, organizational variable. In the other three perspectives, culture is not a variable
but a "root metaphor.” When using culture as a variable in the analysis of organizations, il
is comparable to considering organizations as organisms. This leads to systems theory
type perspectives with the organization existing within the environment that contains the
cultural context.

In 1979 Pondy and Mitroff suggested that the culture model replace the open systems
perspective for the analysis of organizations. There is a growing trend in this direction bu
much of the research from the cultural perspective fails to acknowledge the conceptual basi
of culture being used, as indicated in Figure 7.

However Smircich (1983, p. 347) indicated that use of the root metaphor method of
analysis promotes the idea of "organizations as expressive forms, manifestations of humar
consciousness.” The latter three perspectives shown in Figure 8. can be linked to the thre
levels used by Schein (1985) and illustrated in Figure 7. Any research from within these
three perspectives seeks to explore the phenomenon of organization as the subjective lived
experience of those within them. This seems to fit better with the concepts of organization
as social constructs. Hence the idea of using culture as the root metaphor, focusing on
collective meaning making processes, has greater intrinsic appeal.

Culture can be carried by an individual but it must be enacted in a group. A group has
no mind, so the collective understandings are part of the people who carry them. If the
event or meaning is not enacted or trunsferred within a group context, thr. meaning 1s

discarded.



Figure 8. Intersections of Culture Theory and Organizational Theory.

Removed for copyright purposes

Scource: Smircich, 1983, p. 342

Irrespective of this, culture focuses attention on the non-rational expressive experiences
of an organization. As Morgan (1986, p. 135) indicated " the modern myth of rationality "
is being exposed and it may lead to true understanding of what occurs within an
organization, rather than the imposition of some structured model to explain organizations.
This contrasts with the pervasiveness of the perception of order. Obsession with order is a

cultural phenomenon that exists even within the chaos theories of the physicists, and can



explanation of the nature organizations.

Culture and Climate - The Linkage

Figure 9 indicates that culture is the umbrella concept under which climate can shelter.
Culture is concerned with the understandings of a group and how they cope with external
adaptation and internal integration problems. These processes become internalized as
appropriate ways to think and perceive the reality they represent. Climate is more of a
measure of an individual's perception of factors within an organization. It is not linked to
the conscious and unconscious sense making for the total group. Measurement of climate
can give indication of aspects of the culture of a group, but these indicators are most likely
to be at the artifact and creations level of the culture.

Figure 9. Relationship between Culture and Climate

CULTURE
Social mores Organizational Culture
Values
Ethics Artifacts
Nature of reality Stucture
Artifacts Technology
Assumptions about the nature of man Communication processes
Nature of reality
Sub (-?/ulm)

Work by Gordon and Cummins (1979) cited in Gordon (1985, p. 106) utilized eleven

dimensions for their measurement of climate. They are: clarity of direction, organizational



reach, integration, top management contact, encouragement of individual initiative, conflict
resolution, performance clarity, performance emphasis, action orientation, compensation
and human resource development. Gordon stated that these dimensions allow for the
plotting of an organizational culture. However the graphs bear a striking resemblance to
those initially plotted by Halpin and Croft. Gordon proposed that from an analysis of the
individual graphs of culture it is possible to plan to change the culture of an organization.
This appears to be based on a simplistic manipulation of the artifacts of the culture. It does
not confront the basic understandings and assumptions of organizational culture. Argyris
and Schon (1980) have shown that this negates double loop leaming and hence does not
produce true cultural change. It seems that the word culture is being used in the private
enterprise business context when actually mapping aspects of climate, which are a subset of
surface level cultural variables. Bates (1986, p. 1) argued against this corporate use of the
culture concept and indicated in a recent paper presented at the annual conference of the
American Educational Research Association that "there are serious theoretical objections to
the emasculated conception of culture presented by the advocates of corporate culture.”
This use of culture could be a possible reflection of entrepreneurial enterprise in the free

murket organizational consultant economy.

Culture - Utility of the Concept for Educational Administration
Schools exist within a predetermined hierarchical structure. This structure has evolved

from the monitorial school system of the industrial revolution. At that time the head-teacher
was responsible for the training of the monitors to assist with the educative process.
Classes were large and the methodology clearly defined. However, with the increasing
size of schcols and the devolution of authority and associated tasks to the school, the role
of the principal has changed. Principals since then have had to assume many roles and
respond to conflicting demands. Even with the devolution of authority Payne (1987)

argued that principal behavior is influenced very strongly by parents who legitimate their



behaviors within predetermined boundaries. Allison (1984) stated that principals are the
lowest members of the central administration and have little chance of being the leaders of
the technology within their own organizaiion. In recent times as part of the "effective
schools" movement, there has been a call for principals to once again become the
instructional leaders of their schools. This has placed enormous demands upon them,
especially in large secondary schools where there are numerous people with potentially
greater technical expertise. The hierarchical structure in a secondary school with subject
department heads is an indication of this. The individual subject professional expertise
resides lower in the organizational structure. One way for principals to overcome these
deficir - ~ies is for them to assume the role of cultural leader within their organization

shapiug the direction of the organization's development.

The Principal as Cultural Leader

Sergiovanni (1984) indicated that there are required forces of leadership for highly
effective schools. These forces can be classified in five levels: technical, human,
educational, symbolic and cultural. They correspond to the following leadership
metaphors: management engineer, human engineer, clinical practitioner, chief and high
priest. The presence of skills in the first three is linked to routine school competence, but
the last two are essential for excellence in schooling. As chief, it is necessary for the
principal to be involved with modelling appropriate mores and giving purpose to the
school. The participants learn what is of value to the leader and the school, have a sense of
order and direction and enjoy sharing that with others. This leads to an increase in
motivation and commitment.

When a principal is acting as the high priest of a school the participants become
believers in the ideological system of the school. They are members of a strong culture that

provides them with a sense of personal importance and work meaningfulness. This is



highly motivating. As the high priest the principal is also responsible for gaining adherence
to a tightly held set of values inherent within the ideology of the culture.

This model underpins the research findings of Leithwood and Montgomery (1986).
They classified principals at four levels, with level four being the ideal. Level four
principals were high systematic problem solvers. Their solutions to problems were based
on adherence to the goals of the school. These goals were used to produce consistency
among staff as to the directions for action. This is a process of culture reinforcement.

As the cultural leader it is necessary for the principal to manage organizational
symbolism. This is aimed at the creation of a reality for the members which influences
actions that are taken. Gioia (1986, p. 52) stated:

Geertz (1973) said that a symbol is any object, act, or event that serves as a means for
conception. Cassirer (1944) contended that all human understanding is essentially
symbolic in nature. Both these positions suggest the pervasiveness of symbols in
defining the texture of understandings.
While recognizing that virtually anything can be a symbol, it behooves the principal to use
symbols that serve as meaningful representations of aspects of the school experience.
Symbolic actions influence beliefs and values and thus can sustain a given perception of
reality or assist in the fabrication of a new one (Feldman and March, 1981).

This process of meaning construction is called sense-making. As Gioia (1986, p. 61)
indicated it "entails intricate (and often unconscious) process of attending, attributing,
relating, reflecting, retaining and so on." Hence it is important for the leader of a school to
schedule time within the work place for reflection. Reflection assists the relating of actions
and atribution of activities to sense making. Weick (1979, p. 4) concluded that "all
knowing and meaning arise from reflection.” Without this reflection time it is not possible
to confront the deeper assumptions of the school culture. Non-confrontation only produces
pseudo-change in some of the outward manifestations of the culture. Goodlad (1984) has
posited that very little has changed in the schooling process during the last fifty years. The

technology of teacher dominated talk and interaction persists despite the greater



understanding of the cognitive processes of students. The technology does not give
cognizance to this increased understanding.

The provision of quality time for meetings has not been seen as a high priarity. Staff
meetings traditionally occur at the end of a busy day when individual energy levels of the
participants can be low. After the meetings, participants have other pressing demands and
so socialization and informal conversation is limited. Gronn (1984) reminds us that
administration is " talk" and we know that language is a basic cultural building block.
Without the quality time to confront core assumptions of the teaching culture, "double
loop" learning will not occur and Goodlad's observations will continue to ring true. The
provision of quality meeting time as part of the core working conditions weuld assist with
the development of communication between the leader and followers. Wu (1988) reminds
us that change requires both time and effort. "As any clssroom teacher or administrator
will tell you, time is at a premium. In today's schools, there is very little free time, and
what is available is jealously guarded” (p. 12). Until the allocation of meeting time is given
a high priority, the current economic squeeze on schools mitigates against provision of the

time.

Parental Participation

Throughout recorded history children have learned by modelling their parents' social,
moral and intellectual behavior and survival skills. Berger (1986) referred to them as being
the oldest and most essential part of any education system. As industrialized society
developed the educative role of the parents steadily decreased; the major responsibility for
education was delegated almost entirely to the school.

Pestalozzi was dubbed by Berger (1986) as the "father of parent education” (p. 26). As
a parent educator he championed the role of parents in the educative process. Following
his work the acknowledgement of parent influence in the educative process continued to be

promulgated and The Parent Teacher Association (PTA) was founded in the United States



in 1897. This organization was initially concerned with the the passing of child labor laws
and the monitoring of children's affairs such as general health and welfare issues.
Nevertheless, through the activities of this organization, parental participation in education
became institutionalized. It remained largely at the level of influencing policy until as
Cullingford (1985) aptly indicated, parents were rediscovered in the 1960's-70's. Highett
(1988, p. 17) cited a report from the Australian Schools Commission (1977-79) which
read:
Parents have long been excluded from any significant role in the school. The
immediate rroblem is to encourage them into the school on terms which convey their
right and capacity to participate in framing its educational program and to assist
teachers to enter a new kind of relationship with parents.

The South Australian Government is actively pursuing increased parental participation
in all levels of schooling. It has initiated a policy that gives parents decision-making rights
at all levels of school management and the Advertiser ( a State wide daily newspaper) on
March 22nd, 1989 headlined a tull page feature with the leader "Parent power grows in the
schools.” This policy is an attempt to have parents involved with the ongoing
administraticn of each school. This is in contrast to Alberta where Grainger (1984) found
in Edmonton that the role seen by both the parents themselves and the professionals was
one of service and support, and Rea (1977) concluded there was little evidence of direct
community influence in Alberta.

Traditionally popular parent participation has been seen as episodic and aroused by
particular issues (Wirt and Kirst, 1982, p. 119). This type of involvement is reflected in
the responsiveness of schools to demands from the local environment. They need to be
responsive because schools need to retain high levels of legitimacy and support. Inherent
within the maintenance of support is the necessity to maintain high levels of satisfaction so
enhancing reputation. Meyer, Scott and Deal (1983) argued "schools live and die

according to their conformity to environmental rules rather than to particular output rules"

(p. 415). To achieve this conformity two aspects are involved, first, "schools need to keep



their environment happy, and . . . [second), the schools need to keep their own members
happy" (p. 416). This is challenging because as Willower (1982) has indicated, "most
citizens have personal experience of schools, the profession has no convincing jargon,
boards are elected, and society is always vigilant for its young" (cited in Payne, 1987, p.
29). Payne goes on to argue that principals are the guardians of the thresholds of schools.
Principals maintain the legitimacy of the schools by defining the limits of acceptable teacher
behavior based on their perception of community expectations. Payne further enlarged on
this by defining the concepts of school vulnerability and a zone of tolerance within which a
school operates. He cited Summerfield's (1971) study where "four principals gave
whatever time was necessary to parental queries and complaints and the central office
returned every call and answered every letter from parents” (p. 30). Payne (1987, p. 31)
indicated that good administrators are supposed to keep people happy and contented and
principals are anxious to avoid conflict because of the negative effect it can have on their
careers.

Boyd (1976) has written extensively on the vulnerability of schools and the affects on
the behavior of the administrators within them. In effect a "zone of tolerance exists whose
boundaries or thresholds mark schools' vulnerability and incline them to avoid conflict,
particularly as the boundaries may not be clearly defined” ( p. $95). Payne indicated that
professional leadership can be exercised within the zone but administrators are not inclined
to test the limits because,

(a) their sense of vulnerability, (b) the paucity of incentives for taking risks, (c) their
professional ideology, and (d) selection and socialization procedures. Rather they are
more inclined to anticipate community reactions in order to avoid conflict and "so
citizens get what they desire in public schools . . . because local educators anticipate,
or happen to agree with their desires.” (Boyd 1982a, p. 1125)

Boyd's explanation of why administrators do not utilize all of their discretion but
instead constrain their reactions by antic ating community responses implies considerable

community influence. The environment always impinges on the school and the principal is

required to manage the boundary between it and we schoo! in orde. to muintain



equilibrium. The moves by the South Australian government further open the gateways in
the boundaries of the schools, and have the potential to allow increased access to the
teaching core. At present schools "immunize to some extent, the uncertain and
unpredictable consequences of the actual teaching enterprise. Teaching work is delegated
on a "good faith" and uninspected basis to teachers. By and large they do the best they
can" (Meyer, Scott and Deal, p. 424). The management of the increased scrutiny that will
possibly follow moves to increase parental participation in the schools, will be a new
challenge for principals within South Australia. The scrutiny has the potential to change the
thresholds of parental acceptance and tolerance, and so increase the vulnerability of

principals.

Summary

The early emphasis on effectiveness in organizations has lead to the development of a
body of literature on school effectiveness, which in tumn links with the theory and research
on school change processes. For the principal of a school there is increasingly a supply of
articles and journal summaries drawing on research and extrapolating this research to
prescriptive guidelines for school improvement. How to ingest this information remains
problematic for the practitioner.

Judging effectiveness is something that every person does on a continuing basis, and
each person bases that judgement on how the organization affects them. Schools answer to
multiple constituencies, and given that leader success is dependent on the leader’s ability to
simultaneously satisfy the idealizations of those multiple constituencies, there can be no
prescriptive cook book approach to assist an educational leader assess organizational
effectiveness. The literature on school effectiveness exhibited an array of criteria and
problems for judging school and principal effectiveness but as indicated by Bossert (1988)
these

problems do not suggest that the findings from the effectiveness studies should be
ignored. The cumulative evidence, as well as the practical experience of educators,



supports the importance of having high ::Iecmtions for students, developing a
positive climate, improving instruction and demonstrating leadership. These are
necessary but probably not sufficient elements for effective schools (cited in Grady,
Wayson, & Zirkel, 1989, p.21).

However, as stated by Reid, Hopkins, & Holly (1987, p. ii)

The literature is also in agreement on two issues. First, positive features of 'effective
schools' are to do with process-type manifestations of schooling. . . . The second
aspect on which the literature is in agreement is that all of these features are amenable
to alteration by concerted action on the part of the school staff.
The problem faced by the staff is in making judgements about which features are to be
tackled. Not all features of organizational performance are taken into account by
constituencies when they make their judgements about effectiveness. "Only those specific
facets of performance which are important to individuals enter into their asscssment”
(Zammuto, 1982, p. 2). Hence the first step in selecting effectiveness criteria for
judgement of an organization, is to select the constituencies whose perspective will be
considered. The six critical questions posed by Cameron (1980) and shown in Figure 3 are
important. Use of these can then lead to refinement of the criteria that could be used for
assessing school effectiveness.

Even with the use of these questions, due consideration must be given to research by
Baier (1958), Watkins (1963), and Popper (1966), cited by Cameron (1984, p.247). Their
research indicated that people have a great deal of difficulty in defining what they desire,
but they are much more willing and able to focus on the things they -~ ht avoid.
Consideration should therefore be given to the concept of ineffectiveness as proposed by
Cameron (1984) and shown in Figure 4.

Principals a- managers are involved in work that is characterized by brevity, variety,
and fragmentation. Mintzberg (1973) proposed that the activities of 8 manager can be
grouped within three areas covering ten roles; interpersonal, informational and decisional.
The interpersonal role covers the relationships that the manager has with others and occurs

when he/she is acting as a figurehead for the organization, as a leader and as a liaison

person for the organization. The info.mational role occurs when the manager monitors



progress and performance, disseminates information and acts as a spokesperson for the
organization. The decisional role occurs when the manager acts as the entrepreneur,
disturbance handler, resource allocator and negotiator for the organization. Consideration
of actions within these roles can allow the principal to identify the relevant constituents to
be asked the six critical question. The perspective of the relevant constituencies could then
give rise to the ineffectiveness factors that must be considered when judging the
effectiveness of a school.

The complexity of the task should not deter action in attempting to remove
ineffectiveness from within a school. There is no time for complacency because as Deal
(1983, p. vi) has stated "most institutions and their leaders are being asked to prove that
they make a difference, to show that they produce results." Schools now exist within a
turbulent environment and appropriate response to the changing expectations of
constituents within this environment, characterize excellent organizations (Peters, 1987).

The change literature clearly indicates the necessity of involving the implementers of
policy or implementers of improvement strategies in the planning process. They are the
final "street level bureaucrats” (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973) and will determine what
happens and hence the success of the process being undertaken. The challenge for the
school administrator is to produce the vision and resultant actions that reflect the
professional perspective of the educators while accommodating the realities of multiple
constituencies within the school environment.

Moves to change the levels of parental participation brings new players into the "street
level bureaucracy." Parents will by their very participation add to and change tke culture of
each school. The management of this culture is generally seen as a principal responsibility.
The changes could possibly indicate movement in the threshold of parents about acceptable
and non acceptable behavior from participants within schools. Schools have traditionally
maintained very high levels of acceptability and satisfaction by largely conforming to

environmental demands and rules rather than particular output demands. This buffers the



core technology from the direct interventions of persons within the external environment.
However, the new gateways being opened within the boundaries of schools by increasing
parental ;;articipation in the management decision-making processes of schools could
change this aspect. Increased involvement could lead to closer observation of the core-
technology and increased challenge of the teaching processes and methodology operating

within the schools.



CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The research design, methodological procedures used and the research context form the
subject of this chapter. The overall research strategy is followed by a description of
specific techniques used to design the questionnaires and processes used to collect,
organize and analyze the data. This discussion concludes by addressing sampling, gaining
approval for the study, preliminary Nominal Group Technique meetings, the development
and pilot testing of the questionnaires and the interview process, distribution and retumn of

questionnaires, and the analysis and reporting of questionnaire and interview findings.

Research Design

"To obtain information relating to the research questions, this study incorporated both
quaiitative and quantitative methodologies for, as Miles and Huberman (1984) wrote, "few
rescarchers are pot blending these two perspectives” (p. 20). They claim that this is
preferable providing that due attenton is given to the problems of drawing valid meaning
from the data. The aspect of valid meaning is defended later in this chapter.

Data collection for the study involved four main stages: (a) a review of the literature; (b)
a series of Nominal Group Technique meetings with principals to generate data on aspects
of school eftectiveness and school ineffectiveness which were then utilized to develop
questionnaires for « istribution; (c) distribution of questionnaires about school effectiveness
and school ineffectiveness to parents, principals and superintendents; and (d) follow up
interviews with 32 parents, 13 principals and 8 superintendents. Prior to the distribution of
the questionnaires students from the Graduate Diploma Professional Development program
from the Stuit site of the South Australian College of Advanced Education were involved in

the pilot testing of the questionnaires. One parent, one principal and one superintendent
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with the principals to determine what factors they associated with school effectiveness and
school ineffectiveness. This process assisted with the incorporation of an expansive army
of organizational dimensions into the instruments. At the same time the cautions echoed by
Cameron and Whetton (1983) indicated a need to delimit this study and to specify clearly
the focus for the study. These cautions were heeded and covered in :he delimitations

section of Chapter 1.

Selection of Sampies

The design chosen required extensive contact with principals and parents and hence the
Northem Area of the Education Department of South Australia was chosen because of its
spread of school types, geographical location and size, socio economic variation of the
school communities and convenience for the researcher. For the Nominal Group
Technique meetings all Junior Primary (30) and Primary principals (102) within the
Northem Area were invited to attend one of the five meetings. Principals who attended the
meetings and who subsequently volunteered (14 of the total number of Junior Primary
principals and 59 of the total number of Primary principals within the Area) were then
requested to select five parents from their school community to respond to the
questionnaires. Twelve principals were unable to assist and hence 305 questionnaires were
distributed to parents. Principals were urged to contact parents who were supporters of the
school as well as parents who had approached the school about a matter that concerned
tehm. All other principals with students in the R-7 grade range also received
questionnaires. Eighty nine percent of the parent respondents indicated that they were
willing to be interviewed and a sample of 32 were utilized. No attempt was made to stratify
the sample other than those who were able to be interviewed during the times available and
interviews ceased when the information being offered became repetitive.

Sampling of the principals for the follow up interviews was conducted on a different

basis. Seventy two percent of the respondents indicated a willingness to be interviewed
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and hence an initial effort was made to include respondents representing a diversity of
perspectives and circumstances. Thirteen principals were interviewed and the interviews
ceased when no new information was being offered. This strategy did not make the
findings any more generalizable but it did provide for a wide range of situational issues and
allow for divergent personal issues to be addressed.

Superintendents (27) with a primary responsibility for schools containing Junior
Primary and Primary students within the State of South Australia were contacted and
invited to participate in the rescarch. As the state system was undergoing a reassignment of
and a reduction in the number of superintendents, following a review of the Superintendent
of School's function, the sample included some Superintendents who had had this
responsibility in the previous academic year. A brief outline of the research (fiv pages)
and its purpose was sent to each superintendent along with a letter inviting them to
complete the enclosed questionnaire. Fourteen of the respondents indicated their
willingness to be interviewed and were selected on the initial basis of metropolitan and near

country location. Eight were interviewed and once again the interviews ceased when little

rew information was being gained.

Approval to Conduct the Research

In October 1987 a letter was sent to the Director General of Education in South
Australia requesting permission to conduct research within Education Department schools.
The policy of direct contact with schools was reaffirmed and that individual principals have
the right to accede to or deny such requests. In February 1988 contact with the Area
Director of the Northern Area resulted in the researcher’s appointment as a Superintendent
of Schools to that area for the third term of the academic year and the Director's agreement
and support for the research to be conducted within that area.

Prior to the researchers departure for Australia the research proposal was submitted to

an Ethics Review Committee of the Department of Educational Adr inistration, University



of Alberta. The research was approved as suitable for school personnel and in accordance
with the university's ethical standards.

On the researcher’s arrival in the Northen Area of the Education Department of South
Australia a circular was sent to all schools outlining the researchers special duties as a
Superintendent for the term and attached was a brief outline of the research that would be
conducted (Appendix A). During the same week contact was made with the district
secretary of each principal's group and an interview held with each person. The research
was explained to each person and a copy of the dissertation proposal was left with them.
Their assistance was solicited and they were asked to contact their colleagues about the
series of Nominal Group Technique (NGT) meetings to be held. In the second week of the
school term all principals with students in grades R-7 were invited to participate in the
initial phase of the research, a series of Nominal Group Technique meetings and a copy of
the letter is in Appendix A. Principals were informed that they would participat. "1 and
learn a process valuable as a staff meeting/parent meeting tool and would receive the total
group output of school effectiveness factors and school ineffectiveness factors  The lists of
factors associated with school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness could be used as a

basis for self reflection or to assist with a review of their school's operation.

Nominal Group Technique Meetings
Principals were informed of the purpose of the research, the time commitnent required
of them if they participated, and the venues for the NGT meetings. Five meetings werc
held with approximately fourteen principals attending each meeting. Three of the meetings
were used to focus on school effectiveness factors and the other two focused on school
ineffectiveness factors.
A brief description of the NGT mecting process follows. Further information is

presented by Delbecq, Van De Ven, and Gustafson (1975) and Lonsdale (1975).



The NGT process was developed to help people deal with problems, set priorities, find
solutions and review proposals with a minimum of discussion. Four steps are involved in
the process:

Generation of ideas. Individuals within the group were given time for silent
independent generation of ideas in writing. The ideas were recorded in brief sentences or
phrases on work sheets. The researcher participated in the group and generated ideas based
upon the literature review so ensuring that important aspects associated with school
effectiveness were not ignored.

Recording of ideas. Each group member in turn then provided one briefly phrased
idea which was recorded on a display sheet for all to see. This process continued until the
group ran out of ideas.

Serial discussion of ideas. Each item on the display chart was clarified. The aim
was not to reach group agreement but to ensure that each item was understood.

Yoting on ideas. Each meeting generated in excess of 100 items and these were
used by individuals to generate their nine most impottant itcms. Individuals selected a
number of items from the displayed list and wrote the items on a card. Individuals then
discarded cards until nine remained. The cards were then spread so that each individual
could see all of their items at one time. Each person then selected the most important item
from their selection, numbered it as nine and then tummed it over. They then selected the
least important remaining card, numbered it as one and also turned it over. This continued
until all cards had been selected and numbered. The cards from all participants were
collected, shuffled, and the rank order scores of each item recorded. These votes were

tallied and distributed to all participants along with the collated voting list from all meetings.

Pilot Testing of Questionnaires
Immediately following the NGT meetings the ideas were used to distil a comprehensive

list of factors associated with school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness. The list was



71

compared with factors identified in the review of the literature, deficiencies were rectified
and the revised list was then used to generate items for a questionnaire. Most items on the
questionnaire required rating on a forced-choice Likert type scale, one for importance and
one for effectiveness. The effectiveness scale reflected the current view in the literature that
effectiveness/ineffectiveness are treated as a continuous dimension. By definition the
removal of ineffectiveness factors gives rise to an effective organization.

The questionnaire was structured into three sections for superintendents and four
scctions for principals and parents; Section A explored school effectiveness factors; Section
B was concerned with principal effectiveness factors; Section C gathered information about
the respondent's school (this was not included in the superintendents questionnaire), and;
Section D gathered information about the respondent. Section A was further categorized
into factors associated with educational program, student factors, staff factors,
communication-commanity factors, financial management factors, physical facility factors
and management factors.

Owing to the dearth of resex. .h on ineffectiveness constraints experienced by schools
and the fact that Cameron (1984, p. 243) argued that the construct space for ineffectiveness
uppears to be more narrow and more easily mapped, open ended questions were provided
to allow responses in this area and so glean additional ideas and explanations which
respondents viewed as important for both effectiveness and ineffectiveness in primary
schools.

The initial draft of the questionnaire was tested with two principals and one
superintendent. Their comments were utilized to prepare draft two of the questionnaire.
This draft was sent via Fax machine to the University of Alberta for initial reaction from the
supervising professor. The comments received werc incorporated into a thivd draft which
was tested with a class of students from the Sturt site of the South Australian College of
Advanced Education Graduate Diploma program in Professional Development. After

completing the questionnaires they responded during a forum about the completeness,
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appropriateness and clarity of items, the layout and the length of the three questionnaires.
The comments resulted in stylistic modifications reducing the apparent length of the
questionnaire, and changes to three items. Several respondents questioned the
appropriateness of the four point importance scale and the five point effectiveness scale but
a decision was made to leave the scales so that some individual items could be compared

with items in several recent studies completed in Alberta.

Distribution and Return of Questionnaires

On the Sth of September the questionnaires for principals were mailed to all schools
containing students in the R-7 grade range within the Northern Area. Principals who had
attended the NGT meetings and who had =greed to distribute questionnaires to parents
received five copies of the parent questionnaire. The covering letter reaffirmed the
necessity for their support and outlined the tasks required of them. They were asked to
forward the questionnaire to parents who had made contact with the school during the
current academic year. The principals were requested to choose people who had had either
formal written or verbal contact with the school to express support for, or to raise concems
about some aspect of the school's activities. Included with each parent questionnaire was a
brief summary of the research, plus a co. cring letter requesting their support plus a
separate response sheet and envelope. Parents were asked to forward the completed
questionnaires and response sheets in separate sealed envelopes to the principal of the
school so that the school could forward them through the courier system to the researcher at
the Area Office.

On the 7th of September questionnaires were mailed to the Superintendents. Enclosed
with each was a brief summary of the research and a letter requesting their support. To
ensure confidentiality for all respondents there were no identifying marks on the
questionnaires and all response sheets and questionnaires were returned in separate

envelopes.
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The third school term finished on the 23rd of September and follow-up letters were
forwarded to all school principals and superintendents who had not responded by the first
Friday of the new term, the 14th of October. Principals who had distributed questionnaires
to parents were requested to follow up on parent responses as required. The responses
generated by this action were forwarded by a colleague to the researcher at the University
of Alberta.

Of the 132 questionnaires distributed to principals 84 were returned (64%) and 61
volunteered for follow-up interview. Sixty one principals agreed to send questionnaires to
parents and of the 305 distributed 190 were retumed (62%) and 169 of the parents
volunteered for follow-up interviews. Twenty seven superintendents received

questionnaires and 21 were returned (77%) with 14 volunteering for a follow-up interview.

The Interview
The effectiveness and ineffectiveness measures used by constituents to judge the

school's activities and outputs, are tied to their perception of organizational reality.
Therefore interviews were used to supplement the questionnaire data and they added depth
to the information gathered. According to Kvale (1984) a qualitative interview is

centred on the interviewee's life-world; it seeks to understand the mearing of

phenomena in his (or her) life-world; it is qualitative, descriptive, and specific; it is

presuppositionless; it is focussed on certain themes; it is open for ambiguities, and

changes; it depends upon the sensitivity of the interviewer; it takes place in an

interpersonal interaction, and it may be a positive experience. (p. 174)
Data gathering by this type of interviewing guarded against the incursion of the data
matching the researcher's view of relevance. At the same time, the perceptions gained from
selected respondents afforded only partial views of the reality perceived by the participants.
To gain a wider perspective on the multiple realities, people from each of the constituencies
were interviewed.

Reliability was enhanced by structured and standardized characteristics while validity

was gained from openness. Merton et al. (1956) claim the non-directive interviews can
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"uncover a diversity of relevant responses, whether or not these have been anticipated by
the inquirer. . . . It gives the interviewee an opportunity to express himself about matters of
central significance to him rather than those presumed to be important by the interviewer"
(p. 43). Gordon (1975) described the semi-structured interview as giving "the interviewer
some choice as to the order of the questions, freedom to attempt alternative wordings of the
same question, and the freedom to use neutral probes if the first response is not clear,
complete or relevant” (p. 61). The interviews were semi-structured according to a
predetermined schedule. However, an evocative technique was used to pursue critical
incidents associated with interventions initiated at the school level by the parent and
superintendent constituent groups when they deemed that some aspect of the school's
operation to be less effective than they deemed necessary. The questions in the interview
schedule were based on issues raised in the questionnaires, and from items obtained by
interview trial with one person from each constituent group, and others which emerged
from the literature, the experience of the researcher, preliminary studies and associated
discussion.

The semi-structured interviews added depth to the questionnaire data and allowed for
triangulation. The study featured some of Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh's (1985, p. 337)
descriptive survey techniques by inquiring into the status quo and attempted to measure
what existed without questioning why it existed; and of their explanatory survey, which
attempted to explain attitudes and behavior on the basis of data gathered at a point in time.
There was a focus on ineffectiveness as a construct because as indicated in the literature
review, people are much more consistent in reporting on what they view as failures.

In the trial interviews all persons felt comfortable with a tape recorder being used, but
each person was giv.n the option of having the interview taped or not. No person chose
not to have the interview tape recorded. A purposive sampling technique was used for
selection for interview. Guba and Lincoln cited by Borg and Gall (1983), compared

sampling techniques in research design and stated that "sampling is almost never



representative or random but purposive, intended to exploit competing views and fresh
perspectives as fully as possible. Sampling stops when information becomes redundant
rather than when subjects are representatively sampled” (p. 765). Hence interviews were
conducted with members of each constituent group and resulted in 13 principals, 32 parents
and eight superintendents being interviewed.

The researcher used a parent to interview 26 of the parents. As part of a training
process, this person was first interviewed and then discussed the process with the
researcher. The questions were discussed and the intent of the questions clarified. The
«arent was ihen given time to read the research proposal of the researcher and to also listen
to the interview experienced. The trainee made notes of the prompting type responses used
by the researcher and of any other matters that needed to be raised with the researcher.
After further discussion a trial interview was then done by the trainee. The researcher and
the trainee listened to this trial interview together, analyzed and discussed the process. This
led to both feeling satisfied with the approach being used and the trained parent then

commenced to arrange interviews with other parents.

Analysis of Questionnaire Data and Reporting of Findings

SuperintenJents were not asked to rate the importance of each item. Instead open
ended questions invited them to record their three most important factors for both school
and principal effectiveness. Principals and parents were asked to rate the importance of
each item as well as rate the effectiveness of the school or principal on that item. Most of
the questionnaire responses suited quantitative analysis. Percentage frequency distributions
and mean ratings of importance and effectiveness were calculated for each variable. Items
in both the principal sample and parent sample that had a mean score of greater than or
equal to 3.5 for importance were identified. If items were common to both groups then
they were extracted. A factor analysis on the effectiveness ratings of these items was

emnioyed to reduce the number of items into a smaller more manageable and explainable set
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of concepts (Kim & Mueller, 1987, p. 9). Pearson product moment correlations were used
to further examine the relationships within each factor. The means of each factor for each
constituent group were calculated and the groups compared. Further, to identify central
dimensions of effectiveness, stepwise multiple linear regression analysis was used to
establish the best predictors of overall school effectiveness and overall principal
effectiveness for each group of constituents.

Open-ended responses were invited in the questionnaire from each group on the
identification of the inhibiting factors associated with both school and principal
ineffectiveness. Many responses were generated and these were content analyzed and

frequency counts were made for the issues identified.

Analysis and Reporting of the Follow-up Interviews

Allinterviews were transcribed and entered into the computer program "Factfinder" for
a Macintosh computer. Cach paragraph of each transcript was coded, entered into the
program and hence then able to be sorted electronically. A frequency count for any code
was then possible along with the production of a complete verbatim statement of the
associated issue or facts. This provided a rapid way for content analysis, or "counting the
number of times that particular ideas or words are presented" (Travers, 1969, p. 228) and
hence the weight of support for any issue. At the same time there was considerable
diversity of opinion and meaning and these are often presented in full in the respondents’
own words. Some minor editorial changes have been made to the quotations presented.
These however were limited to changes in the grammatical construction of the verbal
responses and the meaning was protected in all cases. In reporting the numerical analysis
of the quantitative data (Research Question 1) it was appropriate to present the parallel
responses from the interviews to further expand on the understanding of the quantitative
data. However the majority of the information to answer Research Questions 2 and 3 came

from an analysis of the qualitative data.
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This study used both qualitative and quantitative methodological approaches and as
such dual methods of quality control were considered. In the sections that follow four
areas of concemn are referred to, (internal) validity, generalizability (or external validity),
reliability and objectivity. Equivalent labels for naturalistic research are Guba's (1981)
credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. However, as indicated by
Johnson (1988)

a number of educational and other social researchers have highlighted techniques for

oo Ramvien 1985 Engran. 1975: Kerlinger, 1973 Mouly, 1975; Shaw &

Wright, 1967; Wrightsman, 1977) and, more recently, qualitative (¢.g., Bogdan &
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Validity

Validity refers to how truthful, genuine and authentic data are in representing what they
purport to measure. Content validity was an issue in this study. There was a need to
ensure that the items were representative of and comprehensive in assessing the <chrol
effectiveness and school ineffectiveness construct. The questionnaires were formed as a
result of the input of 73 principals attending five different NGT meetings. Reactions to
drafts of the final questionnaire were given by students in a graduate program, reviewed by
a professor at the University of Alberta and by two principals and one superintendent who
were not in the final sample. In addition interviews allowed for additional probing in
aspects of school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness. All respondents permitted tape
recording of these interviews and were relaxed, fric--dly and quite willing to give personal
opinions about aspects under investigation. Parents in particular were pen about
both good and bad personal episodes they had experienced at the local school or Area
office.

Validity requires considered responses about the issues of concern. Parents,

principals, and superintendents were asked to rate both the principal and the school for

overall effectiveness. This could be a sensitive issue but anonymity was protected in the

n
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questionnaire stages of the data gathering and confidentiality was guaranteed to people who
were interviewed and may have assisted in this process. In the covering letter to all
participants the researcher assured participants of access to the final research report and of
personal availability to speak to groups about the findings and implications of the research.
The high response rate at an inopportune time of the school year possibly reflects
respondents satisfaction with these assurances.

One common method of establishing validity in qualitative research is triangulation
(e.g. LeCompte & Goetz, 1982; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Multiple research methods and
data sources are a means of triangulation hence the multiple data gathering processes used

within each constituency group played an important confirmatory role.

Generalizability

Generaizability addrecses the applicability aspect of the findings of the study beyond
the sampled respondents to larger populations. Random sampling is one way of ensuring a
measure of generalizability but because of the close contact required with the principals,
only those in the Northern Area were asked to participate. The Northern Area has 2% of
the state schools with students in the R-7 grade range but no attempt was made to sample
the schools randomly.

The qualitative aspects of the study can not be statistically generalized but the interviews
continued until the information being gathered became repetitive and a full range of
competing perspectives and view points were canvassed. The findings aowever may have
some transferability on a different basis. McCutcheon (1981, p.8) stated that
"generalizability in interpretive studies . . . rests on the reader’s ability to generalize
personally to their own situations rather than on the researcher's generalizing to populations
larger than the sunple used in the particular study.” While the remarks of those

interviewed may not be representative of others in the same constituent group, the reporting
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of these responses in detail may assist some readers in finding personal relevance in some

viewpoints.

Reliability

A reliable instrument, according to Treece and Treece (1977) and Mouly (1978), should
be able to reproduce a set of measureraents in different times and scttings. An instrument is
often checked statistically by the Guttman spilt-half technique. Travers (1969, p. 158)

explained this technique as follows:
One can regard the items of the test as consisting of two separate tests, each of half
length. One can, for example, consider ali even-numbered jtems as one form of the
test and all the odd-numbered as another. If the test is highly reliable, then the scores

derived from ong half of the items should be highly correlated with the scores derived
from the other half.

This method was used to test the reliability of the instrument and the results arc given in
Table 3.1:
Table 3.1
Reliability Coefficients for School and Principal Effectiveness Items

Importance Scale Effectiveness scale

1. Questionnaire for parents

(a) School items 924 983

(bY Principal items 916 O9R1
2. Questionnaire for principals

(a) School items 933 965

(b) Principal items 887 954
3. Questionnaire for superintendents

(a) Schoolitems  eeee- 989

(» Principalitems — eeee- 990

The reliability coefficients tend to be .90 above when the test is "well-made (and]
standardized” (Dowaie and Heath, 1965, p. 220) and the results reported support this

aspect of the questionnaire construction.



Objectiviiy

Obhjctivity or "confinmability" (Guba, 1981) of the study was generated by the methods
used to devise the questionnaire, the resultant reporting of the data that utilized well known
statistical processes, the interview process plus the detailed account of responses from
individuals within each respondent group. The verbatim reporting allows the reader to

analyze the researcher's interpretations and conclusions.

Advantages of the Methodological Approaches Employed
The methodology described above was chosen because of its suitability for this kind of

research and incorporated both qualitative and quantitative methodologies for, as Miles and
Huberman (1984) wrote, "few researchers are fiof blending these two perspectives” (p.
20).
1. The questionnaire design was given particular attention because as Fraser (1983, p. 29)
indicated two important problems are ingrained in questionnaire studies.

Most, if not all, attitude studies rely on some form of questionnaire, in which the

designer has pre-empted the questions and other areas of interest, normally with sound

justification, but often oriented more to the negative than the positive. The respondent,

however, then addresses himself to the questions that are asked and not necessarily to

the points that are specifically contentious to him.
Mindful of these cautions, NGT meetings were used to generate the relevant factors for
school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness ensuring that the factors were relevant to
the respondents and to guard against researcher bias. Open ended questions about positive
and negative aspects of school effectiveness were asked and given equal prominence in the
format of the questionnaire. Requests for additional information were made at appropriate
places and many respondents took the time to write extensively. The transcripts of the
written comments in the questionnaires occupied 124 typewritten pages.
2. To further account for the limiting aspect of questionnaires the researcher and an

assistant conducted interviews with 53 people from the three major constituent groups

represented and a wide range of perspectives and vicw points from within each group were
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obtained. The interviews clarified a range of issues and provided "structural corroboration”
(Eisner, 1979, p. 215, cited in Guba and Lincoln, 1981, p.106) of the questionnaire and
initial NGT responses. The semi-structured interview ensured that not only a range of
issues were addressed but also allowed scope for the interviewees to add ideas and pursue
issues central to their purpose.
3. The combination of methodologies added to the strength of each approach, while the
NGT meetings gave an added depth to the exploratory aspects of the problem. The NG’
pocess allowed for the rapid generation of ideas without the domination of the process by
any individual. People found it interesting because each step was different, each member
joined in all stages of the process and the NGT process encouraged agreement. It therefore
allowed a wide range of principals to influence the design of the questionnaire and allowed
for the uncovering of aspects of school effectiveness not indicated by a review of the
literature.
4. Given the different interest. e constituencies with a stake in schools, the diversity
of types of information collected was not only justified but it was required (Lawler et al.
1983, p. 537). Use of multiple constituent groups to acquire a vanety of perspectives on
the multiple realities of the issues under investigation, improved the reliability of findings
from this study. This approach also limited the impact of the researcher’s personal values
on the analysis as the judgements were left to the respondent practitioners and one client
group, the parents.
S. The design seemed to have particular benefits for the study of organizational
effectiveness. Cameron (1984) stated that the
basic assumption is that it is easier, more accurate, more consensual, and more
beneficial for individuals to identify ineffectiveness (problems or faults) than it is to
identify criteria of effectiveness (competencies). Under this approach, effectiveness is
viewed as a continuum ranging from ineffectiveness to high effectiveness. (p. 235)
Cameron argued that because the construct space of effectiveness is unclear it is to be

expected that consensual criteria for measuring effectiveness have not been produced. This
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reinforced the work of Zammuto (1982) who indicated that preferences for desired
outcomes are not stable within an organization. Hence perceptual agreement about desire<d
weasures for organizational effectiveness are not stable. Because of this managers tend not
to focus their activities on aspects of the organization that appear to be running smoothly.
Cameron stated "the luxury of pursuing a more excellent way is largely beyond the scope
of managerial concerns" (p. 243). For most managers then the concept of ineffectiveness
has more utility. Both the questionnaire and interview allowed for the exploration of
factors associated with ineffectiveness.

6. The research did not involve any ethical dilemmas. Participation was a matter of
personal choice and all questionnaire responses were anonymous. Interviewees were also
assured of ancnymity and as such were very relaxed and prepared to discuss very sensitive

issues.

Res.arch Orientation, Values and Assumptions of the Researcher
Every researcher approaches their research with a personal frame of reference that
focuses and influences the data collection and analysis and the presentation of the findings.
Myrdal (1978) stated
valuations are always with us. Disinterested research there has never been and can
never be. Prior to answers there must be questions. There can be no view except
from a viewpoint. In the questions raised and the viewpoints chosen, valuations are
implied. Our valuations determine our approaches to a problem, the definition of our
concepts, the choice of models, the selection of our observations, the presentation of
our conclusions--in fact the whole pursuit of a study from beginning to end. If we
remain unaware of the valuational basis to our research, this implies that we proceed to

reason with one premise missing, which implies an indeterminateness that opens the
door for biases. (pp. 778-779)

Outlining the orientation for this study is in no way intended to discredit other orientations
to inquiry. This study reflected the researcher’s preference for the powerful and in many
cases subtle influence of culture on the formation of attitudes, action and perception. This

fits the social systems view of organizations where individuals are thought to express
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broadly consistent expressions of values, perceptions and beliefs as applied to events and

circumstances.

The researcher’s view of effectiveness and ineffectiveness matches that of Cameron
(1984. p. 235) in that the effectiveness is viewed as a continuum ranging from
ineffectiveness to high effectiveness. Removal of ineffectiveness by implication means that
an grganization is effective.

Schools are social systems serving different purposes for the various constituencies
involved and as such this perspective fits more wi:.1 the systems view of organizations and
the multiple constituency views of organizational effectiveness. Daft and Wiginton (1979)
cited by Cameron and Whetton (1983, p.6.) have argued that "no single symbol, model or
metaphor can capture the complexity of organizations, so a variety of different ones are
required.” Further they argued that "a clear conception of organizations is not needed to
understand effectiveness and it is even undesirable (Daft &Wiginton, 1979; Morgan, 1980,
Weick, 1977)" (p. 5). Every respondent in the study had a personal conception of what
was required for school effectiveness and what made a school or principal ineffective. As

such it was assumed that they would accurately report those perceptions.

Summary
To obtain data relating to the research questions, ideas gained from the literature, a

series of NGT meetings and pilot testing were used to develop and refine questionnaires for
circulation to parents and principals of schools containing students in grades R-7 within the
Northern Area of the Education Department of South Australia. The questionnaires for
parents and principals required the respondents to rate the importance and effectiveness of
the school or principal on a variety of factors and to allocate a global effectiveness rating for
both the principal and school. Superintendents were requested to choose three schools

from within their district, one that could be classified as ineffective, one moderately



effective and one very effective. They were requested to rate these principals and schools
on a variety of factors and to allocate a global effectiveness rating for both.

Follow-up interviews were conducted with 32 parents, 13 principals and eight
sunerintendents to probe important issues, to ascertain what types of interventions parents
made when some aspect of the school's operation did not meet effectiveness standards they
deemed necessary and to assist with the validity of the study.

Statistical data were analyzed by comparisons of means, factor analysis, correlation
analysis and multiple regression analysis. Individual responses to open ended questions in
the questionnaire and the interview data were analyzed for content and arranged for detailed
reporting.

The review of the literature, preliminary NGT meetings, pilot studies and triangulation
of research methods and of data sources helped to establish the validity of the procedures
and research outcomes. The internal reliability of the questionnaires were tested with the

Guttman split half method and found to be satisfactory.
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CHAPTER 4
IMPORTANT FACTORS FOR SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the importance placed by parents and principals
on the various questionnaire items for school effectiveness and the resultant identification
of seven school effectiveness factors. The purpose of the chapter is to provide information
that relates to the research question "What criteria are used by parents and principals to
judge school effectiveness?"”

Questionnaires were distributed to parents and principals and they were asked to rank
individual items to indicate the importance they placed on each item for the attainment of
school effectiveness. The respondents to the questionnaire were required to rate seventy
seven items as "not important”, "slightly important", "moderately important”, or "extremely
important” for school effectiveness. An additional two items required a choice between
alternatives and then for the alternative chosen to be rated according to the above scale.
From these responses percentage frequency distributions, item means and standard
deviations were calculated and a factor analysis was used to generate seven factors
associated with school effectiveness. Pearson correlation coefficients were used to further
examine the grouping of items within factors. Finally the seven factors were named and a

rationale is presented in this chapter for each factor name.

Parent Perceptions on Item Importance for School Effectiveness
Table 4.1 shows the percentage frequency responses, item means and standard
deviation from each mean for seventy nine items in the questionnaire as aggregated fiom
the responses of 190 parents. The means ranged from a high of 3.94 to a low of 2.33 on a

four point scale. The highest mean was for the importance of the principal having two
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way communication with all members of staff and it also had the smallest standard
deviation. Parents were more divided on the attraction of additional students to the school
than any other item.
Seven items had a mean of 3.00 or less. They were:
#80 Principal involvement in district/area decision-making processes (3.00);
#25 A reward structure that acknowledges the work and achievements of individual
staff members (2.98);
# 8 Evaluating students against national standards (2.89);
#53 The attraction of additional students to the school (2.88);
#39 Principal maintaining communication with the wider non parent community
(2.70);
#37 Principal promoting the educational program of the school to the wider non
parent community; and
#74 The principal's social relationship with the teachers outside of working hours.
For three months prior to the research being conducted there had been extensive media
coverage by Senator Dawkins for an improvement in the academic standards of students
graduating from the various educational systems within Australia. The proposal being
tested by him as the spokesperson for the Federal Government on education matters, was
for the introduction of nationalized testing of students at certain defined ages. This was not

seen by the respondents as a important factor for school effectiveness.

Principal Perceptions on Importance for School Effectiveness
Table 4.2 shows the percentage frequency responses, item means and standard
deviation from each mean for seventy nine items in the questionnaire as aggregated from
the responses of 84 principals. The means ranged from a high of 3.96 to a low of 2.08 on

a four point scale. The highest mean was for the importance of the principal having two
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way communication with all members of staff and this item also had the smallest standard
deviation (0.19) of any item. Principals were more divided on the importance of attraction
of students to the school, the evaluation of students against national standards and the
number of students in a school.
Six items had a mean of 3.00 or less. They were:
#14 Provision of extra curricula activities for students (2.99);
#54  The number of students in the school (2.98);
#39  Maintaining communication with the wider non parent community (2.85);
#53  The attraction of additional students to the school (2.62),
#74  The principal's social relaonship with teachers outside of working hours
(2.60);
# 8 Evaluating students against national standards (2.08).
From the items with a mean of equal to or less than 3.00, parents and principals agreed

that items 39, 53, 74 and 8 were of lesser importance for school effectiveness.

Underlying Dimensions in School Effectiveness

When answering the questionnaire, parents and principals were first asked to rate the
importance of an item and then to judge the effectiveness of the school or principal on that
item. Table 4.3 shows the item means of both parent and principal responses ranked in
decreasing order for the parent means and an * indicates that the item was used in the factor
analysis. In Table 4.3 a bold italic figure indicates a rank order ten or more higher than
the ranking given by the other respondent group.

An examination of Table 4.3 indicates that parents rated 10 items significantly higher
than principals while principals rated 10 items higher than parents. Of these items the
biggest difference in the parent perception to principal perception was the importance placed

by parents on item 24, staff with knowledge of new technology. The opposite was



Table 4.3

Rank Order of Parent & Principal Ratings of Important School Effectiveness ltems

(Sorted according to parent means)

Item

’
67(a)

34 Degree of trust between principal/deputy principaland other members of staff

16
61(c)
19

3
0
k)|
64

65

Two-way channels of communication with all staff

High student monle
Two-way channels of communication with parents
Student progress and attainment is reported to the parents

High staff morale

Providing feadback 10 siaff members

Staff who display a high level of motivation to their work
Principa) actively involved in the curriculum development
activities of the school

Principal keeping up-to-date with new teaching methods

67(b) Two-way channels of communication with students

66
24
2
73

21
KX
18
27
35

42
10
1
38
45

62
U
12

26
11

36
28
n
7
43
30

5

Principal prepared to leamn new ideas, approcches

A smdent behavior management program

Joint principal-staff planning to accomplish school goals
Maintaining high expectations of staff

High student satisfaction with the school

Job satisfaction of individual staff members

Monitoring of student progress and attainment with feedback 10 the students
StafT keeping up-to-date with new teaching methods

A decision making policy that is in operation

School budget developed with all staff and parents
The development of social skills is emphasized
School gonls set cooperatively with staff and parents
Enlisting support of parent bodies

Well maintained school grounds and facilitics

Principal acting as a role model

Siaff with kimowledge of new technology

Coordination of the continuity of the instructional program
besween year levels

Staff displaying commitment to the school

The development of student creativity is emphasized

Clarifying the educational program to the parents

Teachers willing to consider change

Improving the work of staff members

Fostering the professional growth of staff members

Gaining of additional resources

Teachers engaged in school-focussed professional development activilies
for the improvément of the school

School goals communicated to students

s o o o @ * @ @ o @ e o e e o L} o & & & &



Item Parents Principals
# Ttem Rank Order Rank Order
46 Schoo! internal environmens thas indicates care and atiention 10 detail 363 218
78 Recognizing the uniqueness of each school community 390 330
82 Principal participation in the selection of professional staff members 40.0 470
7 Stdents encouraged to strive for academic success 4910 $0.5
48 Appointment of specialist teachers 423 540
69 Evaluating the performance of professional staff members 425 525
61 mahﬂiwofmmmiwmdulmamﬂmdmrumshod 455 390
S0 Mumual! cooperation among people with different roles within the school 455 50.5
44 Successful fundraising activities within the community 45.5 610
75 Maintaining an open school climate 455 10.0
$2  Utilization of the latest technology within the school 430 70.5
29 Teachers engaged in personal professional development activities 49.0 27.8
6 Academic subjects emphasized 50.5 720
20 A reward structire that acknowledges the efforts and achievements of shudent S0.§ 425
81 The principal's relntionship with the SOS 520 60.0
1S Recognition of individuals who have different cultures and values S35 215
S1  Clearly defined roles for administrative responsibilities 535 440
47 Problems are regarded as opportunities (o seek improvement §5.0 570
71 Maintaining the day to day administrative operation of the school 56.0 40.0
17 High expectations of students 58.0 '22.5
4 A written review and evaluation process 10 monitor progress towards
achievement of schoo! goals 58.0 70.5
63 Principal acting as instructional leader for the school 58.0 63.5
76 Allocating teachers to classes by the principal 60.0 525
32 Leadership roles shared among staff 61.0 41.0
68 Supervising the work of professional staff members 62.0 48.5
41 Adapting policies and procedures to respond o the school parent
community expectations 63.0 58.0
9  Achievement in language arts is emphasized 64.0 46.0
3 A written public plan for achieving school goals 65.0 62.0
13 Coordination of the instructional program so .hat classes at
the same year level do the same work . 66.0 68.5
40 Identifying the expectations of the parent community 67.0 59.0
14 Provision of extra-cwricular activities for students 68.0 73.0
79 Promoting the school in the wider non parent community 69.0 68.5
$4  The number of students in the school 70.0 74.0
67(d) Two-way channels of communication with wides non parcnt community 710 65.0
80 Principal involvement in district/area decision making processes ' 72.0 66.0
25 A reward structure that acknowledges the work and achievements
of individual staff members 73.0 55.0
8 Evaluating students against national standards 74.0 78.0
S3  The attraction of additional students to your school 75.0 76.0
39 Maintaining communication with the wider non parent community 76.0 75.0
37 Promoting the educational program of the school 1o the wider
non parent community 71.0 61.0
74 The principal's social relationship with teachers outside of working hours 78.0 71.0
* ltem used in Factor Analysis
§.0 Number in bold italics indicates ten or more higher in rank order position
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seen for items 7S and 17. Principals placed much more importance on the maintenance of
an open school climate and on the importance of high expectations of students than parents
did.

To explore the data gathered in the questionnaire responses to the effectiveness ratings
of important items for school effectiveness, the importance items with a mean response rate
of 3.50 or greater for both respondent groups, were selected. Parents responded such that
51 items had a mean greater than or equal to 3.50, while there were 46 items in the
principal results. The selection process meant that the results from 40 items were used for
further analysis. Prior to that analysis a Guttman Split-Half reliability test was performed
to ensure that no significant skew had resulted from the selection process used and the

results are reported in Table 4.4:

Table 4.4
Reliability Coefficients for School Effectiveness Items Utilized in the Factor Analysis
Reliability

Parents  Principals Superintendents

The results indicated that the sample selected had not been skewed from an earlier Guttman
Split-Half value calculated using all of the items in the questionnaire (see Table 3.1).

The effectiveness responses for the 40 items obtained by the process described above
were factor analyzed using varimax rotation. The purpose of this analysis was to explore
the data for underlying patterns of relationships that could be described by a smaller set of
factors (Kim & Mueller, 1978, p. 9).

An eight factor solution where the varimax converged in nineteen iterations and

accounted for 69.9% of the variance was selected and the results are reported in Table 4.5:
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Each school effectiveness item with its respective loadings on the eight factors is shown
in Table 4.5. Factor loadings greater than .400 are identified in bold italic type. Item 35,2
decision-making policy that is in operation, loaded with a value of .398 but was maintained
in the factor analysis on the basis of its correlation coefficients with the other items within
this factor. The correlations ranged from .454 to .609. Item 42, a school budget
devcloped with all staff and parents, loaded for both factors four and eight. The higher
loading was for factor four so that solution was accepted.

Prior to continuing with the analysis of the factors generated, a Guttman split-half
reliability analysis was performed for the items in each factor. The results are listed in
Table 4.6:

Table 4.6
Reliability Coefficients of Items Within each School Effectiveness Factor

Parents  Principals

Superintendents
Principal as Nexus 18 958 922 984
Cooperative Improvement Oriented Staff 9 936 923 970
Student Centeredness 6 .889 .801 .899
Facilities and Financial Management 3 .687 697 504
Goal Emphasis 2 761 .655 .893
Parental Support 2 696 .597 907
Academic Program Focus 3 714 721 761

Even given the small number of items in some factors, the reliability coefficients ranging
from .504 to .984 indicate that a questionnaire containing just the selected items would be
“well made [and] standardized" (Downie and Heath, 1958, p. 220).
The seven factors revealed by the factor analysis were named as follows:
Factor 1 Principal as Nexus
Factor 2 Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff
Factor 3 Student Centeredness
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Factor4  Facilities and Financial Management

Factor 5  Goal Emphasis

Factor 6  Parental Support

Factor7  Academic Program Focus
As Kerlinger (1973, p. 688) indicated, "giving a factor a name does not give it reality.
Factor names are simply attempts to epitomize the essence of the factors." The rationale for

the labels assigned is described below.

Factor 1: Principal as Nexus

The actions represented by the items in factor one are all associated with activities
carried out by the principal. The principal is the connecting link between and zmong staff,
students and the parent community. This connection however is not a passive conduit for
ideas, actions or activities to flow through. It requires purposeful interventions by the
principal. As the nexus the principal is the concrete that holds the structure together in the
required form. Sergiovanni (1984) espoused five levels of forces of leadership for
excellence in schooling. The highest, the principal as the cultural leader assumes the role of
"high priest seeking to define, strengthen, and articulate those enduring values, beliefs and
cultural strands that give a school its unique identity” (p.9). These activities can be seen
within this nexus role for the principal. The principal is able to articulate a pousonal vision
for the sc'.oo! (item 61) and communicate it to all. This vision is the basis i~: the high
expec .ions for staff (item 73) and students. To reinforce these expectations the principal
acts as a role model (item 62), leaming and growing in the technical areas associated with
teaching (items 65, 66); is cooperatively involved in the curriculum development activities
of the school (item 64) and fosters the professional growth of individual staff members
(item 72). To facilitate this planning for the growth of staff, evaluation and feedback about
the performance of their duties is provided for each staff member (items 70,71). The

constancy of the expectations and the two way channels of communication with all parties
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(items 67 (a), 67(b) and 67 (c)) is a basis for the development of trust (item 34). The focus
on growth, constant communication, high expectations, evaluation and feedback for all
staff members and the involvement of the principal in the professional aspects of the school
assists with the development of an open climate (item 75). The Principal as Nexus is the
link with the individual community, sensing that environment (item 78) and the

environment's impact upon the attainment of the school vision.

Factor 2: Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff
The items within this factor are associated with the staff developing and maintaining

their technical competence. Synder (1988, p. 42) indicated

a schoo! will be only ¢s good as the knowledge base of its leader and staff. In an

information-rich age, the school develops its capacity to influence teaching and

leaming by providing each professional with opportunities to develop expertise and to

influence the ways in which that expertise alters work and learning patterns.
Teachers engaged in personal and school focussed professional development activities
(items 29, 30) indicates a willingiess to change (item 28) and a preparedness to be
professionally current (item 27). High "motivation-that which energizes, directs, and
sustains behavior" (French, Kast & Rosenzweig, 1985, p. 98) is required to engender
commitment to change (item 31, 26), which can be either personally traumatic or
energizing. Change is more likely to be energizing when the participants are actively
involved in the process and understand and partake in the decisions (item 35) about the
direction and nature of that change. Johnson (1988, p. 39) in his dissertation literature
review noted that

survey research by Miskel, Feverly and Stewart (1979) and a review by Conway

(1984) disclosed partial support for participative decision-making processes as a

source of job satisfaction for teachers, and an Australian study by Gaffney (1983)

found satisfaction to be associated with participation in some areas of school decision-

making (classroom management, arrangement of school instructional programs and

school organization) but not others (curriculum planning and curriculum adaptation).

Job satisfaction (item 33) can also be viewed from the Bennis (1976, p. 167)

conception where he maintained that "what gives one satisfaction in one's job. . . above all



[is] the opportunity and capacity to leam.” Job satisfaction for the individual staff members
can also be considered in light of Locke's definition cited by Gunn and Holdaway (1986,
p. 45). "Job satisfaction may be viewed as the pleasurable emotional state resulting from
the perception f one's job as fulfilling or allowing the fulfillment of one's important job
values, providing these values are compatible to ones needs.” As satisfaction is an
affective measure it is important to considcr the perceptual nature of it. Perception is
culturally based and for an individual depends upon the individual's degree of congruence
with the dominant culture of the organization. Taken in the context of the items for this
factor it can be seen that the school staff culture focuses on organizational growth, pcrsonal‘
development and a commitment to change and supports these items being linked in this

factor.

Factor 3: Student Centeredness
Items 18, 19 were associated with the attainment of students and the feedback about

that attainment to both the students and their parents. Attainment and progress are
important goals for students at school and as such specific feedback is important for their
success and satisfaction (item 21). Rewards that acknowledge achievements and efforts
(item 20) are important for satisfaction and morale. Hoy and Miskel (1982) remind us that

administrators attempting to obtain a high morale in a school must be concemed with

substantial levels of agreement among bureaucratic expectations, personal needs, and

organizational goals. In fact, given the notion of organizational satisfaction, it seems
likely that satisfaction is a necessary condition for the achievement of high morale.

(p- 68)
Item 22 refers to the bureaucratic expectations of students and the knowledge of these

expectations can be seen to add to the security of the students by the removal of ambiguity

and uncertainty.
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Factor 4: Facilities and Financial Management

The two items, well maintained grounds and facilities and a school internal environment
that reflect care and attention to detail, are obviously connected. The second has more of a
focus on the environment seen by the students during the larger part of their time at school.

Item 42, a school budget that is developed with staff and parents, is linked with crve
and attention to facilities. Schools in South Australia are given block operating grants and
additional funds for further discretionary expenditure, are raised by parent bodies, and
therefore they wish to be involved in the allocation of those funds. The operating grants
are the government contribution for all aspects of the schools operation other than the
expenses associated with major building alterations and salary costs. Schools can however
raise additional funds and become involved in loan schemes for the building of additional
facilities such as a gymnasium, canteen or swimming pool. The fundraising efforts can be
quite significant. These funds raised, along with the operating grants from the government
are used to buy additional classroom equipment, for grounds maintenance and development
of playing areas, for library purchases, consumable classroom supplies, minor building

alteradons and building maintenance and ad"tional technology.

Factor S: Goa' Emphasis
Item 1 in the questionnaire, was one of the questions that required the selection of an
option and then the rating of that option. Respondents could select from school goals set
cooperatively with: (a) teaching staff, or (b) staff and parents. Irrespective of the choice
made there is an obvious connection between item one and item two, joint principal staff
planning to achieve school goals. The establishment of school goals is a prerequisite to the

planning necessary to ac:..eve them.
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Factor 6: Parental Support
Given the move by the South Australian government to increase the involvement of
parents in the decision-making processes of school administration, item 38-enlisting
support of parent bodies, and item 36-clarification of the educational program to the parents
intrinsically mesh together. Parental support would appear to be garered by a clear
understanding of what the school is attempting to achieve for the students through its

educational program.

Factor 7: Academic Program Focus
Items 10 and 11 refer to particular curricula aspects of the academic program given high
importance by principals and parents. Item 12, co-ordination of the continuity of the
instructional program between year levels, can be seen to link with the two specific

academic concems.

Summary

This chapter presented the individual item means and standard deviations for the
responses of principals and parents to the importance of the questionnaire items for school
effectiveness. The method for the selection of the 40 most important items for a factor
analysis was then discussed. The results of the factor analysis were presented and the
process for determining the location of an item that loaded above .400 on more than one
factor described. The factors were labeled and the justification for those labels were given.
The next chapter proceeds to look more closely at the perceptions of parents with regard to
the underlying factors associated with school effectiveness and their rating of schuoi. on

these important school effectiveness factors.
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CHAPTER §
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS: PARENT PERSPECTIVE

Introduction
Parent perceptions of important aspects of school effectiveness and principal
effectiveness are firstly reported in this chapter. Discussion then centers on parents'
thoughts about who should judge the effectiveness of an individual school. Regression
analysis is used to identify the factors parents are most likely to use when judging the
overull effectiveness of a principal and school, and finally the relationship between
principal effectiveness and school effectiveness is cxplored.
This chapter specifically acddresses the following research questions which in part
guided this study:
Question 1. What criteria are reported by parents to be important for assessing the
effectiveness and ineffectiveness of schools?
Question 2. How do parents rate the effectiveness of schools on important criteria of
effectiveness?
Question 3. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of parents'
global ratings of principal effectiveness?
Question 4. What school effectiveness factors a~:  he best predictors of parents’
global ratings of school effectivencss?
Question S.  What is the relationship between parents' global ratings of principal
effectiveness and parents’ global ratings of school effectiveness?
The presentation in this and the next two chapters is similar. Both quantitative and
qualitative data are presented in the three chapters in order to provide a more complete
description of numerical findings, to which are added the responses gleaned from the

interview data and the open-ended questions in the questionnaire data. This is called for to



reveal the difference of opinion which exists within the parent community. All the
quotations contained within this chapter are the recorded words of 32 parents inter
from the September 21st to October 19th, 1988,

Parent Perceptions of School and Principal Effectiveness on Impo
Factors for School Effectiveness

Question 1. What criteria are reported by parents to be important for assessi

acceptable level of effectiveness and ineffectiveness of primary

On answering the questionnaire, parents were asked to indicate the importance
item for school effectiveness and to indicate the actual effectiveness of the principa
school on that item. Response categories were "not effective” (1), through "slight!
effective,” "maderate.y effective,” "highly effective," to "extremely effective” (5).

The quantitative data from the parent questionnaires were analyzed in two way
Frequency responses and mean scores for the importance of each item rated by the
respondents were calculated. These were displayed in Table 4.1 and ranked accor
the mean value of responses, highest first. Secondly, as indicated in Chapter 4, th
with a mean value greater than or equal to 3.5 and appearing in both principals’ an
parents' rankings were extracted. A factor analysis of the resulting 40 most impor
items was undertaken and results were reported in Table 4.4. A seven-factor soluf
items important to school effectiveness was chosen and the results were reported is
4,

The effectiveness mean scorc and standard deviation for each of the seven fact
school effectiveness were calculated and are reported in Table S.1. These are used
in the discussion there is a focus on the seven factors revealed by the factor analys
being associated with school effectiveness.

The percentage frequencies of parent responses to the effectiveness of principa

schools on each of the 40 items used in the factor analysis are reported in Table 5.



the interest of readers the response frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations for
all items in the ques’:o:naic: v viven in Table D.1 and reported in Appendix D. The
Pearson produc: nymett cor i~ coeflicients for all seven factors are given in Table
D.2 and reportev in Apperdic {71l the factors were strongly positively correlated with
values ranging from .5(M t~ 2.4, and all are significant beyond the .001 level. The parent
responses in isolation therefore support the validity of the original factor analysis used to

ascertain the factors associated with school effectiveness.

Table §.1
Parent Effectiveness Ratings on the School Effectiveness Factors
(n=189)
Factor Mean  Standard
Deviation
Principal as Nexus 3.88 0.83
Facilities and Financial Management 3.87 0.82
Student Centeredness 3.81 0.78
Academic Program Focus 3.81 0.75
Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff  3.74 0.80
Goal Emphasis 3.64 0.81
Parental Support 3.57 0.93

Principal as Nexus
The information provided in Table 5.1 reveals that the factor Principal as Nexus (mean
3.88) was given the highest effectiveness rating by parents. Table 5.2 shows that the mean
scores for individual items within this factor ranged from 4.13 for item 66 (Principal
prepared to learn new ideas, approaches) to a low of 3.62 for item 75 (Maintaining an open

school climate).
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The three highest individual item means were for items associated with aspects of
change (items 66, 65 and 64). They require the principal to be cognizant of the latest
technical-professional knowledge and to be actively involved in the transfer of that
knowledge to staff through the curriculum development activities within the school.
During interviews, one parent linked the necessity of principal personal development and
growth with boundary-spanning activities. The principal must have a sensc of what is
happening in other schools and in the community. Another parent indicated that principals
as part of their leaming,

should go visiting other schools to look in detail at what is going on. They should

exchange ideas and be constantly educating and developing themselves. They should

be the most knowledgeable in the school but they should also be active within the rest

of the community. It is a means of understanding other perspectives and the role of

the school within the community. They need to be well informed about what the

‘ciommunity is doing, and they should be letting the community know what they are
oing.

As well as being sensitive to the community the principal is the spokesperson for the
school within the community. This is but one of the channels of communication that the
principal must manage.

The next three means of responses within this factor cluster around a focus of the
principal with the staff: communicating with them (item 67(a)), maintaining high
expectations of them (item 73), and two items tied--providing feedback to them (item 70),
and item 67(b)--communicating with students. A member of a School Council saw the
effective principal as being not only knowledgeable but also skillful in managing change
and staff learning. As one parent indicated, the principal has to

have a knowledge of how children learn, has to be knowledgeable about current
teaching practices and the appropriate curriculum for the school. . . .They need to
know how change occurs and how to manage it. . . .To set up the school so that staff
are leamning and involved in professional development.

To facilitate these activities, the principal must be highly visible, aware of the
happenings within the school, and able to gauge weaknesses and plan for appropriate staff

learning. A parent explained that the principal
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has to be out and about. He must know the kids and the strengths and weaknesses of
the teachers. It is by knowing all of the people and knowing what is going on in the
classrooms that he knows where the weaknesses are and can then plan to do
something about them. You can only find out what the needs of the teachers and

children are by being out there.
These issues--visibility, awareness, and planning for staff leaming--were addressed by
many parents in response to interview questions about (1) the criteria they would use to

select the principal of a school, (2) the factors which would inhibit the artainment of

maximum school effectiveness, and (3) the suggestions they had for the improvement of

schools.

The necessity for the principal to have a high level of interpersonal skills and hence to
be able to communicate with all constituencies was frequently commented upon. The

following four parent comments were indicative of the responses:

Make sure that principals all like people. They should have lots and lots of social and
communication skills and be able to communicate with the parents, staff, and students

before they become principals.

Principals who can relate to the staff with a professional attitude--certainly someone
who has two-way communication with the staff, parents, and the students.

Principals must have personality to start with. The fact that they can relate to people
right across the spectrum, especially children, is very important. They must also be
able to relate to parents effectively and the parents vary in different areas of the city.
To be able to relate to head office and dealing satisfactorily at that leve! is important for

the school community.
They nced good rapport with the staff, the parents, and the children.
This necessity for interpersonal skills and sensitivity was also addressed by the
following two parents. However, both focussed on the principal's awareness of the

environment external to the school (item 78). The first indicated a concern about a non-

permeable boundary around schools and thought that schools needed

more open communication, not being such a separate and disparate society, a separate
institution. . . . There can be more relaxed exchange between the school and the
outside community. . . . Schools are so separate and much of what they do is not
relevant to the outside world. We need to relax that barrier and make them more

integrated.



The parent thought that the non-use of the valuable resources available from the parents
and the wider community inhibited the effectiveness a school could be attain. The second
person, the chairperson of a School Council, saw that the interpersonal skills of the
principal needed to be matched with a broad base of experience or a high degree of
sensitivity to the local community. The principal's sensitivity could make boundary-
spanning easier for the parents. This will be discussed further under the factor Parental
Support. However, the parent thought communities should be able to
expect them [principals] to be overall people and be able to do all of the things
required, to have personalities to get on with every one. . .. Matching them more with
the area and the school and its needs is essential. . . . It is not the be-all and end-all but
it certainly helps.
In all of these parent responses there was a sense of the Principal as Nexus, not just a
passive conduit for the flow of information and ideas. The principal was seen as the hub of
many of the activities within the schoo! and needed a range of communication skills, an
understanding of staff development processes, and the ability to model appropriate
behavior. The idea of the principal as nexus, articulating a vision and moving the school
towards these goals, was summarized by a parent who said
I would want to look at the qualifications, people skills, years of experience, previous
schools where he had taught. Isuppose all the obvious types of things, his approach
to change and leaming. Once these aspects all check out in a very impressive way, it
would then be his attitudes towards education. What he would hope to see each child
in his school achieve and how he would arrange things in the school to make sure that
each child achieves their full potential irrespective of their ability. If he had that
interest at heart, then I would see him as a leader to assist the school.

Summary

Within the factor Principal as Nexus there were three main clusters of activities and
these were central elements of the culture of the school and parents recognized them as
important. The first was the principal as educator, where the principal was viewed as
responsible for his/her own personal learning as well as the 'eaming of the other staff

mernbers. The second facet was the principal as communicator. In this role the principal

should display a high leve! of interpersonal skills and maintain two-way channels of
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communication with all constituents. Parents gave great emphasis to this need. The third
focus, an extension of the second, was the principal as the person spanning the school
boundary and recognizing the uniqueness of the community in which the school is located.
Through communication skills and role modelling, the articulation of a schoo! vision would
be carried across the organizational boundary. At the same time, the principal must be
aware of what is happening in other schools and utilize ideas, where appropriate, for
personal learning and the leaming of the staff. Parents commented that the involvement
and vitality of the principal was a powerful role model for the rest of the staff and had a
positive influence on them. This required sensitivity, excellent interpersonal skills, and

sound but current professional knowledge.

Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff

The mean for this factor was 3.74, and as Table 5.2 reports, individual item means
ranged from 3.53 (item 28) to 4.12 (item 27). For item 27, 79.7% of the parents indicated
that teachers were highly or extremely effective at keeping up with new teaching methods;
this item had the smallest standard deviation of all the items within the factor. For item 28--
teachers willing to consider change--33.3% of the parents responded that the teachers were
moderately effective. One wonders if the parents were of the opinion that teachers are
willing to change in relation to teaching methods but not in relation to other aspects of the
school's operation. This consideration was not explored during the interviews. The

various aspects within this factor are discussed below.

Professional Development of Teachers

During the interviews, one parent expressed an opinion that schools could become
more effective with an improvement in teacher quality, but this was not echoed by any
others. Comments in this area tended to focus on the development of principals.
Principals who attended to their own professional development would improve the

performance level of the staff in schools, which by implication would mean an increase in
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the effectiveness of the schools. One parent said that schools can advance with "the
improvement of teachers. Once they are there and appointed, there is not a lot that you can
do. Only the best should go into and through the system because 1 feel that they hold one
of the most responsible jobs in the community or the country for that matter."

People frequently commented on the necessity for all persons employed within a school
to keep their knowledge current. The topic usually arose when parents were responding to
an interview question on how schools could become mare effective. One parent said, "1
suppose a lot of improvement comes down to the standard of staffing: principal and
teachers and them improving their skills in various ways. It is rather like other professions;
learning what to do is an ongoing thing." Another parent who was the chairperson of a
School Council stated, "In all schools there are people who need to get better and the
improvement in them will lift the school's performance.” As discussed earlier, parents
were consistent in expressing the necessity for the principal to keep current with
professional and management knowledge. The principal was seen to be responsible for
using that knowledge to assist the staff in maintaining their positions as professionally
current and competent teachers.

Many parents mentioned the necessity for the system to provide an adequate number of
teachers and to ensure that sufficient funds were available for their ongoing professional
development. The following comments epitomized the ideas of many of the parents. In
this parent's words, "I don't think that there should be a reduction in teacher numbers, but
the government should retain adequate funds to run the schools effectively. That includes

having sufficient funds for time and money for self-development of the staff."

Job Satisfaction
The idea of the principal giving positive feedback to the staff about their successes was

mentioned by parents. This is an aspect of staff satisfaction and can have a positive effect
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on morale because it builds on the teacher's "sense of accomplishment” (Gunn and
Holdaway, 1986) with "the work itself" (Holdaway, 1978). One parent said,
the principal could do a lot more in how he treats his staff. If you have got a studnt in
the classroom and praise the student's efforts you will achieve a lot more from him or
her. Well, teachers need the praise as much as the students. A lot of principals don't

do that for the teachers and I think that they need to. The principal can say "Hey, you
are doing a fantastic job and I love that over there and that is great." Teachers need that

as well.
Some parents felt that the low promotion prospects for many teachers should lead to a
consideration of alternate ways of increasing job enrichment. Wherever possible, teacher
skills should be used outside of the classroom in the management of the school. The parent

saw a part of job enrichment as increased teacher involvement in school management

decisions.

Decision Making

All parents were in agreement about the need for a decision-making policy within the
school; most saw the need for parental particpation in the decision-making processes of the
school's operation. Their thoughts will be explored in Chapter 9, which deals with parent

suggestions for the improvement of school effectiveness.

Staff Commitment

Teacher job commitment drew numerous comments with most parents being supportive

of staff efforts. One parent said,

I think that in a good school the principal and staff work together as a team. They are
also prepared to go the extra mile and get involved in the extracurricular activities.
Camps and excursions are not seen as a chore but rather a great educational experience
for the kids. Something to be valued and hence the teachers freely give up their own
time.

One parent, when responding to a question about what made her satisfied with the local
school, said,

a variety of things. The obvious dedication of all the staff, from the principal through
the teachers and the teachers aides. The results I see with my children. Attempts by
staff to improve their teaching ability by way of conferences, further study and the
general attitude around the place.




The contrary views--lack of teacher commitment and ineffective weachers--were
expressed by two parents when describing the factors that inhibit school effectiveness. The
first parent said "A problem is when you get a poor principal or deputy. The leadership is
then poor and probably affects the way that the teachers work. Some teachers just go along
just for the sake of their pay packet. . . . Also some teachers can't really teach, don't seem
to be able to teach. The kids don't seem to learn from them." The second commented,
"Come 3.15 p.m,, I think that the staff beat the kids out of the school. It is a mass
exodus." However, most parents who expressed an opinion in this area saw staff morale,
teacher satisfaction, and commitment as a reflection of the principal's approach and
activities. One indicated that

the principal has a big part to play in this, with the whole atmosphere of the place and

achers re soing 10 ke offthemalves. The saf and pancipl nd 1 work 35

team. Happy people are going to work better and give the place happy students.
Summary

The factor Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff has within it nine individual items.
The means for these items ranged from 3.53 to 4.12. Parent responses indicated that
greater than 53% of them were highly satisfied or extremely satisfied with the effectiveness
of the staff. Parents thought that the highest level of effectiveness dispiay=d by staff was
with staff "keeping up to date with new teaching methods."

Professional development of the total staff, job satisfaction for staff, staff involvement
in decision-making, staff commitment to the school, and staff ongoing personal
professional learning were seen as essential. "It is rather like other professions; learning
what to do is an ongoing thing." Parents were concerned that the resource allocation by the
government should give cognizance to this need and specifically cater to it.

Several parents commented on the necessity of principals giving praise to teachers to
enhance the staff's satisfaction. One parent indicated that opportunities for promotion are

limited. For this reason, teacher talents should be utilized wherever appropriate in the
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management of the school. Most parents interviewed agreed that an operational decision-
making policy was necessary and saw the need for greater parental particiaption in school

decision-making processes.
Nearly all parents were supportive of the efforts made by staff in their commitment to

students. Some were of the opinion that if a teacher "came merely for the pay packet," then
it was a reflection of the abilities of the principal. The work habits of the principal were a
powerful mode! and they could be reinforced by a high expectation of the staff. Where
teachers were seen to "go the extra mile," parents were warm in their praise of them and

ackncwledged the positive influence these teachers had on their children.

Student Centeredness
The individual item means within the factor, Student Centeredness ranged from 3.98
for item 19--Student progress and attainment is reported to parents--to 3.60 for item 18--
Monitoring of student progress and attainment with feedback to the students. Initem 18,
17% of the parents rated the schools performance as not effective or only slightly effective.
Item 21--Student satisfaction with school--had 61.8% parent response rate in the highly or
extremely effective categories. Parents were very vocal about student satisfaction or

happiness and about the reporting practices used by schools.

Student Satisfaction and Morale

Student satisfaction or happiness at school received considerable comment and one

parent's comments are indicative of many.

Iloveit. Ithink itis fabulous. Everybody cares, the teachers all care about the
children and you. All that they want is for the kids to be happy and safe and it shows
in the kids because they are happy and safe.

A second parent linked student happiness and leaming with the smooth running of the

school and staff satisfaction;

The kids seem to be happy. There seems to be that buzz around that things are
happening, learning is occurring, and the school produces results. All the staff seem
to get on professionally very well.



When asked how one could judge an effective school, most parents indicated that they
would look at the motivation of teachers and the satisfaction level of parents and students.
The following is indicative of these responses:

I would look for a good climate or atmosphere at the school. That, 1 suppose, would
cover the motivation of teachers and students and the satisfaction of students and
parents. A happy school, but a happy school with output. You have to be sure that
the right meaning is put on the word "happy.”

All parents emphasized that they wanted their children to be not only happy at school
but also to be productive. However, one parent questioned whether the choice of school,
based upon parent perceptions of the quality of an educational program, was valid. Student
perception was important, and their happiness with the program and the school needed to
be considered. This parent said,

I think that if the children are happy with their education and that the parents feel that
they are getting a balanced education, then it is probably a good school. . .. They are
at school for 12 years of their life and they need to be contented during that growing
phase. It must also be weighed up with the standards as well of course.

Happiness, however, was not the only consideration. Student outcomes were
important. Another parent linked happiness with safety and stated, "My dughter is in a
happy and safe classroom and school. She spends eight hours a day there and she has to
get on with the other children and the teacher and like it and feel sare there. In general lam
sure that she does."

One parent linked her children's happiness with the approachability of persons within
the school and said that the school was effective because "you can go up to the school and
say that you have a problem and the school is willing to help. We [teacher and parent] then
both work out the problem and your kids are not victimized because of it." The
victimization of children was a concern to many parents and cited by some as a reason for
failing to make contact with a school when an initial worry about some aspect of a school's
operation or their child's progress was first felt. Escalation of the level of worry was

usually required to overcome this concemn and to prompt an approach to the school.

Similar to the parent who saw approachability as an indication of effectiveness, another
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parent saw openness as an indicator of effectiveness and associated the lack of it with an
ineffective school., The parent thought that effective schools were concerned and gave

attention to pavents and their problems:
I think that when you go into a school and you are confronted with a whole lot of shut
doors, it makes you wonder about the place. If you go without an appointment and
you are still made welcome and you don't go through a whole process of being
shrugged off, then they are concerned for you. If you phone u? they listen to you and
you are still made to feel welcome. That is further indication of concemn for a parent
and the problem. It is a genuine concem for you that marks a good school.

This parent felt quite comfortable about being told that the teacher was busy, provided that

this was done in a friendly manner and that a suitable time for a future meeting was

arranged. The preparedness to make time available for parents was seen as part of the

school establishing and maintaining communication between it and the home.

The following comments by one parent, the chairperson of a School Council, were
typical of many parents who saw that good communication among principal, staff,
students, and parents led to harmoniy. This was often expressed as "happiness,”
"satisfaction" or "dedication to the job." A school was seen to be ineffective, when as one
parent indicated, there was "a lack of inter-relationships between staff, the students, among
the parents or if you have disharmony between the parents and the staff or between staff
and the principal.” Parents considered student happiness to be vital for school
effectiveness, and they saw that an important component of this happiness 'vas the
assessment and reporting of student progress to both students and parents. I'arents were

most willing to comment on their likes and dislikes of the assessing and reporting

procedures used by schools.

Student Assessment and Reporting

Monitoring student progress with feedback to both parents and students was an
important component of the factor Student Centeredness. Parents indicated that the schools
were more effective in giving feedback to parents than to students, with 40.7% rating the

school as extremely effective. Only 19.7% rated the school as extremely effective in the
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latter. During the interviews, parents were asked what type of assessing and reporting
system they thought should be followed by an effective schovl. Most thought that a
combiration of face-to-face interviews and written reports were required, but opinions
ranged as to the value of both the format and the quality of the feedback given by the
teachers.

Characteristic of the comments supporting parent/teacher interviews were those of a
parent who worked as a substitute teacher and voluntary worker at the local school:

I do a bit of teaching myself. At first I thought maybe I shouldn't bother with parent
teacher interviews because I know any way, but I have found there is something else
to be gained by attending. . . . I also think that if you have a little inside information
you feel more comfortable about approaching the teacher if something does arise that is
of concern. You then know the tzacher a little bit more personally than Miss or Mrs.
s0 and so. Also the teachers do recognize you as someone Who cares enough about
your child to be there and so perhaps you are worth a little bit more of their time if you
should approach them over some issue.

Because of previous teacher experience, this parent valued parental support of teachers
and perceived that teachers were more willing to give time and feedback to concemed
parents who supported the interviews being held. This aspect is discussed further under
the factor Parental Support.

One parent pointed out the time teachers required to adequately report to parents. The
person indicated that the issue of assessing students' work and reporting it to both the

students and parents was

not terribly straightforward. Feedback needs to be fairly regular particularly to
students of course but also to parents. However, that can be difficult. A lot of parents
aren't interested and teachers don't have a lot of time. Many parents express a desire
to know how the student is doing compared with other students--while that has
disadvantages in that you are comparing students who may not be alike or a group of
students and not allowing for individual differences--it is still important to students and
teachers. You can not avoid comparisons. There must be a certain amount allowed
for comparisons. While the student may be doing fairly well for his ability in an area,
if he is below average, parents may wish to assist in that area. Conversely if the
student is above average in ability and performance in an area, the parents may wish to
know that. The student can be encouraged to make the most of his strengths.

This parent also expressed an opinion about student comparisons in the statements

issued by schools to parents. Many parents, particularly if they had children in upper



primary school, wanted information about the performance of their child in relation to the
norm or how their child performed in relation to other students of that age. Most were not
concemed with the child's relative position in the class but wanted a comparison with
children of that age range. The most extreme point of view in this area was made by the

only parent who wanted examinations for primary students:

I would like to see the type of assessment as being based more on an examination
sxstcm, whether it be examination or tests. After all an exam is just a larger test. It
should be something that extends the student in a set period of time rather than an
assessment of the work that is done at home or over a period of time. That has to
come into it too for sure, but I think that kids have to learn that they have to be able to

perform in a stressful situation.

Interviewer: How would you want to have those results communicated to you and the
student?

I really feel that the best way is straight percentages so that every student knows
exactly where they stand.

Interviewer: Do you think competition is an essential part of schooling?

I think that it is an essential part of life in general, and if we don't teach it in schools

then it makes it very hard for the students when they leave schools to compete in the

world. Life is one big competition once you get outside of the school environment.
This parent continued by talking about competitive leisure activities and competition within

the world of work. The person was adamant that schools often ignore the reality of the

world and consequently do students a disservice, because the students leave primary school

with an unrealistic concept of their own abilities in relation to the abilities of the total
population.

All parents commented about the nature of the school-to-home communication of
student work and results. Several parents lamented that if a school used written reports
only then it was a deficiency because of the one-way nature of the communication. They
favoured verbal feedback as well. These parents saw a need for two-way communication
focussing on strengths, weaknesses, the attainments of students, and how these e'ements
would impact on the program that would follow. This was succinctly put by one parent:

When you go up to school you don't want to know that your child is doing good or
well. You want to know what they are good at. . . . In written reports I want a bit
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more than percentages and marks. 1 want to be able to see how much :omss the
child has made over the year, what difficulties and successes the child has had, what
challenges they have overcome--not just in academics but also in social skills, aral
work, and an ability to work in a group.

This parent was concemed when written reports came home at the end of aterm, It
seemed to the parent that this was further evidence that the school did not want to
encourage two-way communication. The intervention of holidays before it was possible to
see the teacher meant that concerns were put on "the back bumer" and not resolved right
away. Only if there was further escalation of the concemn did action occur.

Approximately one-third of the parents expressed negative feelings about the reporting
systems used by their schools. One parent who could not attend scheduled parent-teacher
interviews because of work commitments made an effort to communicate with the teacher at
other times but felt that the information given was not accurate. The person said:

I think a lot of school reports you get from a lot of teachers these days are very
superficial. They are written but very superficial. You wonder if they know your
child. For instance, when my son was in grade one ( he is in grade six now), the
school that he was attending at the time had prescribed parent interviews. They were
usually during the day or when i was commtted. So I would drop in from time to
time and speak to the teacher a few minutes early or after school and say "Well, how is
my son going?" I always got, "Oh yes, he is doing well. He is a good little lad and
gets on with his work,"etc., etc. His reports were fine, but when he gets to grade 2
we find that he doesn't know a blinkin' thing.

In a similar vein, another parent was of the opinion that teachers were no longer putting
the time into reports which was required for the presentation of accurate information
specific to each child. "Time after time they read exactly the same. Once upon a time they
sat down and thought about their reports, but that takes time and a lot of teachers don't
allow that sort of time in their schedule.”" Another parent thought that for real value to be
gained from a written report, it was necessary to know the teacher and approach her/him
personally. "I feel that in the present report twice a year, teachers are not quite patronizing
but you have got to read between the lines. I think personally a lot of assessment is
knowing your child's teacher.” Parents frequently expressed the hope that if there was a
problem with their child that the teacher would approach them about the matter. The surety

with which they expressad this opinion seemed to be a reflection of their general
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impressions about the school. If they were generally positive during the interview, then
they thought that this would occur. Those who expressed reservations about going to the
school were not so assured of any action taking place until the matter had become quite
serious. This links with perceptions of how easy it is to cross the boundaries of the
school. As indicated earlier, most parents placed an emphasis on the approachability of
persons at the school.

Many parents interviewed indicated that they did not receive information that was
specific. This feeling was also expressed by parents about initia! information that they
were given at a school, when making an intervention at the school. This matter is
discussed in Char r 10. The following is indicative of the opinions expressed by other
parents. The parent lamented the restrictive nature of the allocated time for scheduled
interviews and indicated that subsequent follow-up depended very much upon the
individual teacher:

The reports that I was getting for both my kids at this stage was that they lacked
confidence, making some progress, those sorts of things. They were generalities.

They never said or identified a problem, never specified a problem, and never gave

any indication of what would happen. It was always back on the child and dwelt very
much on characteristics, such as lacked confidence, could do better, could try harder,
etc., and never provided an alternative strategy that they might implement to improve
the situation. Never offered an alternative. No actions stated or what the teacher
would do about it.

Interviewer:  This was with the written reports. Did the teacher ever offer concrete
strategies and specific feedback at parent/teacher interviews?

The interviews arc useless. They are for ten minutes. When I do ask some specific
questions, well the time is gone and the next people are lined up at the door. You
don't have the time for the teacher to elaborate on the points stated. No meaningful
discussion is possible.
This parent indicated that if one was able to make an appointment with the teacher to
discuss concerns in greater depth, "then it depends on the teacher. Some use it [the follow-
up interview] to advantage; some seem to feel you are intruding on their time."” Parents

were consistent in expressing their desire for accurate, specific information about their
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children coupled with a clear indication of what was planned when remedial action was
indicated.

One parent against the short parent/teacher interview proposed a variety of strategies for
meaningful feedback to parents about student performance:

Well, I would definitely say that it would have to be more than one interview a year.
For effective feedback from the school to the parents and from the parents to the
school I would suggest needs at least four interviews, with the minimum of half an
hour available. There should be sort of a take-home book to say we have done money
in Maths this week or month, so that at home you know what your child has done and
how you can assist them. Another way is to have parent/teacher nights where the
work that the children have been doing is set out, methods are explained, curriculum is
explained to the lay parent so that they understand. This would indicate that effort is
genuinely being made to inform the parent about what is going on in the classroom and
how their individual child reacts to the methods being used. . . . There seems to be a
wall between parents and teachers that you can't get through.

Quite a few parents mentioned that they liked to see children's work sent home. This
was expressed more strongly by parents with younger children. One parent proposed the
concept of photos or videos of classroom activities being sent home as assessment and
reporting tools. This has innate appeal, and the ready availability of video technology
makes it quite feasible tor classroom teachers. The parent said, "I love getting photographs
home from the school that show the children and their activities. I would love to see a
video or something. I just love watching her [the child] when she doesn’t know I am
watching her."

Parents were consistent in their desire to have detailed, specific information about their
children's progress, but there was lack of consensus about the value of written reports as
opposed to parent/teacher interviews. This was demonstrated in the comments made by the
following couple during a joint interview:

Male: I think that there has to be written reports, in fact more of them.

Female: No, I think that parent/teacher interviews are good.

Male: I think that the written report should be each term so that you get a chance to
work out if there is a problem in one place before it goes too far. A kid
could sit there for two years bluffing their way through it.

Female: 1disagree, because I think the teacher would detect it and hopefully let you
know that your child was having a problem.
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Summary.
Parents were most willing to comment on the assessing and reporting procedures used by
schools. All parents wanted detailed, specific feedback about the progress of their child
and an indication of what actions the teacher planned to take to enhance student
performance or to rectify leaming problems. Approximately one-third of the parents
expressed negative feelings about the assessing and reporting system used by schools, and
some queried the time and effort teachers put into the process and the accuracy of the

information being supplied to them. Opinions were divided about the value of interviews

as against written reports.

Student Behavior Management
The behavior of students and their happiness was of considerable concem to parents.
One parent indicated that the most important thing,

from my point of view, is possibly the behavior of the children, the way that they
present themselves. Are they happy-go-lucky children coming out or do they tend to
slouch around and hang around in sullen groups? That sort of thing. It is as if they
seem relaxed but have had a busy day. The human environment part plays just as an
important part as the scholastic achievement in the children's education.

Several parents indicated the steps they took to gauge that behavior, and one parent
thought the play of children in the yard was an easy way for judgements to be made. Play
was observable by people walking past the school or to a parent walking to a child's
classroom during one of the breaks. Another parent indicated that he/she judged a school
by the behavior of the children in the yard: "I jucge it by walking across the quad during
the lunch time and hearing the way the children speak tc sach other and talk, what the
language is like, and if they are courteous to each other, things like that.” Several parents
thought that effectiveness could also be judged on the basis of the children's language and

their cooperation with each other. In the words of one parent, "If you walk into the

playground and see the children cooperating with each other, you don't see kids yelling and
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screaming abuse at each other when they are playing competitive games, then it is a good
school."

One parent, a chairperson of a School Council, indicated that discipline would be one
of the factors that would be used to select an appropriate school at which to enrol their
children. The discipline approach used was tied to the feelings that teachers have about
children, and many parents thought teachers' philosophies were displayed in the operating
practice of the school. A parent indicated that when choosing a school,

I would use the friendliness of the staff, their philosophies and how they feel about the
children, their attitude towards discipline, their attitude towards the classroom
management. Idon't feel I have any worries with leaming to read and write or
with the academic skills. I am more concemed that she have really positive
relationships with other children and adults.

Interviewer: What do you mean by discipline?

I really like the approach where the children are encouraged to develop their own sense
of responsibility.

School rules were seen as important, and parents were concerned about the level of innate
faimess within the rules. They mentioned the need for rules but few could give any
examples of what rules were necessary other than rules ensuring the safety of their
children.

Staff, student, and parent respect for each other were frequently linked to the discipline
strategies used by the school:

I would go on the principal's attitude to me when I'had a chat with him, also his
attitude that he conveyed about his staff. What do staff think of him, what he thinks of
the kids there. The children's respect for the principal counts a lot along with the
discipline of the school.

The principal was seen as the key figure, the role model for generating the ethos of the
discipline policy used by the school. One parent said, "1 think that discipline is very
important. If the discipline in the school is good, it comes down from the principal.”
Many parents saw a student behavior management program as inextricably linked to the
child's concept of self-worth and the worth of others. It was an attitude that was modelled

by the staff to the students. The following comments by a parent summarized this view:



I really always liked the way the emphasis here has been on the feelings of nal
worth and talking things out, thinking things out and working them out logically. Itis
lovely. Therefore for me the discipline is displayed in the way the staff are relaxed
with each other and can talk very easily about wﬁat they believe in.

Summary

Student satisfaction and morale were usually equated with student happiness at school
and a willingness by the student to go to school. As one parent indicated, an unhappy child
can "keep getting those mysterious stomach aches, headaches, or anything else."
Associated with happiness within the school as displayed by the staff, students, and
parents was a concem for the safety of the children. This encompassed personal physical
safety, social security, and mental equanimity. A reduction in the level of any of these
three aspects quickly energized parents to intervene at the school. This is discussed under
parent intervention in Chapter 9.

The assessing and reporting processes used by schools produced a large dossier of
parental comment. Approximately one-third of the parents interviewed had negative
feelings about this aspect of the operation of the school their children attended. Parents
wanted accurate, «pecific feedback whether it was presented at an interview or in a written
report. Many parents felt that feedback lacked specificity and failed to give an indication of
how remedial action would be taken or student extension would occur. Consensus about
reporting format did not appear possible. Verbal, written, or a combination of both seemed
to have an approximately equal number of proponents.

Many parents who expressed satisfaction with the reporting and assessing procedures
of the school linked their satisfaction to the individual staff that their children had as

teachers. These teachers were seen to be concemed, considerate, and very approachable by

both the student and the parents.
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Facilities and Financial Management
Facilities and Financial Managemens (mean 3.87 on a five-point scale) was one school

effectiveness factor cited by many parents as important if they were to choose between two
schools for their children to attend. One parent commented, "Well, assthetically you must
have a nice environment. It is no good going into a school that is falling down, where the
grass is never cut and the cold water fountain is not working." The attractiveness of the
schoo! was linked to the parents' perceptions of the impact it had on the leaming of the
children In that parent's words, "If children are happy in the environment, it will enhance
the learning process. They will want to go to school for a start.” Another parent cited the
external physical environment as the first filter in the decision-making process about school
choice. Following this, an impression of the intemal environment would then be gauged:

I would look at the environment, the buildings, the grounds, looking for things like

shade, lawns or all asphalt, playground equipment. After that, to get a leg in, I would

go and talk to the principal and get him to walk me around the school. I would be

watching for the way the kids talked to him, what the rooms looked like in terms of an

educational environment --color and kids' work displayed. 1 would take notice of the

atmosphere in the classrooms and the rapport between teachers, students, and the
principal.

One parent saw the environment as an indicator of other important aspects. "You want
to make sure that the school was reasonably equipped and . . . the maintenance should
reflect care and concern.” A parent who had recently chosen a school indicated that
environment was one of the determinants of that choice:

We have the choice of four primary schools near here. I went and visited each of the
four schools. I had a look at their curriculum, the school yard, the classroom

environment, the staff, facilities, and principal. The one that they are at is the best of
the four choices.

Financial management was one of the items within this factor, and the budgetary
determination processes of the schools were such that 90% of the parents indicated that the
schools were moderately effective or better. In question 59 of the questionnaire--"What
three key factors currently stop the school your child/children attend from achieving

maximum effectiveness?"--50 of the responses indicated that the government financial



processes and cash allocation methods were contributing to the prevention of maximum
effectiveness. Government cutbacks on the provision of staff and the resultant increaze in
class size were cited by 83 parents as inhibitory to the attainment of school effectiveness.
Lack of finance for building alterations and repairs was perceived by 21 parents tobe a

factor contributing to the lack of school effectiveness.

Summary
Parents indicated that the external environment depicted an impression of the school.

One sought to gauge the level of care and attention given to the children from the care and
attention given to the grounds and buildings. The iatemnal environment where children
spend much of their day provided messages about the program. Does the decor indicate the
warmth, vitality, and creative activities of the children, or is it cold and sterile?

The budgetary processes of the school were important to parents and will receive
attention in the se... ' that discusses parental particiaption. Parents were critical of

government cash allocation processes to the schools and of the cutbacks of staff to schools.

Goal Emphasis

The mean for this factor, Goal Emphasis, was 3.64 with a standard deviation of .81.
The individual items within the factor received a smaller percentage of extremely effective
responses than any other items in all other factors.

Item 1--school goals should be set cooperatively with (a) teaching staff or (b) staff and
parents--required a choice of altematives. Respondent selections are reported in Table 5.3

Of the respondents, 18.1% chose teaching staff as the goal-setting group, while 81.9%
thought that staff and parents should be involved in setting the goals for the school.

Irrespective of the group chosen, there is no apparent difference in the distribution of the

effectiveness responses.
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Item two--joint principal/staff planning to accomplish school goals--received 19.1% of
parent responses in the extremely effective category and 49.5% of responses in the highly
effective category. One parent stated a contrary view during the interviews and indicated

Table 5.3
Cross Tabulation of School Goal-Setting Group with Effectiveness of Gonl Setting

Schoo! goals should be Not Slightly  Moderately Highly  Extremely Row
set cooperatively with:  Effective Effective Effective Effective Effective Total
(% froquency)
(a) Teaching staff 0.0 3.2 323 51.6 129 18.1
(b) Staff and parents 2.1 12.1 379 336 143 819
Column Total 1.8 10.5 36.8 36.8 14.0 100

that the school had no real focus for its activities. "At the moment the school is just
coasting along. There are no highlights. We have no specialist sport, music, or language
teachers, just class rooms with nothing different or special providing a focus that makes the
school a unique place." However most parents, when expressing thoughts about the
achievement of a common purpose for the school, indicated "team work" was required if
the purpose was to become a reality. One parent said that in looking to see if a school was
effective, "I would look for team work--how staff interact and get on together and how
they all work towards the same goal and do the best for the kids." A parent asked for any
concluding comments stated, "I think that the main thing I have said 99 times is the
importance of the parents, principal, and staff working together for the same purpose, for
the benefit of the children.” The utilization of team work in achieving major goals was
frequently mentioned by parents. Most saw that the team was composed of principal, staff,

students, and parents. It was thought generally that the responsibility for the generation of
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a team approach to the pursuit of goals was a responsibility of the principal. One parent
said:
It is important that the person you have at the top be seen to be effective. That the
person be seen to ¢ caring, doing the best they can to liaise--so providing that
essential continuity, keeping every thing together, keeping it harmonious, having the
team of staff and parents working together.

The ability of principals to engender the team approach for goal achievement was seen
as an indicator of their role effectiveness. In the words of one parent, "For the principal to
be effective he must have the support of the school council, support of the staff, and have
all of them working to the same ends; but he must be dynamic and involve the staff and
then ensure that they carry things through.” Another parent suggested that the ability to
generate team work would be a criterion to use in the selection of a principal for the school.
The parent said "What goals he [the principal] would hope to see each child in his school
achieve and how he would arrange things in the school to get there and how he would get
the team to get there, would be vital." Parents consistently commented about the need for a
school focus or sense of purpose. Many wanted clear statements about what could be
expected in terms of student achievement. One parent expressed the feelings of many by
saying,

From beginning to end you need to have a clear precise objective of what the student is
going to achieve right from the word go to their conclusion at the school. . . . It seems

very difficult to get that from the whole school. They can give you broad spectrum but
not specifics.

Summary
Parents perceived that the schools were less effective in their efforts for the factor, Goal
Emphasis than in all other factors other than Parental Support. Irrespective of whether
parents indicated that goals should be set witi staff or with staff and parents, their
responses did not significantly change the effectiveness ratings they gave to the school.
Generally parents were of the opinion that it was the principal's responsibility to

engender team work for the achievement of school goals and to ensure that the goals were
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being pursued. This was often cited as an indicator of the effectiveness of the principal.

The idea that through team efforts major achievcments were possible was frequently

expressed. Parents, staff, principal, and students were seen by parents as team members.

Parental Support

This factor had an overall mean of 3.575 with a standard deviation of .932. The
individual items were such that a greater percentage of parents rated their school's
performance slightly effective or not effective on item 36-<larifying the educational
program to the parents--than for all other items within the seven factors. This links with
the earlier concerns expressed about the need for clear statements of what could be expected
from the school in terms of student achievement.

Parent support was usually seen as synonymous with parental participation. Most
parents were aware of the Education Department of South Australia's recent policy on
parental participation and expressed an opinion about it. One parent, lamenting the lack of
parental involvement at her/his school said "There should also be a lot more parental
involvement, a lot more meetings and opportunities for parents to have a say. Like the
Education Department has put out this policy--let's all meet and discuss it if any one is
interested and see what ideas we can come up with." Another parent indicated, "I
personally feel that it is very important. The decision-making processes are something that
have to be qualified with the current parent participation policy.” Many parents thought that
the moves by the Education Department to increase the level of pare-tal participation
depended on

the individual school and the individual principal and staff as to how far ' -y want
parental involvement. . . . Genuine participaticn or is it limited to operau 1, the
canteen, organizing school discos? Anything that keeps the parents out of the school
and the school's hair? . . . So I put a lot of parent participation back onto the
principal's attitude.

One parent, when speaking about the rejection of parents indicated how on behalf of a
group of parents, an offer had been made to assist the school with the production of



teaching aides. The principal's response was, "Well most of the parents in this area can't
spell correctly so they would be useless.” The parent indicated that "when you are up
against that type of attitude, it is difficult to move.” Some parents thought that mixed
messages were frequently given by schools. Parent participation was verbalized, but the
responses of the school to parental input sometimes gave the parents the impression that
their input was not valued.

The involvement and support of parents was seen as a reaction to how welcome the
parents werc made to feel and how their input was valued by staff. One parent indicated
that this was critical to increasing parental involvement:

I think parental involvement is vital. If there is parental involvement available and
encouraged, then parents have really got nothing to complain about. There are
certainly parents that want to be involved, but they also have to fecl welcome and feel
that their suggestions will at least be considered and taken seriously. Participation

must be a two-way thing. You need people who wish to be involved and you need
staff who will accept them.

Another parcnt active within the Parent and Friends Club, when discussing the negative

"vibes" felt as a parent assisting at the school, indicated that "parent bodies are important.

It parents are involved it has got 1o be better for the school, better for the parents as well. Tt

encourages communication. If they are involved, they know what is happening and it
makes them feel good about it." Parents expressed a degree of frustration about rejection
of their involvement and their desire for increased participation.

Parents wanted to raise their presence in the schools from involvement to more active
participation. Most parents expressed a degree of concern about parental participation in
the decision-making processes about curriculum issues. Most thought the parents should
be consulted about the broad thrusts and directions. The detailed decision could be left to
the professionals who should have the knowledge. A response that summarized this
opinion follows: "I think that a parent has to place a lot of trust in the competence of the

teachers to deal with the curriculum issues.” This was reinforced by the parent who said,

There are some decisions that must be left to the staff because a lot of us parents think

we know and don't know. We haven't got the professional know how to make & lot
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of decisions, but there again parents should be given the og' rtunity to be able to
e one Aol Tha f the sponiibility of the ined saft. )

Parents want to be involved and have an input at the curriculum level, but the level of
input thought appropriate was varied. Many were of the opinion that discussions of broad
curriculum guidelines were appropriate areas for parental panticipation but the fine
operational details should be left to the professional staff. One parent wondered if concems
about parental participation in curriculum issues caused the schools to think "we are the
enemy sort of thing." All parents saw the positive aspects of participation and saw that

there were many areas in which they could participate meaningfully. Hence they found the

off-putting messages from some schools hard to handle.

Summary

A greater percentage of parents gave schools a not effective or slightly effective
response in the area of clarifying the educational program to parents than in any other item
in all seven factors. Parents were in agreement about the need to have parental participation
in their schools. They saw it as a benefit in maximizing the teamwork approach considered
so important in the factor Cooperative Improvemens-Oriented Staff. Many articulated the
opinion that the degree of parental participation was dictated by the attitude of the principal
and staff. If parents perceived that their input was valued, then they would respond
accordingly and the level of participation would increase. Some parents asserted their
indecisiveness about the degree of parental participation appropriate in specific curriculum
issues. These people were of the opinion that parents had the right to be involved in the
broad policy areas but that the specific details of content, implementation, and teaching

methodology were best left to those with the professional knowledge--trained staff.

Academic Program Focus
Contrary to some of the research on effective schools (Edmonds. 1979, p. 20) parents

gave the items focussing on the development of social skills and student creativity greater



importance than the items with a focus on academic attainment (see items 6,7, 10and 11 in
Table 4.1). The development of student creativity was rated moderately effective or better
by 91.5% of the parents and 95.2% of the parents rated the development of social skills the
same way. Comments from parents included the following:
If they can read and write, talk, add up, have reasonable manners, then they must be
getting some form of education. Don't get me wrong. I don't think education is yuck,
ut what I am saying is that school is not just to learn to read and write and all of the
rest of it. It is to be able to mix socially and to respect others.
The emphasis here has been on the feelings of personal worth and talking things out,
thinking things out and working them out logically. Itis lovely.. . Also if you walk
into the playground and see the children cooperating with each other, you don't see
kids yelling and screaming abuse at each other when they are playing competitive
games, then it is a good school.
1 would like to see schools spend a little bit more time in preparing the students as
people. Getting the children to bring out the best in themselves. . . how they

themselves can learn to do something, handle a problem, or solve a problem by
themselves.

Summary

Social skills and the social interaction level of their children with other children and
their teachers were of concern to parents. This aspect of the program was judged to be
more important than an emphasis on academic subjects and more important than
encouraging students to strive for academic success. Schools were also more effective in
the attention given to development of important social skills (effectiveness mean 3.93 on a
five-point scale) than to their emphasis on academic subjects (effectiveness mean 3.37 on a
five-point scale), or to encouraging students to strive for academic success (effectiveness
mean 3.44 on a five point scale). Poor social interaction with peers or teachers was one
aspect of a child's education that prompted parents to intervene at the school. Parent

interventions at the school are covered in Chapter 10.

Assessing School Effectiveness
Question 58 of the questionnaire asked parents, “Who is the best person/group to judge

the effectiveness of the school?" The responses are reported in Table 5.4.
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Parents identified 13 groups suitable to judge the effectiveness of a school. Parents
themselves are featured in seven of the groups, and these groups accounted for 79% of the
total responses. Two percent of the parents indicated that superintendents should judge the
effectiveness of the school while $% of the respondents thought it should be the principal.
Staff were involved in four groups selected by 38% of the parents. Suggestions for the
composition of the independent group included teachers from the secondary schools who
received the graduates of the primary school, a person or group from the Area Office, and

employers and prominent local citizens.

Table 5.4
Parent Preferences Conceming Groups Able to Judge the Effectiveness of an Individual
School
Group Frequency

Parents 48
Parents and Independent Group 4
Parents and Staff 37
Parents, Staff, and independent Group 18
Parents and Students 9
School Council 27
School Council and Parents 1

Staff and Students 7
Staff 7
Principal 9
Superintendent 4
Independent Group 8
Student Results 3 __

The ratings that parent respondents to the questionnaire gave to the global effectiveness
of the school their child/children attended and to the principal of that school are reported in
Table 5.5 below.

It can be seen that 70% of the parents rated the school as highly or extremely effective,

while 72% of them rated the princiyal as either highly or extremely effective. Parents also
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indicated that 10% of principals were not slightly or not effective. The next section of this

chapter looks at what factors parents may use to judge the overall effectiveness of a

principal.
Table 8.5
Parent Ratings of Global Principal Effectiveness and Global Schoo! Effectiveness
(n = 190)

Item Ef_g:tlveneng%‘g Standard
¥ Item Not_Slightly Moderately Highly Extremely Mean Deviation
ST Would you please rate the overall

effectiveness of your school 00 27 269 423 280 352 068

83 Would you please rate the overall
effectiveness of the principal of the
school your child/children attend 3.2 6.5 188 37.1 344 393 104

Predictors of Overall Principal Effectiveness

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following research
question posed at the commencement of this study:

Question 3. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of parents’

global ratings of principal effectiveness?

The approach adopted to answer this question was to use stepwise multiple regression
analysis of the questionnaire data. A summary of the regression analysis of the most
important set of predictor variables for the overall variance in principal effectiveness is
provided in Table $5.6.

The best predictor of overall principal effectiveness was the factor Principal as Nexus.
This factor accounted for 67.8% of the variance in overall global principal effectiveness.
This aspect in combination with the next two factors--Facilities and Financial Management

and Student Centeredness--accounted for 69.4% of the variance. These two factors only



added 1.6% to the total variance, but they had significant Pearson correlation coefficients of
.405 and .543 with the variable, principal global effectiveness.

Table 8.6

Predictors of Global Principal Effectiveness as Assessed by Parents
(n=190)

Prediclor in orderof entry  Multiple R RSquare  Simple Beta
to the Regression Analysis R Squwe  Change R

Principal as Nexus 0.823 0.678 0.678 0.823 0.823
Facilities and Financial

Management 0.828 0.686 0.008 0.40S 0.111
Student Centeredness 0.833 0.694 0.008 0.543 0.123

In the interviews, parents were ii: amost total agreement that principal effectiveness
was very highly positively correlated with school effectiveness. The quality of the
principals and their level of involvement with many facets of school activities were seen as
crucial to school effectiveness. Apart from the principal, parents frequently mentioned the
standard of the school's physical plant when making a choice of a school for their children.
Comments were made about the need for the external environment to be enticing for the
children. The necessity of internal aspects of the school being places where the children
had a sense of belonging and pride was important to many parents. The process of setting
a school budget, the third aspect of the factor Facilities and Financial Management , was
seen as a integral part of meaningful parental participation in the running of the school.
However, it was recognized that the attitude of the principal and the staff dictated the degree
of that participation. If the principal and staff displayed through their actions and responses
that parental input was valued, then parental activity escalated.

Student Centeredness was frequently mentioned by parents, and student happiness
was central to their concern. Nonetheless they indicated that happiness must be

accompanied with productive outcomes. The next major facet Student Centeredness was
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the assessing and reporting procedures used by schools. Approximately one-third of
parents had some negative comment to make about this area. Parents wanted accurate,
specific feedback about a child's performance. Their level of concem about the reporting

and assessing practices of schools supports the statistical inclusion of this factor, Student

Centeredness, in the regression analysis.

Predictors of Overall School Effectiveness

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following research
question:

Question 4. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of parent global

ratings of school effectiveness?

The approach adopted was to use a stepwise multiple regression analysis of the
questionnaire data. A summary of the regression analysis of the most important set of
predictor variables for the overall variance in global school effectiveness is provided in
Table 5.7.

Table 5.7

Predictors of Glohal School Effectiveness as Assessed by Parents
(n=190)

Predictor in orderof entry  Multiple R RSquare  Simple Beta

to the Regression Analysis R Square  Change R

Student Centeredness 0.628 0.395 0.395 0.629 0.628
Cooperative Improvement-

Oricnted Staff 0.664 0.440 0.046 0.605 0.313
Facilities and Financial

Management 0.682 0.466 0.026 0.020 0.206
Gaal Emphasis 0.694 0.481 0.015 0.529 0.160

The best predictor of overall school effectiveness was the Student Centeredness factor.
This factor accounted for 39.5% of the variance in overall global school effectiveness.

This aspect combined with the next three factors--Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff,



Facilities and Financia! Management; Goal Emphasis--accounted for 48.1% of the toial
variance. The three additional factors supplied an increase of 8.6% in the overall variance
and had significant correlation coefficients, ranging from .411 to .629, with the variable
overall global school effectiveness. During the interviews, parents were asked to comment
on factors associated with school effectiveness. The Student Centeredness factor was the
topic of considerable verbal input, and the information articulated supported the regression
analysis.

Central to the factor Student Centeredness was parental concem for the satisfaction and
morale of their children. This was usually expressed as "happiness.” The next major issue
within the factor was the assessing and reporting procedures used by the school. Parents
wanted accurate specific feedback about the performance of their children. Parents were of
the opinion that failure to provide this to the child could lead to a reduction in the child's
level of attainment.

The factor Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Stqff was important to parents because
of their perceptions of the importance of the interactions between student and teacher. The
quality of this interaction had a bearing on the artainment and happiness of the students.
The level of leaming by the teachers, both as individuals and as a total school unit, affected
this relationship. Parents expected the best teachers for their children; encompassed within
this was the idea of teachers maintaining current professional knowledge and a commitment
to the activities of the school. The job satisfaction of the staff was related to their level of
happiness and as iterated by a parent, "Happy people are going to work better and give the

place happy students.”

Relationship Between Principal Effectiveness and School Effectiveness
The purpose of this section is to provide information in relation to the following

research question which in part guided this study:
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Question 5. What is the relationship between parents' global ratings of principal

effectiveness and parents' global ratings of school effectiveness?

The variables "overall principal effectiveness" and "overall school effectiveness” had a
Pearson correlation coefficient of .507. This value demonstrated a positive correlation
between the two variables. Parent opinion expressed during the interviews suggested that
they thought there was a stronger relationship between the variables than this figure,
calculated from questionnaire responses, indicated.

Parents were almost unanimous in their opinions that without an effective principal
there could not be an effective school. Some indicated they had known of good schools
but that the gloss did not remain for very long if a good principal did not get appointed to
the school. In the words of several parents "The principal is the whole hub of the wheel
and if he is not effective then the school will be really struggling to be effective. Without a
goad principal the school will struggle to make three or four out of ten." The principal was
seen as "the role model for every one to look up to. If he is an ineffective principal,
disaster looms." When one judges a school, "you tend to look at who ever is at the top of
the tree as to how they hold the rest of it together.” One parent who had moved several
times while his/her children were at primary school said that their level of satisfaction with
the schoo! "has varied from definitely to only moderately satisfied. It is solely determined
by the principal. He either brings out the best in the staff, motivates them and keeps the
school going ahead, or it stagnates and the gloss goes off." It was indicated by parents that
“many statements about the school are really statements about the principal.” The principal
was "very important because everything that the school reflects ultimately comes back on
the principal's head. I mean the school is seen as an outgoing of what ever the principal
does or does not do."

One parent indicated that the importance of the principal was brought home with the
recent appointment of another principal to the school. "We had a principal that we thought

was very good until we got a new principal, and the difference in the school is tremendous.
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The principal is the most impartant person in the school.” The parent said that the new
person was more dynamic, visible, and involved in all aspects of the school's operation:
The children come home and talk about him a lot. They &es excited about the things
that they are doing, whereas before I would say, "What did you do at school today?"
and they would say, "I don't know." However, they now know and can talk about it.
You can sce the principal involved not only with the teachers but with the children and
the parents as well. |
The principal's involvement had a large part to play in the whole atmosphere of the
place. "If you have a principal who is not prepared to become involved with the staff, with
the students, with the parents, then you don't have an effective school." Parents thought
that if the principal was effective, then the school would be effective and the children would
benefit. Judgement of an effective school according to one parent could be based on
looking at "how the teachers get on, how motivated they are, and what the work output is
like. I mean if the principal is effective, the education of the kids will be effective because
the educators, the teachers, are happy.” This sentiment was reiterated by a parent who

indicated that the atmosphere of the school was important for effectiveness. Parents

generally thought the atmosphere within a school was largely determined by the principal.

Summary

The principal was seen by parents as the hub of the school. It was their perception that
a good school invariably had a good principal. Many statements about the school were
invariably statements about the principal. It was through the activities of the principal in the
multiple facets of the school's operation that a positive climate developed. This encouraged
staff to be involved, 1o grow both personally and professionally, and to be happy with their
classroom teaching r..sponsibilities. In tumn this was considered important because it
impacted upon the happiness of the children. Children coming home from school satisfied
with their activities and the progress they were attaining definitely influenced the home

environment.
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Chapter Summary

Parent responses to the effectiveness of schools and principals were such that all items
in each factor had more than 0% of the parents rating the performance of the principal or
school as "highly effective" or "extremely effective.” The item "staff keeping up to date
with new teaching methods" had more "highly effective” or "extremely effective” iatings
(79.7%) than any other item. At the other end of the continuum of responses, a greater
percentage of parents gave schools a "not effective” or "slightly effective” n:sponse in the
area of clarifying the educational program to parents than to any other iterr in all factors.

The best predictors for the global principal effectiveness variable were the factors
Principal as Nexus, Facilities and Financial Management, and Student Centeredness.
These factors in combination accounted for 69.4% of the variance.

Within the factor Principal as Nexus, there were three main clusters of activities and
these are central elements of the culture of the school. The first was principal as educator
responsible for his or her own learning as well as the learning of the staff. The approach of
principals to their own leaming was a powerful role model for staff and indicated the
importance principais placed on the learning of all of the adults within the school. The
second focus was the principal as communicator. The principal was expected to have a
very high level of interpersonal skills and to be able to use these skills appropriately with a
range of constituents and organizations. Parents gave great emphasis to this range of
interpersonal skills. The third focus, which was an extension of the second, required
principals to span the boundaries of the school, recognizing the uniqueness of the
community in which the school was located and acting as the school spokesperson within
that community. Once again the principal's approachability was of importance if this
boundary spanning was to be done effectively. Parents frequently commented that the
principal was a powerful role model for the rest of the school and could have a positive

effect on the school and the approachability of all persons within the school. This required
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from principals sensitivity, excellent interpersonal skills, a sound but current professional
knowledge, and the ability to get team members to coalesce for the pursuit of the
achievement of school goals.

The best predictors of the global school effectiveness variable were the factors Student
Centeredness, Cooperative Improvemen:-Oriented Staff, Facilities and Financial
Management, and Goal Emphasis, they collectively accounted for 48.1% of the variance.

Parents were most willing to give opinions about the factor Student Centeredness. Of
major concern to them was student satisfaction and morale. This was usually referred to as
"happiness" and was frequently linked to the quality of relationships within the school. It
was thought that the nature of student-teacher interaction was such that satisfied,
competent, professional teachers would generate happy students. A reductionina
student's happiness at school quickly energized a parent to intervene at the school. Parents
frequently mentioned the approachability of the teacher to both the student and the parent as
an important facet of student satisfaction. The assessing and reporting procedures used by
schools were of concemn to parents and though 40.7% of parents thought schools were
extremely effective in reporting to parents, only 19.7% were of the same opinion about the
processes used by schools to monitor student attainment and their ability to give feedback
to the students. Approximately one-third of parents interviewed had negative comments to
make about the reporting processes used by schools. and some queried the time and effort
teachers put into the process. Parents consistently expressed a desire for accurate, specific
information about student progress. Opinions were evenly divided about the relative value
of written reports, interviews or a combination of both.

Within the factor Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Stqff, parents saw the
professional development and ongoing learning of teachers as essential for school
effectiveness and a core component of school culture . They were concerned about the lack
of opportunities for promotion of teachers and thought that it was necessary for principals

to utilize teacher expertise outside of the classroom. Nearly all parents were supportive of
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the efforts made by teachers and were glowing in their praise of teachers who were seen to
be very committed. The positive effect these teachers had upon their children was readily
acknowledged by parents. If staff were seen to be non-committed it was thought to reflect
poorly on the principal. The work habits of the principal were seen to be a powerful model
for all staff.

Parent comments about the factor Facilities and Financial Management were linked to
the processes used to determine the school budget, the lack of appropriate financial support
from the government which restricted availability of support staff and teacher development
time, and the nature of the internal and external environment of the school. Parents
frequently mentioned that the appearance of the school was linked to the climate of the
school. A sense of order, pride in children's work indicated by its colorful display, and the
manner in which one was greeted at the front office were thought by some parents as
indicators of the climate of a school.

Parents saw Goal Emphasis to be a key function of the principal's responsibility.
Given this, parents still wished to participate in the formation of a school's goals. If the
principal was articulate and frequently expressed views about the purpose of the school,
then a team consensus of the central purpose or vision for the school could be generated.
Parents thought that they were active team members along with the staff and students and
should actively participate in the pursuit of school goals.

Parents interviewed were definite in their opinion that the effectiveness of the principal
was highly positively correlated with the global effectiveness of a school. However, the
relationship generated by the questionnaire responses does not appear as strong as the
verbal opinions. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the two variables and
calculated from questionnaire responses was .507. The principal was the definite hub of
the school, and in the opinion of parents a good school invariably had a good principal. It
was through the participation of a skilled principal in the multiple activities of the school

that effectiveness improved. Parents indicated that effective principals encouraged staff to



146

be involved, to grow both personally and professionally, and gave feedback to teachers
about their performance in the classroom. These activities of the principal enhanced job
satisfaction for staff, and because of the nature of the teacher-student interactions increased

student satisfaction with school.



CHAPTER 6
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS: PRINCIPAL PERSPECTIVE

Introduction

This chapter deals first with the effeciveness responses of principals on the important
school effectiveness factors. Discussion then centers on the principals' thoughts about
who should judge the effectiveness of an individual school. Regression analysis is used on
the questionnaire responses to identify the factors principals rre most likely to use when
judging the overull effectiveness of a principal or school. }iaully, the relationship between
global principal effectiveness and global suhaol eftfectiventss is explored.

The purpose of this chapter is to pravide (afuanation relating to the following research
questions posed for this study:

Question 7. How do principals rate the effectiveness of schools on important criteria

of effectiveness?

Question 8. What schonl effectiveness factors are the best predictors of principals'

global ratin:s of principal effectiveness?

Question9.  What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of principals'

global ratings of school effectiveness?

Question 10 What is the relationship between principals' global ratings of principal

effectiveness and principals' global ratings of school effectiveness?

The presentation in this chapters is similar to that of the previous chapter. Both
qQuantitative and qualitative data are presented in order to provide a more complete
description of numerical findings to which are added the responses gleaned from the
interview duta and the open-ended questions in the questionnaire data. This is necessary to
reveal the difference of opinion which exists among principals. All the quotations
contained within this chapter are the recorded words of the 13 principals interviewed from

August 12 10 September 23, 1988,
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Principal Perceptions of School and Principal Effectiveness on Seven
Schoo! Effectiveness Factors

When answering the questionnaire, principals were asked to indicate the importance of
cach item for school effectiveness and to indicate the actual effectiveness of the principal or
school on that item. Response categories were not effective (1), slightly effective,
moderately effective, highly effective, and extremely effective (5).

The quantitative data from the principals' questionnaires were analy~ed in two ways.
Frequency responses and mean scores for the importance of each item rated by the
respondents were calculated. These were displayed in Table 4.1 and ranked according to
the mean value of responses, highest first. Secondly, as indicated in Chapter 4, the items
with a mean value greater than or equal to 3.5 and appearing in both principals’ and
parents’ rankings were extracted. A factor analysis of the resulting 40 most important
items was undertaken and results were reported in Table 4.4. A seven-factor solution for
items important to school effecti-eness was chosen and the results were reported in Chapter
4.

The effectiveness mean score and standard deviation for each of the seven factors for
school effectiveness were calculated and are reported in Table 6.1. These are used because
in the discussion there is a focus on the seven factors revealed by the factor analysis as
being associated with school effectiveness.

The percentage frequencies of principals' responses to the effectiveness of principals
and schools on each of the 40 items used in the factor analysis are reported in Table 6.2.
For the interest of readers, the response frequencies, mean scores, and standard deviations
for all items in the questionnaire a= given in Table D.3 and reported in Appendix D. The
Pearson product-moment correlation c22fficients for all seven factors are given in Table
D.4 and reported in Appendix D. All the factors were strongly positively correlated with

values ranging from .219 10 .742, and all are significant beyond the .05 level. The



principals' responses in isolation therefore support the validity of the original factor
analysis used to ascertain the factors associated with school effectiveness.

Table 6.1
Principals' Effectiveness Rntings on8 14he School Effectiveness Factors
n=84)
Factor Mean  Standard
Devistion
Facilities and Financial Management 3.90 0.71
Student Centeredness 3.88 0.57
Principal as Nexus 3.80 0.53
Academic Program Focus 3.70 0.66
Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Statt  3.69 0.60
Goal Emphasis 3.67 0.61
Parental Support 3.63 0.65

Principal as Nexus

Table 6.1 shows that the mean for this factor is 3.80. This factor had the third highest
mean score of the seven factors. Within the factor the individual item means range from
4.11 for iter 67(a)--two-way channels of communication with all staff--to 3.37 for item
71--improving the work of staff members. Principals had the highest level of agreement on
item 78--recognizing the uniqueness of each community--with a mean score of 3.93 and a
standard deviation of 0.65. Recognition of the unique nature of the school community was
linked witn parental support and will be discussed within that factor. The three items on
communication (67 (a) (b) (c)), which had high mean effectiveness scores from the
questionnaire data also emerged as a critical component of this factor, Principal as Nexus,
during interviews with principals.

The communication ability of the principal was seen by principals as crucial for

building a team, generating togetherness, and for creating a common purpose as the focus
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of that togethemess. One principal said one essential requirement for an effective school is
very close communication with the staff. Included in this is talking socially with them in
the staff room at morning tea, even spending some time talking with them as
you are moving around the classrooms, watching them. That's how you get the gut
feeling that things may not be quite right. I find that the teachers always want to talk to
you. Some will come in early to talk to you in the momings.
Communication was seen as a central requisite skill to the building of a team,
Principals thought that team work underpinned the establishment of quality education for
the students. For a quality team to develop, it was essential that people have positive
feelin- - towards other team members. In the words of one principal,
.he quality of education depends on the feelings that people have towards each other--
whether they are prepared to listen to others, or to be part of the team effort. I think
that whatever a principal does, one of the real factors is their ability to do the required
team building.
Sound interpersonal skills were required if the principal was to do this. This was indicated
by the principal who said, "There is a strong need for the principal to be a people person
able to build relationships. If he can't, then the whole purpose of the place won't become
central to its operation." One principal with wide experience in many schools indicated that
the management style of principals has had to change over the years to accommodate this
approach. "More and more these days the emphasis is on people relating, people being
able to work through problems. The days of the principal who could control with circulars
and whatever has not gone, but one can't rely on that approach any more." The importance
of the ability to successfully communicate with a wide range of people was linked by
principals to the creation of an appropriate school climate.

Communication patterns between the various constituents within education was seen
frequently as an indicator of the climate within the organization. The development of an
appropriate school climate required good communication channels, but a principal indicated
that

climate encompasses a lot of things. It has heaps to do with relationships and it is
relationships between senior staff and staff, between staff and staff, between staff and



students, between staff and parents, between students and students and also between
students and their parents. It has something to do with liking each other, liking each

+ ther as persons.
All principals thought the nature of school climate was linked with schoo! effectiveness.
They were unanimous in their desire to have an open, warm, supportive, caring school
climate. One principal, who iterated the thoughts of many, said:
A school should be friendly and a place where kids are valued and respected. It
shouldn't be a place where there is an aloof staff. It should be a place where tEm'ems
feel free to wander in and out. It should be a place where people know what they are
on about and where they are going. There is a definite purpose. It should be
reasonably attractive and look as though people care about the place.

This sentiment was repeated by the principal who said that schools should have
a climate that is warm, caring--where teachers and students feel secure, where the
people are supportive of each other, where the designated leaders in the school show
an interest in the staff and are aware of what they are doing. A place where there is an
organized structure so all people understand how things happen. A place where the
relationships are warm, caring. People are clear and know what the expectations are in
terms of curriculum and organization. Communication is good and there is a sense of
purpose within the school and each knows their part for achieving that purpose.

Both principals pointed to an added factor that must be a component of the school
climate: a sense of purpose. Purpose, frequently stated as "vision", was the focus for team
building. The achievement of the central purpose of the school required the cooperation
and energy from all pcople within the school. We will retumn to this point. Another
frequently-mentioned aspect of climate was the safety and security of children. "The safety
of the children is important, children not feeling that they are going to be hit or bashed up,
or tormented and teased.” Principals were also concerned about the security of staff. They
also wanted staff to like their place of work and to be comfortable. Staff mental health was
a component of climate and mentioned by the principal who said:

Psychologically staff should always feel safe and comfortable; and therefore as a
manager you must make them feel safe and comfortable. This is an important aspect

of school climate. Climate includes things like an attractive staff room, knowing how
they will get time off, all that sort of stuff. However, staff must earn professional

freedom.
Principals acknowledged that a happy, secure, focussed staff had a positive effect on

the children. The nature of the relationship between teacher and students was such that the



mood and general demeanor of each affected the other. This also applied to the nature of
the relationship between the school and the comraunity. Principals thought that a good
relationship between the community and the schoo! increased the productivity of the people
within the school and boosted the niorale of the staff.

Conflict between community expectations of a school and a school's actual
performance affects climate. In many cases, people's feelings about the schoo! are partially
formed by how they are treated when they approach the school about some matter or by
what they observe when they are at the school. According to oue principal, a school
should have

a climate that reflects the community's views about what an effective school should
do. Ibelieve that it is very important that when people come into the school that they
see order, pride in the surroundings, that the children are safe and happy, that they feel
good about the way in which they are greeted, that their concemns are dealt with in a
friendly manner so that they don't feel like intruders, but rather a special visitor. The
place gives an impression of what we are on about. It indicates that kids have pride in
the school, their teacher, and classrooms. That the work of the students is valued and
displayed appropriately. That people interact in a friendly, courteous, respectful way
to each other. However, to say that this is a great school climate, it must be more than
just a friendly place. Output is important.

The happiness of all people within the school was considered important, but this has to
be tied to productivity. Several principals mentioned that productivity was the key to an
appropriate climate. It was seen to be a more effective way of generating a positive climate
than merely attending to the needs of everybody, ensuring happiness, and hoping that
productivity would then occur. One principal said, "When teachers are proud of the
product that is leaving the school, then they will be a lot happier and be able to ceiebrate the
achievements. This is better than the other way of possibly trying to get a happy staff and
then looking for productivity.” Purposeful productivity was linked with a continual
awareness of where the school was heading. A principal indicated this when saying:

A school climate revolves around people. It is a good climate when people want to

come, enjoy whatever they are doing, and when they are doing more than the basic

requirements. It comes from a basic sense of purpose. It depends upon some basic
elements--that is piotting where we are now, where we would like to go, where are the

gaps, and what would we like to do about it? But at the same time ensuring that the
gaps are not pulling one away from the real mission.



Communication, climate, sense of purpose, and productivity are intertwined. They are
complementary and essential to the achievement of effectiveness within a school. The
mission, goals, or central purpose of the school are the stars to assist in charting the course
of action. On the way to achieving these goals, it is necessary for the principal to be a role
model. Role modelling helps set expectations for people within the school. Modelling--
though powerful--was not considered sufficient to assist staff achieve the goals. All
principals saw the importance of giving meaningful feedback about performance and
helping them plan .ur professional growth.

The common v" ‘on was the yardstick against which personal performance needed to be
measured. In the words of one principal, "There should be some sense of 8 common plan.
Everybody should be able to articulate that plan. People should be open to discussion and
criticism of their ideas, prepared to debate them. From debate, the common plan emerges.”
One principal indicated that for some reflective leamers, the sensc of common purpose was
enough to focus personal growth:

In a situation where the school has clear, set goals, all persons know what they are
aiming for: they know how they are going to do it, they have a belief in what they are
doing and why they are doing it, they challenge why they are doing it. As a result of
that, people are happier with their work even though some of them may be going
through some sort of change processes in terms of challenging their own practice; they
are still happy as a result of the process and their part they are playing.

For others who were non-reflective learners, principals saw that they needed to be the
instructional leaders continually focussing on the children within the school. One principal
stated,

I would rather call it educational leadership--the responsibility for a focus on kids and
learning, talking about it all of the time, modelling it for the staff. It is the focus of the
principal's job. I wouldn't see value in the position if I was just the administrator.

Many principals indicated that the administration and organization of the school are
activities that are necessary to support the essential work of the teachers in the classrooms.

However, many principals saw that the demands of "administrivia” could easily usurp a

major time component of a principal's working day. It was possible to leave the school at



the end of a busy day feeling satisfied with one's efforts without realizing they had not
been focussed on goal attainment. Effective administration was necessary, but it was
thought that it could easily become a goal unto itself. Many principals saw that a focus on
administration was like a glacial crevasse, easy to fall into but difficult to extract oneself
from.

To be actively and effectively involved with a focus on teachers and their work
required an understanding of successful classroom practice. any principals commented
upon the necessity of the principal being the instructional leader. As one indicated,

The principal should be the instructional leader. Idon't believe that a principal who
does not know how to teach can actually supervise teachers who are teaching. You
must know; you must have an understanding. To have that, I believe you must be able
todo it and do it well. Principals must have the knowledge of the teaching/leaming
connection. They have got to know about interpersonal communication, discipline, all
of those areas. They must be able to practice it as well. It is one thing to know it, but
another to practice it.

Nonetheless many principals, while acknowledging the necessity for competence as
classroom practitioners, thought that it was not possible to retain status as the best teacher
within a school. Excellent classroom practice required continual contact with a group of
children on an ongoing basis and an intimate knowledge of all aspects of a changing
curriculum. Many principals saw it was possible to utilize teacher expertise to assist other
teachers and so compensate for their own lack of continuous classroom practice. They
thought that a primary target of their role must be instructional leadership focussing on the
leaming of the adults within the school, modelling with teachers the processes they
expected between teacher and child. One principal indicated this when saying,

an instructional leader, to me means the person who is responsible for the teaching and
the learning of the adults in the place, who models the way it should be in the
classroom for the kids. Some can talk about this, but their actions indicate that
administrivia is more important.

Central to this focus on the adults wa. he emphasis on assisting teachers to improve
their skills. Some saw that instructional leadership required the principal to be "more of a

facilitator/motivator for other people to develop. Teachers can then go to others who have



the skills or engage in PD aspects as a cooperative group to develop and refine their skills."
Irrespective of their viewpoint about the focus for instructional leadership, principals saw
that they had absolute responsibility for the supervision of staff. One principal said,

1don't think that a principal can escape that responsibility. A principal has to be out
there in the classrooms to hear, identfy the needs and ensure the development of a
program that caters for the needs of the students. Unless you are there, it is difficult to
address the problems and issues.

Another principal reinforced this opinion when saying that staff supervision was

absolutely essential. It is probably in the top three to five things for the principal to
do. The principal supervises according to the things that the teachers and school says
it is going to do to achieve the school goals. I think that it is essential.

The same principal saw supervision as an essential part of the staff development process.
This principal linked the vision of how the school could be, or the goals of the school, with
the supervisionary processes. The vision of the schoo! should drive all of the actions
within the school. To achieve it, principals

need 1o be able to lead, manage, and develop a staff development program. I mean all
sorts of people, not just teachers. Principals need to have the ability to help teachers
understand the vision that they want the school to go towards. Not only do they need
the vision in their own heads, but they have to be able to explain it to every one else
and get support for it and then use the skills that they have to hamess the energy of the
supfpf;mers (i.e., management skills, staff development skills, and all of that sort of
stuff).

The central vision was seen as the yardstick against which teacher performance was
measured. The goals were reinforced by the principal's high expectations of all personnel
within the school and were the basis on which feedback was given to staff.

Many principals were of the opinion that supervision was a way of tacitly valuing the
work of teachers. One principal said that supervision is

important in terms of teacher morale. It indicates to teachers that their activities are
important enough for you to give feedback, comment on, and give help with. It is also
part of my continuing professional development. I keep up-to-date with the classroom
practices for the changing curriculum. It is also impartant for the students that you are
frequently in the classroom. . . . It allows you to see the little extras that teachers do

and be able to praise them. You can write them in your diary and ensure follow up.
Praise needs to be planned, not in an artificial way but such that it does occur.



With = -ansistent presence within the classroom, the principal had heightened
awareness of the activities of the students and the teachers. On-the-spot praise or feedback
soon after an event was observed allowed the reinforcement of appropriate behaviors and
deeds, so facilitating the principal's high expectations of staff and students. Some
principals commented that it was easy to become too busy to take the time necessary for
giving appropriate praise. A negative custodial focus could then easily creep into
comments made to both students and teachers.

As well as valuing the work of teachers principals saw a supervision program as an
essential component of ensuring that agreed policy was transferred into action within the
classroom. Supervision was important to one principal

from a couple of points of view. Itis all very well to have a policy written down on
paper, and for the teachers to think you "beaut," I agree with all of that, but then not

necessarily put it into practice. A constant supervision program enables a principal to
ensure that it does occur. It assists with the translation of theory into practice.

Hence, supervision was seen by principals o be linked with translation of theory to
practice, a way of supporting teachers and valuing their activities, a means of the principal
keeping in touch with changing methodology, a conduit for madelling expectations for staf!
and students and a time to give praise for efforts and achievements, as well as a process for
assessing strengths and weaknesses of teachers and so assisting them in planning for their
professional growth. One principal indicated that supervision was wie basis of a staff
development program and said,
I think the other thing that you need to determine is where the strengths and
weaknesses of your people are. You recognize the strengths to be able to utilize them
within 1. ; school, and you also need to know the weaknesses to do something about
building them up. With the right atmosphere, people will acknowledge their own
deficiencies and work with you to improve them. That comes back to the professional
development program, and it is critical for the principals 1o be involved. From the
supervision point of view you determine where people should be going--but you can
only do that in discussion with them.

This principal as most others, saw that atmosphere or climate was critical to addressing

weaknesses. It was part of the deve’ ypment of trust. People will disclose if there is trust

and support for further action. Most principals thought that high trust levels take quite a



period of time to develop with staff, but these trust levels are easy to destroy if the actions |

of the principal are not congruent with verbal articulations.

Summary
Within the factor Principal as Nexus there are three clusters of activities:

communication, establishment of the vision or goals, and interaction of the principal with
the broader school community. Effective communication is basic to success in the latter
two. Each of these is a key component of the culture of an individual school. Principals
saw communication as a major issue to be addressed for school effectiveness, and their
level of interpersonal skills were critical for effectiveness. Communication was vital for the
development of team work, for sharing a vision, and for getting others to work towards
that vision.

Good communication was necessary before one could focus on the leamning of the
adults. This learning could assist with the development of goal clarity but it was also
important for the principal to model consistent expectations for the staff. As a part of
principals valuing learning for adults, they must demonstrate their own learning and
growth. To further assist with the development of staff, it was necessary for principals to
supervise staff activities. Supervision was an essential component of the effective
principal's role. Principals indicated a supervision program has two major purposes. It
not only identified strengths and weaknesses in the performance of staff but also aided with
the translation of policy into practice. Ensuring that policy was put into practice reaffirmed
the importance being placed on the achievement of the goals of the school.

Supervision was also linked to the climate that was generated within the school. It was
seen that an appropriate school climate was one in which adults and students felt safe and
supported. An open climate with high levels of trust facilitated people disclosing
weaknesses and being prepared to work to eliminate those weaknesses. With an

appropriate level of trust, people will risk and experiment and hence grow. The processes



of supervision being used must be in congruence with a stated focus on the learning of the
adults as well as the children within the school. With the appropriate climate there was a
warm, caring atmosphere and a sense of order and pride in the work being done.
However, the climate was inexorably linked with output. The work being done should
reflect the purpose of the school and help to generate personal satisfaction for the
participants.

Good communication skills are also necessary for the principal to interact with a variety
of people external to the immediate school. These range from Education Department
personnel, community leaders, to members of other government departments. In all of
these interactions, principals are by their actions passing on messages to these people about
the purpose of their schools. They are models from which judgements are made.

Principals indicated that they thought their actions were critical to the success of the
school. They perceived that they are the nexus th.ugh which actions promoting
effectiveness must sweep. One principal, summarizing the opinions of many, said:

Principals can not escape their responsibility for what happens within the school. The
principal is the pivotal person and on the back of the skills and abilities of the principal
rides the credibility of the school. If a principal can share the vision and get the
teachers and other staff to partake of that vision, plan cooperatively to move towards it
using the strengths of staff but at the same time working on the weaknesses, then great
things are possible. It is not easy and requires many skills.

Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff

The mean scoic for this factor was 3.69 (on a five-point scale) with a standard
deviation of 0.60. The mean value was the fifth highest. The mean scores of the principal
responses for individual items ranged from 3.92 for item 30--teachers engaged in school-
focussed professicnal development activities--to 3.58 for item 28--teachers willing to
consider change. The responses were such that at least 52% of the principals rated staff
performance for each item within the factor as highly effective or extremely effective.

Principals saw the necessity of teachers being willing to change, to work on their own

professional development, and to work as a group for the improvement of the school as
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essential for school effectiveness. The principal was responsible for engendering this
approach. In the words of one principal, improvement and change in staff are more

an issue of management of the staff curriculum. You are the coach of the team, not the
bloody hest runner in the team. You need to know how to run, but you might have
done your best running five or ten years ago. Now you are good at helping other
people run really well, both by talking to them about their teaching and also by
previding them with the things that they need for their professioral development,
resources, non-contact time, and so on.

As well as assisting teachers in focussing on their strengths and weaknesses and then
having each staff member with a personal program capitalizing on personal strengths and
working on weaknesses, there must be a willingness on the part of staff members 10 work
as u team on strengths and weaknesses. Principals thought the total school must hamess
energy 1o achieve goals; hence crucial to developing school effectiveness was the ability to
get teachers to acknowledge the necessity of thinking about activities beyond the scope: of

their individual classrooms. In the words of one principal, a big hindrance to total school

development

is people’s unwillingness to look further than their own class or their own situation, an
unwillingness to work as a member of a team towards school goals, whether it be
development of curriculum or the development of ar action plan for the next term. Itis
the abdication of the individual person's responsibility as a group member for the
needs of the total group.

The non-acknowledgement of the needs of the total school was a reflection of the non-
intermalization of these goals, focus or central mission of the school. Principals needed to

attend to this, and one indicated:

I have tried to set up groups to reflect on the school, where it is going and what its
mission is with the or ¢oing decline we are experiencing. Having done that, I have
been encouraging peodie to loosen up on the control of their own little areas. I think
that the nice, friendly approach has probably gone as far as it can. Probably the next
step is to develop a much stronger system of teacher/principal interaction about their
dtmj? and activitics where 1 meet with them regularly and really question and
challenge.

The principal was responsible for the challenge of staff, but it required the prior
building of positive relationships with every staff member. The aspect of relationship-

building received consideration under the previous factor, Principal as Nexus.




Principals saw that if teachers were deeply involved in their personal professional
development, as well as working with the other staff members towards common, agreed
upon goals, then job satisfaction would be high. Job satisfaction was linked with morule,
but one principal stated that "if people like and feel basically proud of their principal, then
school morale will be high." That person thought that the principal determined the monule
of the school. However, most linked morale to happiness and productivity, and this was
frequently commented on when talking about the ideal climate within a school.

Teacher commitment tn the school and the job were seen to be important. Principals
were appreciative of the efforts made by committed staff and received positive feedback
from parents about committed teachers. One principal indicated that

where people have a low commitment, they also have a low understanding of what the
job of teaching entails. So it really is a matter of doing something for that teacher;
raise the level of understanding of what the job is all about initially, and during the
process of doing that raise the level of commitment.

Concomitant with commitment was giving praise for effort. Praise enhanced the self-
concept of the staff members and increased their satisfaction with their role. One principal
commenting on the necessity for giving praise, said, "You must give kudos for what is
good. If people are doing something, let's recognize it and let's publicize it too. Make a
bit of a fuss about it." As part of gamering commitment, principals thought that staff
needed 1o be involved in the decision-making processes within the school. One principal
said "I think you have got 1o establish the relationships and then empower teachers so they
are directing the activities, but you retain a certain balance.” Teachers' sense of control
over their own destiny was seen as an unpartan, aspect of their commitment and job
satisfaction.

Satisfaction was also linked with teacher involvement in activities outside of the
classroom. It was part of "the shared decision-making and the shared responsibility. |

think that in this day and age where promotion is extremely limited that we must allow staff

10 get a lot more satisfaction out of what they do rather than just teach in the clussrooms.”

162



This principal thought that when a teacher “has developed to & certain stage, you then give
them a little more professional freedom. You do that by giving them greater responsibility,
allowing them to take responsibility for a greater part of the decision-making mechanisms
within the school.” This principal mentioned that he/she allowed teachers to take
responsibility for submissions to district office about additional staffing, increased resource
allocation, and management of components of the school development plan. Howevrr,
another principal indicated that the involvement of staff in activities within the school but
peripheral to their actual classroom role could cause problems.

My problem comes because I have got six or seven really competent teachers on the

stafl. How do you keep that involvement level up? I think that it can cause frustration

for the principal and deputy. You tend to lose control of what is going on around you.
Several principals saw this tension between a desire for increased involvement by staff in
aspects of the school's management outside of their classroom responsibilities and a
principal’s personal responsibility for the activities within the school. Prior to increasing
staff involvement, "you knew exactly where things were going and every thing that was
happening. As you gradually let go of these and hand them over to people who enjoy
doing it, you start 10 lose a bit of that total control." Wider involvement by teachers was
linked to their satisfaction, which was often expressed as "happiness.” However, when
wider ...volvement is the norm, it appears that only very secure, competent principals do
not face the dilemmua of control versus increased involvement.

There was general agreement by principals that the happiness of teachers was an
important aspect for engendering enthusiasm for the job. With happy staff and good
relationships it was possible to utilize the team to develop the total school. One principal
thought that to do this you needed "a principal who is an educational leader who uses a
collaborative approach, one who shares and allows teachers to participate, who has an
understanding of human relationships and knows the teachers. Therefore I maintain that
the principal is the linchpin." All principals saw their role as crucial to all aspects of staff

performance within this factor, Cooperative Improvemeri-Oriented Staff.

163



164

Summary

Principals thought it was necessary for all staff to have a primary focus on and concermn
for the attainment of the children within their classes. However, if tl.is was done to the
exclusion of concern for the activities in the wider school, then it would detract from the
achievements of the school. A group concem for the development and attainment of a
school vision was necessary. Vision is central to culture and a team focus could release the
enormous potential of the group and "great things were possible."

Evaluation of performance with feedback to individual staff members enhanced staff
professional growth. A spin-off from the supervision program was increased job
satisfaction for staff. Nevertheless, some principals saw that to enhanc< job satisfaction it
was necessary to utilize the skills of teachers in matters extemal to their classroom
activities. This could produce a tension for the principal: the benefits gained for the teacher
by using the teacher against a principal's desire for personal control. Principals were
unanimous that their activities as the nexus within the school were essential to the overall

effectiveness of all facets within the factor Cooperative Improvemeni-Oriented Staff.

Student Centeredness

The mean score for this factor was 3.88, and it was the second-highest factor mean.
Individual items within the factor had mean scores which ranged from 4.06 for item 19--
student progress and attainment is reported to parents--to a low of 3.72 for item 18--
monitoring of student progress and atainment with feedback to the students. Principals
responded such that 73.3% of them thought that their schools were highly effective to
extremely effective in reporiing student progress and attainment to parents,
Notwithstanding this, 36.1% of them thought that the monitoring of student progress with
feedback to the students was only modcrately effective or lower.

The issue of reporting and assessing student work was an area of considerable concern

for principals, and one that many of them were grappling with. One said,



I don't know that we have mll& cracked that yet. I think that you need a variety of
strategies and it must be something that goes right across the school. . . . I think that
students need feedback to tell them how they are going rather than a report card that
says how they went. You need to be giving feedback about the now and how to
imgrovc. 1 would look to some type of system that had more emphasis on assessment
of how to improve to get where you wish to go.

One principal thought that as part of an emphasis on the "now," principals needed to
give praise in the classroom and follow up to the work being done, saying things like, "It is
good here but how can you improve it here? What else can occur?” This meant that the
feedback was being used as part of the teaching process. Ideally, parents should be
involved in the ongoing dialogue about a child's work. Principals saw the whole process
of giving appropriate feedback ongoing and required a lot of interaction, time, and skill
from the teachers. One principal, when referring to the assessment of student work and the
reporting of it to parents, said, "I think that it is something that we do very poorly and
should do better. I really feel that in relation to the child's own level we have abdicated our
responsibility to give some indication of where that level fits in the overall picture." This
was a concern expressed by many principals: giving information to both the child and the
parents about the child's performance in relation to the norm for that age group.

There was disquiet amongst principals who felt that the current methods of assessment
being used did not match the curriculum content and more particularly did not match the
approach used in the teaching of that content. Most principals agreed with the principal
who said that the assessment process should be

one which is clearly related to what is being taught within the school, so there is
congruence between what you are trying to say about outcomes and the processes you
are using to test or evaluate those outcomes. . . . It also needs to be information that is
casily digestible by both parents and kids.

This worry about the degree of congruence between the teaching methods and the
assessment processes could be the reason principals rated their school performance lower
on giving appropriate feedback to studeuts than the actual process of reporting to parents.

Principals recognized that assessment "has to be continuous: the kids have to be involved in

it, the teachers as well. 1t must focus on the work that the child is doing."
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The principals’ other concern was the children’s understanding of the assessment

process. As one principal indicated, in a good assessment procedure

the children understand how it works. So that it isn't a mysterious process. The
children understand how it works and they know what they have to do in order to be
successful. . . . It is clear to the kids, the parents and it reinforces and is in line with
the goals of the school.

Clarity of expectation for the children was seen as important, but the process of reporting
the same information to the parents was seen as difficult. A mixture of written reports and
parent/teacher interviews were fovoured, but ongoing continuous contact between the
teacher and parent was seen by the majority of principals as the most desirable but non-
achievable feature of the communication process. Where parents were involved in bringing
their children to school and collecting them after school, potential existed for regular
dialogue. Parents tend to do this more with younger children. One Junior Primary

principal indicated that the school had therefore structured the day so that

we have all of our teachers stay in the classroom for the last half hour of the day and
parents are welcome to come in and join in with what is going on. . .. Wc also have a
deliberate policy where the teachers go out and hover amongst the parents and talk to
them, say "hello," and that sort of thing. In that way I think that we have a fairly open
relationship and parents are able to find out how their kids are going. 1 think it is
important for parents to know how their children are progressing; it's also important
for the kids, obviously.

Student satisfaction and morale were frequently mentioned as "happiness.” It was seen

as a way to judge a school. When visiting another school, one principal stated that:

I look to see happy kids, happy to be there and 1o be part of the place, wanting to leamn
and be actively involved in what they are doing. Not to be frightened to question,
experiment, and get in there and give it a go and know that their ideas will be valued;
that they can have some input into what is going on. So the best indicator of the
school is the kids' attitudes and how they are working in classrooms.

As mentioned in the previous two factors and reinforced here, the relationships between

all of the people within the school were seen to be critical to the working atmosphere withir
it. One principal thought that judgements about a school's effectiveness could be made

very quickly

-vhen you walk into the school. If you have a happy working atmosphere, kids are
productive. They are leaming. If there are no discipline problems in the sense that
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you don't see teachers spending all of their time in shouting at kids, ardering them
around but notice the discipline is coming from the kids themselves. Where
everybody is open and generally happy, where kids are learning, and where
classrooms are exciting places to be.

In nearly all cases, principals linked happiness with output. One without the other was
seen 1o be counterproductive to the attainment of school effectiveness. Many principals
were concerned about the happiness of students and frequently monitored it. Much of the
monitoring was thought by many principals to be a subconscious process but something
they were very aware of.

Many cited examples of how a change was instantly noticeable. The mood of the
student population can change on windy days, on days which have thunderstorms, or on
sunny days after a period of bad weather. The weather is but one aspect of the
environment that affects the mood of children. Some principals saw this as another aspect
of supervising the school. One principal declared:

1 like to get out in the yard in the moming and talk to the kids. . .. It is a useful way of
supervising the school--just checking toilets for graffiti and rubbish in the yard, what
sort of mood the kids are in. All of that is pan of supervising. The school
groundsman and the cleaner are very wise about what is going on in the school, and I
always spend some time talking with them.

One principal indicated that the i.ivolvement of the children in decision-making was
critical to student satisfaction and a vital part of the overall school climate. This principal
thought that "every child should have some input into how that classroom is managed.
Children should have some input into how the whole school is ordered, at least in terms of
school rules. Control over your own lot is the most important thing to me." This was
thought to be an extension to students of the same rights principals gave to staff.
Involvement in decision-making that affected school life and conditions, whether by
students or staff members, was seen as necessary. It was another example of the necessity
of principals having congruence between heir articulation and practice. Principals saw this
as tacit acknowledgement of the changed emphasis on student rights and privileges and this

will be discussed further under strategies for the improvement of the effectiveness of

schools.
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Summary

Principals were unanimous in acknowledging the need for a variety of strategies for
assessing and reporting the progress of students to both the students and their parents.
They indicated that they preferred a mixture of interviews with written reponts, but in the
ideal world they would like a process of continuous contact among teacher, child, and
parents.

Principals were emphatic that assessment and reporting methods used should be part of
the immediate teaching leaming interaction processes between teacher and child and that the
processes used should be clearly understood by the child. Nevertheless, the processes
must have the added capacity of being able to give parents meaningful feedback about the
experiences and achievements of their children. Some principals were concerned that
children and their parents did not receive adequate information about the child's
performance in relation to the performance of other children of a similar age.

Staff satisfaction, morale, anu happiness were seen to affect student satisfaction and
morale. Once again principals commented upon the importance of the quality of the
relationships within a school. Several principals thought that student participation in
decision-making was linked to student morale. These principals thought that there should

be more of a focus on student participation in decision-making within their classrooms.

Facilities and Financial Management

The mean score for this factor was 3.90, the highest mean of all of the factors. Within
the individual items, item 42--school budget developed with staff and parents--had a mean
of 4.11, and 85.7% of principals considered themselves highly effective or « tremely
effective at this. This item required principals to indicate whether the budget should be
fixed with participation of teaching staff or staff and parents. An analysis of the choices
made indicated that 73.9% of the principals chose the latter option while 26.1% of the
principals thought that the budget should be fixed with the involvement of the teaching
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staff. Irrespective of the choice indicated, no discernible difference existed between the
two groups in the level of effectiveness given to the process.

The care and attention given to the internal environment of schools was such that
36.9% of principals thought that their schools were moderately or slightly effective.
External and intemal environment were seen to be a reflection of the overall climate of the
school. Principals thought that if staff and students took pride in student work, then the
place would, in the words of one principal, "have things hanging around the rooms,
corridors, students' work up and displayed.” There was a generalized conception among
principals about what a school should look like. Two principals indicated that the "place
should look nice" or "it should be reasonably attractive and look as though people care
about the place.” The need for a sense of order and pride in the school was common
among principals, and the following are indicative of what principals said: "I believe that it
is very important that when people come into the school that they see order, pride in the
surroundings,” or "I am pleased with the place because the physical appearance is eye-
catching and a sense of commitment, a sense of pride in the work being done is evident."

The development of a school budg::t was usually commented on when principals were
talking about parent support ang parental involvement. It was seen as an area where
parents had some expertise and could readily be involved. Grounds development, facility
maintenance, and financial management were frequently cited as areas for parental

involvement. This will be discussed more fully in the Parental Support factor.

Goal Emphasis
The factor mean was 3.67, and it was the second-lowest mean of the seven factors.
The processes of goal setting used by schools were such that 56.6% of the principals rated
it ac only moderately effective or worse, while only 7.2% of them thought thought the

process extremely effective. Principals were of two minds about the ...volvement of
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parents in the determination of school goals, even though 91.4% of them thought parents

should be involved. One principal who reflected the opinion of many others saw it as
really important for the school program to reflect the goals and aspirations of the
community, but I worry whether parents have the professional knowledge that is
required by teachers about kids and leaming, curriculum, etc. It is like me trymug1 to fix
my car. It was OK years ago, but they are now mare complex and the little bit that 1
know about it isn't much good. I can easily make the efforts of the trained person
much more difficult because of my meddling.

Principals recognized that "parents need a degree of real power in the decision-making
processes” but perceived that parents lacked the professional knowledge required to make
meaningful decisions in regard to curriculum content and curriculum priorities. It was
thought by many principals and stated by one that

for parents to participate they need information. They need to understand learning, the
curriculum, and those sorts of things if they are going to participate in the decision-
making abnut the curriculum. . . . However that is the understanding of the
professionals and how do you sort out the dilemma? How do you sort out the role of
the professional and the lay person's involvement and knowledge of what is
happening to them and their kids?

One principal indicated that this dilemma had the potential of urdermining and
devaluing the teacher's professional expertise:

1 am concemed that the professional thing of teachers is not undermined to the extent
that decisions that should be made with a fairly extensive knowledge of education get
tossed out into the arena of school council too early or too easily. . . . However, there
are probably many decisions that are still made by staff that need parental discussion.

Another principal indicated that within the school they were taking steps to provide the
information base that parents required. The principal indicated that it was an educative
process for the parents:

We have now appointed a person who will be involved in setting up workshops in
conjunction with a sub-committee of parents about the things that occur within the
school. In that way parents will have better knowledge and can then participate
meaningfully in the decision-making processes of the school.

The mere provision of knowledge was not seen to be sufficient by one principal
because it was a more fundamental professional question. If parents are to "give specific
input when a specific thing like a curriculum approach is under consideration . . .[then]

there is almost a necessity to come to an agreement about learning theory if we are to



progress. That takes such a long time even with a staff.” Nonetheless, this concein about
the level of involvement did not negate principals' perception of the necessity for having
clearly articulated school goals that included, as one principal said, "school development
plans, curriculum development plans, and who is going to do what and by when, because
then there is a purpose and it is clearly visible and the people are working towards that
common goal." Another principal felt it as essential that parents be involved in the
decisions about schoo! goals because of the political nature of the process. This person
perceived that schools were becoming more insular and responsible for their own destinies.
This principal indicated that,
My view is obviously influenced by the politics of the day. And I think that these are
the politics of the day. Schools in the next few years are in most things going to be
more isolated from other schools and the system. .. . They will vcl&' much be a school
unto themselves. They will be a small organization, like a ship by themselves at sea.
One of the things that that ship has to do is steer its own course. It has a captain, the
principal, it has the staff as a crew. The course it is going to chart, I think, has to be
the course the community wants to chart: otherwise, it will arrive at a destination that
the community doesn't want to be at. I think that would be dangerous both
educationally and politically. So I think it is up to schools to help their communities
make decisions about what they want the schoo! to do. That means first giving the
community information and then setting up structures to seriously involve the parents

in making decisions about the school. .. . So in answer to your question, I think an
effective school is one that has the parents personally involved in charting the course to

be followed.
One principal, echoing the thoughts of other principals, indicated that the more the

system changed, the more added activities and responsibilities were being left to principals.
As a means of self-protection and accountability it was necessary for principals to involve

parents in decision-making about school goals and the planning to achieve those goals.

Summary

Although 91.4% of principals thought that parents should be involved in the
cooperative setting of school goals, they were divided as to the « iegree of meaning this
input would have. There was concemn expressed that parents do not have the professional
knowledge rv.ired to make significant contributions. Surface level involvement could be

a means of devaluing and u:fermining the professional knowledge of teachers. Strategies
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for giving parents the required information were available, but most of these strategies
required an extensive time commitment from the parents. It was thought that the parents
needed professional development programs. Agreement about a methodological approach
to be followed by a school required the coalescing of opinion. This was time-consuming
even with staff and possibly not achievable with parents. Notwithstanding, one principal
was emphatic that irrespective of these difficulties it was essential for the parents to be part

of the goal-setting process. Failing to encourage this was politically naive.

Parental Support

The mean for this factor was 3.63; principals therefore perceived that the level of school
effectiveness was lower in this factor, Parental Support, than in the six other factors. In
item 36--clarifying the educational program to the parents--57.2% of the principals rated
performance at moderately effective or lower. Item 38--enlisting support of parent bodies--
had 16.7% of principals rate their school's performance as extremely effective. During the
interviews, parent support was seen as synonymous with parental participation and was the
topic of considerable verbal input.

Principals were unanimous about the need for parental participation in the schools but
differed on processes for the involvement, appropriate areas for involvement, degree of
involvement, and the factors behind the Education Department policy initiatives in the area.

Participation of parents within the school was seen by all principals and expressed by
one as "very important. I really believe in parent participation, have a genuine commitment
toit. It is not something that is unwelcome to me at all. . . . I have never felt a sicge
mentality about parents.” However the reasons behind the current Education Department's
initiative for increased parental participation in the management of schools were questioned.
One principal stated, "I have concemns about that. I believe that the Labor Party policy is *0
have parents take control of the system decision-making."

Given this scenario, there was frequent concern about the need to



differentiate between participation and involvement. Parents are involved in the school
just by the very fact that their children come ivere. I know of many areas where their
involvement is of benefit to the school and the students. We have a lot of parent
participation in the classroom and on school cutdoor activities. We have active parent
clubs and an energetic School Council that has a very good finance committee and an
excellent grounds committee. Not so though with the curriculum subcommittee. It
lacks real participation. I feel that there is knowledge and professional skills required
to contribute in this area and it may be outside of the parents' experience.

This lack of knowledge could be why principals perceived that many parents did not

wish to become involved in curriculum areas. Parents readily acknowledged their lack of
expertise and hence many principals were of the opinion that
there are many aspects of the school's operation that parents don't want to buy into.
However, there are also many aspects that they do wish to and where their input is
certainly valuable in itself. My experience shows that there is really only a minority of
parents that want to be involved in much more than fund raising, grounds
maintenance, and that sort of thing.

This perception of parents not wanting to be involved with curriculum management was
reinforced by several pnincipals. They indicated that parents "Jon't want to be involved in
large explanations of what the curriculum is about." Principals were divided about the level
of parental participation appropriate in curriculum management. Some thought that parents
did not wish to participate, a larger percentage thought that they merely wished to give
advice about broad curriculum directions, while a small number of principals thought that a
minority of parents wanted the opportunity for detailed curriculum input and they wished to
facilitate and encourage this. Nevertheless there was agreement by principals about the
value of parents being involved in the schools irrespective of the level of involvement. As
indicated by one principal, there are

enormous spin-offs. It deformalizes the place, opens the lines of communication, and
creates a damn sight more appreciation of teachers for what the problems of the parents
and kids are; and the parents have a greater understanding of what the tasks of the
teacher are and the problems that the teachers have.

The idea that parent participation and involvement led to improvement of educational
opportunities for children was frequently expressed. "You can run without parents, but

you are missing a 'heck’ of a lot of opportunities to improve the education for the kids."
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Another spin-off was the ability of the school to influence the wider community. One
principal from a low socio-economic area indicated that
in a community like the one we are in, the school can potentially provide parents with
some pretty rewarding experiences. I see it as a way in which the school can have a
sitive effect on the whole community. 1t is a way of rippling out of the gates and
into the community. . . . It means more work for parents, but it can do good for the
image of the school.
Several principals acknowledged that parents participating within the school can have a
negative effect. Their very participation can cause them to see deficiencies within the
school. If parents are not totally aware of what the school is attempting to do, or if the
interaction they view or take part in is outside of their experiences, then negative messages
can be transmitted to the external environment. As one principal said, parental involvement
"can also be negative, as when a kid last week told a parent to get [expletive deleted]. . . .
When they are in here they sce the dirty washing as well as the good stuff you like them to
see. You can't fool people as easily when they are in the place.” As a result of that
episode, "a lot of judgements were made about the school. That person is quite infiuential
and so those opinions went through a number of different avenues into t:e wider
community.” Another negative case cited by a principal occurred when students were
packing up after a physical education lesson. The teacher had left the students and
during the process of the kids putting the equipment away, two students decided that
they would have a reasonable "fisticuff” bout. It resulted in one child having a cut lip.
Apart from the fact of the injury to the child and the breach of duty of care by the
teacher, there was also another concern. There were a lot of parents around that yard
at that instance. It reflected in a very poor light as far as what we are trying todo in
regards to discipline.
The school concerned had spent considerable time communicating its < “havior
management program to the parents Juring the term; this one incident was later cited by a

number of parents, not present at the time, to show that the new policy was not working.

Summary
Principals were unanimous about the value of parental involvement in school activities.

However, there was concern expressed that the difference between involvement and
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participation and what was being discussed needed clarification when looking at this area.
Some principals questioned tirc Education Department initiatives in the area and queried the
motivation for the new policy. A smaller number of principals welcomed the moves to
increase parental participation in school decision-making and were attempting to facilitate
and encourage this development.

The level of involvement and the areas appropriate for participatior were frequently
mentioned. Many principals were of the opinion that, "There is really only a minority that
want to be involved in much more than their fund raising, grounds maintenance, and that
sort of thing." Irrespective of the level, principals saw participation as having positive
effccts on the school. Children benefited, communication between school and home
improved, teachers and parents came to a greater understanding of the problems and issues
confronting each other, the skill level of parents increased through their involvement, and
the school influenced the wider community. The negative aspect of parents not
understanding isolated incidents they observed and making judgements about the school

from these situations were mentioned by several principals.

Academic Program Focus

Responses to the three items in this factor were such thatis had a mean value of 3.70
(on a five-point scale) and a standard deviation of 0.66. This was the fourth-highest mean
of the seven factors. The responses to the individual items indicated that the performance
on item 10--the development of social skills is emphasized--with a mean of 3.90 was
perceived 1o be more effective than for item 12--coordination of the continuity of the
instructional program--with a mean of 3.65, and more effective than item | 1--the
development of student creativity. Item 11 had a mean score of 3.56. Principals scored the
performance of their schools such that 28.9% rated them as extremely effective for
emphasis in the development of social skills, while 47.6% of principals rated the

performance of their schools for both items 11 and 12 as moderately cffective or lower.
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This aspect of school operation, Academic Program Focus, was not directly addressed
in the interviews and so opinions applicable were made in passing when discusing other
factors. Comments were made about curriculum content and staff eapectations of students.

Two principals saw the need for the production of tighter guidelines on curriculum
content. Greater conformity among schools in the curriculum *eing offered would be of
advantage to highly mobile students. As one principal indicated,

I see some benefit in a central authority saying "These are the areas we are looking at"

but with local people being able to color those, even possibly put in additional ones
without that basic core being touched. This would particularly help children who

transfer from school to school.

One principal wanted the guidelines to distinguish areas where parents could influence
and effect changes in the curriculum to account for local conditions. This could be a
reflection of the principal's concern about parental participation in curriculum decision-
making discussed earlier. Another principal was concemned about the lack of attention
being given to the affective area within the prescribed curriculum. This principal linked the
affective area content with the teaching methodology that should be employed by teachers:

Generally I would like to see system guidelines tighter in respect to curriculum
content, especially in the affective area. More active involvement by the kids in the
curriculum functions within the rooms, active pasticipation in their learning, not just
passive vessels to be filled with knowledge. . . . More attention to the affective area.

Principals were concerned about the expectations that statf placed upon students. Some
feli that expectations were not high enough; in the words of one principal, "1 sometimes get
concemned with staff and the lack of expectations they place on children.” However the
other side of the same problem--unrealistic expectations--received as much attention.
Unrealistic expectations by teachers of students were seen to occur because staff might not
have empathy for the home situation of many students. One principal said,

1 have certain teachers on my staff who are always complaining that the children are
not completing their homework properly. I ask, "Have you ever gone into the home,
where the child is expected to do it? What priority does the parent place on it, etc.,

etc.” Response-"That does not make any difference. If this child is going to be
successful, they must do their homework."” That one worries me a bit.
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e concern was mirrored by another principal who thought unrealistic expectations
ocow red because staff made judgements about the lives of students. This had a negative
cifect on what they expected the children to achieve:

The staff here tend to come from very sheltered middle class backgrounds and have
limited life experiences. It is very easy for the teachers from the sacurity of $30 000 a
year to make judgements about the lives of the children who come to the school and
about the lives of their parents. . . . I don't think that teachers see that they are being
prejudiced in their language, discriminatory, or are showing their own personal biases.
This principal thought that such a mindset could have a negative influence on
teacher/student interactions within the classrooms. However unrealistic expectations were
seen by many principals as more of a problem for teachers who did not really like children

and hence were judgmental about them and their lives.

Summary

Principals perceived that their schools were more effective in the development of
student social skills than in the development of student creativity; 47.6% of the responses
indicated that the development of student creativity and the coordination and continuity of
instructional program were only moderately effective or lower.

Some principals saw the necessity for tighter guidelines by the Education Department
on the curriculum content to be taught. They thought this would be an advantage to
students who changed schools. Tighter guidelines would also allow clearer definition of
curriculum areas that could be adapted to reflect local situations and provide a framework
for parental participation in curriculum decision-making. This links with the concerns
expressed by principals about parental participation in curriculum decision-making
discussed in the factor Parental Support.

Several principals were concemed about the appropriateness of teacher expectations.
Sometimes the expectations about student achievement seemed low; in other cases lack of
teacher empathy for the children or lack of empathy for the life experiences of the children

and their parents caused this mismatch.



Assessing School Effectiveness

Item 58 of the questionnaire asked principals to nominate the best person or group to

judge school effectiveness. Results are displayed in Table 6.3:
Table 6.3

Principal Preferences Concerning Groups Able to Judge the Effectiveness of an Individual

School
Group Frequuvncy

Parents, students, and staff 21
Parents and staff 13
Parents and students 2
Parents 5
Schoo! Council 8
Schoo! Council, staff, and ~utside reference group 3
Students 3
Parents, students, staff, an. superintendent or two principals 10
External group 6
Principal and superintendent 3
Superintendent 4
Principal 3
Staft 2

83

Principals specifically mentioned the utilization of parents for judging school

effectiveness in five of the groups; this represented 61% of the responses. The percentage

increased to 73% when the School Council, predominantly composed of parents, was

included. The presence of a superintendent was considered desirable by 16% of the

principals, although four thought that two principals could deputize for a superintendent.

Principals specifically mentioned themselves as members of the evaluation group six times

(7% of the responses), although one would imagine that they probably saw themselves as

members of the staff evaluation team. Staff were mentioned as members of the tearmn 49

times (59% of responses). Local business people (3 principals), civic leaders (2 principals)
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and staff from another school (1 principal) where mentioned by principals as part of the
composition of an external group. Only three principals thought that a single person should
judge effectiveness; in each case they thought that the judgement should be made by the
principal of the school.

Principals were asked for their assessment of the global effectiveness of their school

and for an assessment of their personal global effectiveness. Their assessments are

reported in Table 6.4:
Table 6.4
Principal Ratings of Global Principal Effectiveness and Clobal School Effectiveness
(n=84)

Item Effectiveness(%f) Standard
¥ Item Not Slightly Moderately Highly Extremely Mean Deviation
57 Would you pleasc rate the overall

effe:tiveness of your school 00 25 284 58.0 1.1 378 067
83 Would you pleasc rate your overall
effectiveness as a principal 00 99 32.1 38.3 198 368 09

It can be seen that 69% of the principals think that their school is extremely effective ur
highly effective while 58% think the same way about their personal effectiveness.
The next sections of this chapter explore what factors principals may use to judge their

effectiveness and school effectiveness.

Predictors of Overall Principal Effectiveness
The purpose of this section is to answer research question eight,what factors reported
by principals are the best predictors of overall principal effectiveness? Stepwise multiple
regression analysis of principals' questionnaire responses produced the results reported in

Table 6.5:



Table 6.5

Predictors of Global Principal Effectiveness as Assessed by Principals
(n=84)

Prodictor in orderof entry  Multiple R RSquare  Simple Beta
to the Regression Analysis R Squwe  Change R

Principal as Nexus 0.627 0.393 0.393 0.627 0.627

The factor Principal as a Nexus accounted for 39.3% of the variance of the dependent
variable and had a correlation coefficient of .627 with overall principal effectiveness. No
other factors added significantly to the dependent variable, although Cooperative
Improvement-Oriented Staff did have a correlation coefficient of .525 with overall
principal effectiveness. The correlations for the other factors with the dependent variable,
global principal effectiveness, ranged from a low of .219 for the factor Parental Support to
a high of .436 for the factor Goal Focus.

During interviews, the factor Principal as Nexus, was seen as critical for school
effectiveness. Principals, through their effective use of highly developed communication
skills articulated and coordinated the development of common goals for the school. The

principal then assisted the staff in achieving these goals. Principals indicated that the goals

form the measuring stick for the evaluation of staff development and supervision programs.

The principal was responsible for spanning the boundary and articulating the school vision.
At the same time, principals thought t.iey should be sensitive to the needs of the conimunity
and facilitate entry to the school for the community and other government agencies. They
were unanimous in thinking that their activities had an overwhelming influence on the

achievement of school effectiveness.
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Predictors of Overall School Effectiveness
The purpose of this section is to answer research question nine, what factors are
reported by principals are the best predictors of overall school effectiveness? Stepwise
multiple regression analysis of their responses produced the results reported in Table 6.6:
Table 6.6

Predictors of Global School Effectiveness as Assessed by Principals
(n=84)

Predictor in order of entry Multiple R R Square Simple Betn

to the Regression Analysis R Square  Change R

Principal as Nexus 0.719 0.516 0.516 0.719 0.719
Goal Emphasis 0.770 0.593 0.077 0.621 0.330
Facilitics and Financial

Management 0.789 0.623 0.030 0.542 0.201

The variable which contributed most variance (51.6%) in the dependent variable was
Principal as Nexus ; this variable also correlated strongly (.719) with overall school
effectiveness. The second variable, Goal Emphasis, added a further 7.7% of the variance,
whereas Facilities and Financial Management provided a smaller (3.0%) contribution.
Although the addition of the factor Facilities and Financial Management to the regression
analysis was statistically significant, it was not so highly correlated w ith overal!
effectiveness (.542). The three factors in combination accounted for 62.3% of the total
variance of the dependent variable, global school effectiveness.

During the interviews, principals were adamant that their effectiveness and their
aciivities were highly correlated with school effectiveness. They stressed the need for the
principal to develop a collaborative team approach to achieving school goals. The necessity
for a principal to have a high level of interpersonal skills, to give meaningful feedback to

staff, and to be able to communicate the essential vision to all individuals was frequently
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stressed. These were aspects of the factor Principal as Nexus and gave qualitative support
to the findings gained from the statistical analysis of regression.

Relationship between Principal Effectiveness and School Effectiveness
Responses to the questionnaire generated a Pearson correlation coefficient of .553
between the two variables global principal effectiveness and global school effectiveness. In
the interviews, principals' opinions ranged from the idea that there was "total” correlation
between principal effectiveness and school effectiveness to "I have seen a very effective
school with an ineffective principal, so you can't say one therefore follows the other.”
Some principals cited examples of extremely effective teachers making a school effective
but thought that with an effective principal the school would have been extremely effective.
This theme was verbalized by twe principals:
I haven't seen too many ineffective principals running effective schools, so I would
say the relationship is fairly strong. Ican well cite an example of one moderately
effective school with an ineffective principal but if you analyze that situaticn, whilst
the staff picked up for his inadequacies, there were pockets of people who ran the
school. There was, however, not a common strand, 8 common purpose; it was more
common survival for five years. So it was a good example of staff talent holding the
school together, but with an effective principal it could have been a great school.
My headset would say that there is a great correlation except that I have seen good
teachers operate where there have been ineffective principals. But an effective school
is one that knows what it is on about and knows what it is on about as a collective

unit, not as a series of individuals. Therefore there is a high correlation because the
principal sets up the machinery so that the school decides what it is on about and then

starts the march towards the goals.

The principal being responsible for setting up the vision and managing the movement
towards that vision was also mentioned by another principal as part of the reason for the
correlation between principal effectiveness and school effectiveness. "Without the principal
being effective, I don't think that the school will be. If the delivery is not coordinated,
cohesive with purpose, and with good human relations, it is very difficult for the school to
be excellent.”

Principals were in agreement that there was a positive relationship between school

effectiveness and principal effectiveness. In the words of one principal, "I would say that



if you liked to identify 20 good, superior, effective scheols, I would think that they would
have better than your average sample of principals. The best way to improve a school is to

improve the quality of the principal.”

Summary

The responses of principals to the questionnaire were such that they considered their
highest level of effectiveness was for the factor Facilities and Financial Managemen.
Within this factor, 85.7% of principals thought that they were highly or extremely effective
in setting a school budget with the parents. The development of a budget was seen as an
area in which parents had expertise and where meaningful parental participation could
occur.

The other components of this factor related to the physical plant. There were
generalized conceptions among principals of what a school should look like. They thought
that it should be neat and tidy with the extemnal environment indicating care and attention to
detail. The inside of the school should be bright and cheerful with children's work
prominently displayed. The manner in which visitors were greeted by office staff,
students, and teaching staff was also considered an important aspect of the initial
impressions people gained upon entry to the school.

In judging the global effectiveness of a principal, the factor Principal as Nexus
accounted for 39.3% of the overall variance. Within this factor there were three clusters of
activities for the principal. The foci were the communication ability of the principal, the
establishment of a school vision, and the interaction of the principal with the broader
community. Principals were conscious that many facets of their role must be achieved
through oral communication and as such they required highly developed interpersonal
skills. The establishment of a vision required principals to persistently and consistently
articulate a personal vision for the school. From this articulation and personal modelling,

principals saw that it was possible to coalesce the staff to reach an agreed-upon central
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vision for the school and to generate a team approach for the achievement of that vision.
The vision was the yardstick by which all things were measured and formed the basis for
an effective staff supervision program. Strengths and weaknesses of staff were measured
against the requirements needed for achieving the vision. Princioals indicated that a staff
development program should be established tc facilitate the attainment of the vision. This
staff development program should have two components: a personal learning program for
each staff member and a total school program for the enhancement of the team's ability to
achieve the school goals. The principals' approach to their personal leaming was a
powerful model to staff, students, and parents. Principals believed that their personal
practice must be congruent with their verbal exhortations to staff.

The best predictors of the global effectiveness of a school were the factors Principal as
Nexus, Goal Emphasis, and Facilities and Financial Management. These three factors
accounted for 62.3% of the total variance in the dependent variable global school
effectiveness. Although 91.4% of principals thought parents should participate in the
setting of school goals, principals were divided as to the degree of this participation. There
were concerns that parents did not have the professional knowledge required for
meaningful participation. Principals thought that supexficial participation of parents could
be a means of undermining the professional knowledge of the staff. Irrespective of opinion
about the level of parental participation, all principals saw that there were many positive
benefits for a school that resulted from that participation: communication between the
school and home improved, both parents and teachers came to an improved understanding
of the problems and issues confronting each other, children benefitted from witnessing the
team efforts, the skill level of parents increased and the school influenced the wider
community.

Principals saw a positive relationship between the effectiveness of a principal and the
effectiveness of the school. Questionnaire responses generated a Pearson correlation

coefficient of .553 betweer the two dependent variables, principal effectiveness and school
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effectiveness. Most principals thought that the best way to improve 8 school was to
improve the effectiveness of the principal, although several mentioned that the principal
needed a greater say in the selection of staff as part of this school improvement.

Principals saw that staff needed i0 have a primary focus on the social development and
academic attainment of individual children within their classroom but this could not be at
the exclusion of concern for the activities of the total school. It was seen that the
development of a team approach to the achievement of school goals was necessary. All
principals saw that they were ultimately responsible for all of the aciivities within a school;
one prime responsibility was the supervision of staff, seen as a way of tacitly valuing their
work while at the same time generating visibility of the principal for all staff and students.
The interactions during the supervisory process allowed the principal to give praise for
effort and deeds, to model appropriate behavior, to reinforce the necessity to achieve school
goals, and to gather information about strengths and weaknesses within the school. An
awareness of staff strengths and weaknesses allowed for the development of an effective
staff development program. Such a program had two components. As part of the first
component, the school could capitalize on the strengths of the staff and utilize them for the
total school development program. The second component of a staff development program
required principals to negotiate with individual teachers about each teacher's personal
learning and growth. The approach of principals to tiicir own ongoing learning was seen (o
be a powerful role model for all of the adults within the school and an indication of the
importance principals placed on staff development.

Principals were unanimous in acknowledging the need for a variety of strategies for
assessing student work and for reporting the progress to both the students and parents.
While 73.3% of them thought their schools wer. highly effective or extremely effective in
reporting student progress and attainment to parents, 36.1% of principals thought that the

monitoring of student progress and feedback to the student was moderately effective or



worse. Principals indicated the assessment methods used should be part of the immediate
teaching/leaming interaction and clearly understood by the child.

Principals reported that their schools were more effective in the development ot student
social skills than with the development of student creativity. Both the development of
student creativity and the coordination of the continuity of the instructional program were
seen by 47.6% of principals to be only moderately effective or lower. Student happiness
was believed to be crucial to perceptions of school effectiveness, and this was in a large
part influenced by the quality of the teacher/student interactions. Several principals thought
that student participation in decision-making was linked to student morale and that there

should be a greater focus on student decision-making within the classrooms.

186



CHAPTER 7
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS: SUPERINTENDENT PERSPECTIVE

Introduction
Superintendents' perceptions of important aspects of school effectiveness and principal
effectiveness are reported in this chapter. They were each asked to select three schools
from within their district--one they classified as ineffective, one moderately effective, and
one very effective--and rate the effectiveness level of the three schools on 79 individual
items within the questionnaire. The statistical results are reported as are the
superintendents' opinions about the appropriate person or group to make judgements about
the effectiveness of a principal or individual school. Discussion then centers on
superintendents' thoughts about the relationship between principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness. Statistical stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to identify the set
of factors that best predict the overall effectiveness of a principal and the overall
effectiveness of a school; these results are reported.
The purpose of this chapter is to provide information on the following research
questions which in part guided this study:
Question 11. How do superintendents rate the effectiveness of schools on important
criteria of effectiveness?
Question 12. What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of
superintendents' global ratings of principal effectiveness?
Question 13.  What school effectiveness factors are the best predictors of
superintendents’ global ratings of school effectiveness?
Question 14. What is the relationship between superintendents’ global ratings of
principal effectiveness and superintendents' global ratings of school

effectiveness?
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Ths presentation in this chapter is similar to the previous two chapters. Both
quantitative and qualitative data are presented in order to provide a more complete
description of numerical findings to which are added the responses gleaned from the
interview data and the open-ended qquestions in the questionnaire data. This is called for to
reveal the difference of opinion among the superintr dents. All the quotations contained
within this chapter are the recorded words of eight superintendents interviewed from

September 12 to September 28, 1988.

Superintendents' Perceptions of School and Principal Effectiveness on
Important Factors for School Effectiveness
In responding to the questionnaire, superintendents made judgements about the
effectiveness of each school or principal for each of the 79 items. The scale ranged from
not effective (1), through slightly effective, moderately effective, highly effective to
extremely effective (5). The responses were tallied and the mean scores and standard

deviations for each school effectiveness factor were calculated. These are reported in Table

7.1 below:
Table 7.1
Superintendents’ Effectiveness Ratings on the School Effectiveness Factors
(n=57)

Factor Mean  Standard

Devistion
Facilities and Financial Management 3.50 0.93
Student Centeredness 3.35 0.97
Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Statf  3.27 1.17
Academic Frogram Focus 3.24 1.04
Principal as Nexus 3.21 1.26
Parental Support 3.20 1.26
Goal Emphasis 3.14 1.26
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The percentage frequencies of superintendent responses to the effectiveness of
principals and schools on each of the forty items used in the factor analysis are reported in
Table 7.2. For the interest of readers the response frequencies, mean scores, and standard
deviations for all items in the questionnaire are given in Table D.5 and are reported in
Appendix D.

Caution should be used when looking at the frequency distribution of effectiveness
responses of each item for superintendents at the same time as those of principals and
parents. The superintendents were instructed to select designated schools--one school that
could be classified as ineffective, one as moderately effective and one as very effective--
whereas principals and parents were responding and rating their own school. A percentage
of the total number of parent and principal responses were such that some schools were
given non effective or extremely effective overall ratings, but the distribution does not
compare with the sample supcrintendents were requested to use.

Table 7.1 shows that the factor means range from 3.50 for Facilities and Financial
Management to a low of 3.14 for Goal Emphasis. This indicates that schools--whether not
effective, moderately effective, or very effective--perform better within the areas covered
by the Facilities and Financial Managemens factor than in other areas. The standard
deviation for this factor also indicated a closer grouping of effectiveness scores.

Given that the means are a refiection of scores aggregated from a selection of non-
effective, moderately effective, and very effective schools, the frequency distribution of
responses for individual items within each factor is more indicative of the differences
between operational aspects of effective and non-effective schools. These aspects will be

discussed within each factor.

Principal as Nexus
Superintendents were consistent in stressing the importance of the actions of the

principal. Effective communication and interpersonal skills were seen as necessary crucial
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base skills. As one superintendent indicated, superintendents "obviously place a great deal
of importance on the level of interpersonal relationships.” While stressing the need for
competency in this aspect, superintendents acknowledged that “there is a real danger in that
because we could say, 'Ha ha, so human relation is the most important skill,' but it is a
base skill that assists the other dimensions. It gets you to first base." This was reiterated
by the superintendent who said, "You can have all this knowledge up here [tapping head]
about supervision, and what motivates people and curriculum fields, paradigms, and all of
that sort of stuff. However if you can't listen to people and don't have those people skills
the rest will not work." Several superintendents indicated that interpersonal skills could be
leant but it was a time-consuming task. As one superintendent said, "They are the hardest
spots of all to change. ... You probably only really lighten or darken tke spots of the beast
in some instances rather than change the color of them altogether. However, you have got
to try." Many of the superintendents thought that basic to strong interpersonal skill
development was, in the words of one superintendent, “a liking for people and a real
genuine respect for them as equivalent minds, hearts, and that kind of stuff."
Superintendents thought that good interpersonal skills were linked to a positive self-
concept. A person was more likely to listen attentively and give credence to another's point
of view when personally secure. Security within one's self facilitated the interaction with
others and assisted with meaningful dialogue. Dialogue was the basis for the development
of consensus about the purpose or vision for the school; a central purpose was seen as
"conducive to good productive outcomes.” Superintendents thought that concern with the
nature of the outcomes was one of the indicators of an effective school.

Superintendents signified that item 61--the ability of *e principal to declare a personal
set of goals for the school--was important. They all agreed that a principal must be able to
articulate a vision for the school and then influence the staff to want to achieve that vision.
It was not necessary that the principal's vision dominate; but without a personal ability to

declare goals for the school, the formulation of a joint agreed-upon vision was not likely.
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The consistent, persistent articulation of a purpose for the schoo! by the principal
established a set of influencing factors. According to one superintendent, influencing
factors included an ability "to articulate the vision, include people in the vision, and set up
an atmosphere of trust; providing the motives are fine, we will tolerate learning, relearning,
retraining, risk-taking etc., etc. You can only really influence if you are influencing people
for better reasons, for better purposes.”

Getting an agreed-upon purpose for the school increased the level of trust within the
school. People were then more certain of where they could contribute. One superintendent
said:

When a school staff as well as the parent and student body are in agreement with what
St propores, Wt kind of ovironment do we noed 1o cral, nd what kinds of
conditne wil facilitate 7 What kinds of conditions will bt it? From the
believe the culture, or if you like the climate, of the school will best be developed.
As the trust level escalated, so the climate improved. Superintendents responded in such a
way that the effectiveness level of the degree of trust between principal/deputy principal and
other staff members had the fourth lowest mean score (3.11) for all items within the factor
Principal as Nexus. An analysis of the distribution of responses indicated superintendents
thought that 54.5% of principals were moderately effective, slightly effective, or not
effective at generating the appropriate level of trust. Trust levels were seen as indicative of
the climate within a school.

In the words of one superintendent, an appropriate climate was one where "people are
known, recognized, acknowledged and valued for the people that they are;" and the
superintendents consistently indicated that 47.3% of principals were highly effective or
extremely effective at maintaining an open school climate. Mary superintendents indicated
that they knew as soon as they walked into a school if the climate was appropriate. One
superintendent summarized the thoughts of most by saying, "You go in and people look at
you, smile: kids--teachers--anciliary staff--parents--anybody just makes you feel welcome.

People in there feel good about themselves.” Superintendents thought a positive self-
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concept was inherent in a school that had 8 good climate. Individuals had a sense of
personal security and this was enhanced when the principal got to know the staff both
professionally and socially. As indicated by one superintendent, "A good school climate is
one where there is a lot of fun, a lot of conversation, where people are relaxed with each
other and respect each other and every body is busy, but also concerned with the quality of
the output." Superintendents felt that it was important for people to feel good about what
they were doing. They frequently indicated during the interviews that they looked for
happy faces, cheerful body language, and humor in the classrooms and staff room.

Superintendents thought that where the climate was warm, open, and trust was evident,
staff supervision was not an area of concern. People saw supervision as an essential part
of their professional growth and development. One superintendent indicated that a good
principal will

help the teachers to grow and 1 believe that growing teachers will critically examine
themselves, their beliefs, their methodologies, and their outcomes. They will always
need a good, critical friend, an appraiser to achieve this. Ibelieve that with evaluation
as a positive thing, classroom practice will improve.

The effectiveness of schools in the processes of staff improvement and staff
development was of concem to superintendents. This was reflected in their responses to
item 71 of the questionnaire.

Improving the work of staff members, item 71, with a mean score of 2.70 was the
lowest for all items, within the factor Principal as Nexus. With 8.8% of responses in the
highly effective category, this factor had the second-lowest percentage in this category of
response for all items in all factors. The item had the lowest combination of responses in
the highly effective and extremely effective categories. Superintendents saw a link between
supervision and staff development and thought that an effective supervision program was a
prerequisite to an excelient staff development program. To be able to encourage and assist
staff with their personal development it was thought necessary for principals to know staff
strengths and weaknesses and to give feedback to them. This knowledge required an
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effective supervision program. Item 70, providing feedback to staff members, had the
second lowest mean of all items within this factor. Superintendents thought that 61.5% of
principals were not, slightly, or moderately effective at giving the required feedback.

Superintendents were unanimous that staff supervision was essential for school
effectiveness and saw effective action in this area as a crucial component of the principal's
role. They thought supervision was critical for a number of reasons. Firstly, as one
superintendent indicated,

teachers want feedback. They enjoy it. Supervision is a suppart structure and
teachers have the right to be supervised, so teachers know what their strengths are,
what areas they have to develop. Teachers need to know that they have support with
what they want to have happen in their careers--counselling stuff, what moves to
make. If teachers feel that they are achieving and feel good about being in the school,
you will then get your most effective outcomes for the school.

Secondly, supervision assisted with the translation of the goals, or the processes
necessary for the attainment of the goals, being put into practice. It was the responsibility
of the principal to give feedback to the teacher about the teacher's performance in achieving
the total school goals. One superintendent used the analogy of an orchestra conductor:
"There are a lot of players, each with a contribution to make but if they make that
contribution in isolation from one another and without the advantage of a score, which I
would say is a school plan, one is likely to get disharmony, discontinuity etc.” It was the
principal's responsibility to know which instrument to use at the appropriate time and how
to blend the individual sounds for the enhancement of the final product. Supervision of the
work of teachers in the classroom was reqrired for principals to leamn of teacher strengths
so that these could be effectively utilized for the benefit of the whole school.

A third reason for supervision was the enormous progress that could be made from a
collaborative supervision program. Many superin.cndents spoke about the Glickm in
(1981) concept of developmental supervision and the necessary link between supervision
and professional development. Several superintendents were concerned because "We

suffer from the mindset that supervision is often seen as checking up. For me i* means to
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assist a person's professional and personal growth. Really supervision and professional
development are very tied together. It is negotiated, it's not laid down." Supervision was
seen as an essential component of a personal growth program. Superintendents believed
that principals needed to be aware of staff strengths and weaknesses if principals were to
play any part in advising and assisting staff in areas requiring improvement or indicating to
teachers how they could capitalize on their personal strengths. Superintendents thought
supervision was welcomed by professional teachers.

Fourthly, supervision supplied many positive messages about the principal to the
teachers and the children. Superintendents acknowledged that teachers in primary schools

are inside their classroom for most of the working day and it is very difficult to know
what it is that the principal actually does. Albeit there is a tremendous amount of work
that principals do that is outside of classrooms, but teachers basically judge principais
on what they see of them with kids and at staff meetings.
Superintendents also indicated that the principal's presence in the classrooms reinforced the
importance of teachers' work. It allowed the principal to interact with students and teachers
in their domain and to model appropriate behaviors for them.

A fifth reason for stressing the principal's role in supervision was the system
requirements for supervision. A superintendent said, "One can't forget the necessity of
supervising teachers on probation, teachers preparing for an assessment or for special
positions where they require concrete evidence of a personal developmental program.”
Some superintendents spoke about the legal difficulties in removing an incompetent
teacher. The probationary period was seen to be an important filter that had not always
been as effective as superintendents desired. Selection of the best people for promotion
was also seen to be crucial, and detailed knowledge of the ability of individual applicants

was not currently a strength of the system's promotion process. Superintendents believed

that improvement could be made in this area and the improvement was linked to effective

supervision programs.
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Irrespective of the reason for supervision, there was a general feeling that, as said by
one superintendent,

Every one needs to be treated the same way in terms of time. No i will try that again--
in terms of recognition and support. The nature of that and how the supetvision is
done will vary depending of the skills and ability of the teacher and also the skills and
abilities of the principal. . . . But how and what is done is critical. It needs to be
supportive with negotiation, discussion, and planning.

Superintendents frequently mentioned that all staff should have a personal growth and
supervision program. Ancillary and support staff people were a valuable resource within a
school and should also receive attention for all of the reasons indicated above. As
summarized by one superintendent, "ongoing supervision for all staff (emphasis given by
interviewee) is absolutely crucial and underdone."

Superintendents indicated that an effective supervision program is onc ‘vay of
reinforcing the high expectations that a principal has for a school. The reinforcing of
expectations with all people involved within the school facilitated the continual focussing of
efforts on the achievement of the school vision. One superintendent saw that the link
between vision and expectation was the mark of an effective school. This superintendent
said,

The prime indicator of effectiveness is that there is a defined purpose within the school

and that it is shared, that people know where they are going, that there are high
expectations by the principal of staff, by superintendent of principals, by staff of
students, and by parents of their local school.

The continual emphasis on expectations can be augmented by the modelling provided
by 1:1: prncipal. Whatever the principal does was considered an espousing of o >razional
policy. When principals acted so there was congruence beiween their articuladon and
practice, clarity of purpose was seen by those around them. This in tum could raise the
output of all personnel associated with the school. The messag=s being conveyed by
actions were seen as particularly important for the principal in his/her dealing with the

wider community. When outside of the school, interacting with business people or civic

leaders, principals are under the microscope. They are giving messages about their school



and the education system in general. The same applies to any school group on an
excursion from the school. Judgements about the standards within the system and school
are extrapolated from general observations of behavior and demeanor of the students and
teachers. The judgements being made were of concern to superintendents.

One superintendent wished to clarify a perception that principals were totally
responsible for the quality of education within the schools. The superintendent thought that
just as staff needed leadership, so did principals; and the people responsible for the
provision of leadership for principals had not consistently modelled appropriate behavior

and actions.

Many of our people at higher levels could do with some retraining and ongoing skill
development. Our senior people are so busy that they tend to think that professional
development is for every one below them. The tragedy is that we have a lot of
aspiring leaders who are modelling themselves on these senior people who may be
exhibiting inappropriate practices.

At the same time, superintendents acknowledged that it was not just the people in
hierarchical positions above superintendents that were not modelling appropriately. Two
superintendents were of the same opinion, and in the words of one, they and their
colleagues could do well to look at the

meetings we hold which are too full of "administrivia.” We don't model the provision
of energy to the attainment of goals at our meetings. We let other things intrude. It is
poor practice. Maybe superintendents should reflect on what we are modelling at our
meetings by analyzing the agendas. The content reflects the priority, not the
articulation.

Superintendents thought that the actions of principals were critical to the attainment of
effectiveness within schools but they should be supported by superiors who modeled
appropriate behavior and whose activities were congruent with their expectations of the

principals.

Summary

Superintendents were unanimous as to the importance of the role of Principal as Nexus.

They were of the opinion that the operational style of the principal set the tone for what
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occurred within the school. No one style was seen as a prerequisite for an effectivz school,
but there were comyyonents of a skills repertoire that were essential. The first mentioned by
all superintendents; was the necessity for principals to have sound interpersonal skills. This
included the abiticy to listen carefully to other people without becoming defensive and the
ability to comnvinicate with a wide range of people. Many thought that a fundamental
requirement underpinning the development of these skills was a genuine concem for and
liking of peaple. If this was associated with a secure self-concept, then professional
development courses enhanced the skill level of the individual principal. Most were of the
opinion that although interpersonal skills could be leamt, a great deal of time and effort
were required and the whole affective area was the most difficult area in which to produce
change for an individual principal.

A second major requirement for school effectiveness was a supportive, warm, open
school climate. Such a climate generated trust between people and could enhance a
supportive supervision program. All superintendents saw that a supervision program for
all staff was essential. It assisted in the achievement of the school goals and in the
individual professional development of people. Supervision facilitated intemalization of the
high expectations principals should have of the people that work with them. By having an
active supervision program, principals were frequently in the classrooms and could
therefore give powerful messages to staff and students. Modelling by the principal was an
influential way to maintaining a focus on the achievement of school goals.

Superintendents were consistent in their thoughts that the actions of the principal when
operating within the wider context were critical. Many individuals extrapolated from
observation of or participation in these interactions and then made judgements about the
school or the system in general.

Superintendents saw principals as the single most important component for the
generation of an effective school. Principals have the power to influence most of the

activities that occur within their schools, and this perturbed one superintendent because,
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"Principals have such a worrisome amount of power over the lives of children and
teachers. They can make their life hell for 200 days a year, and it is invariably traceable to
their own attitude.” An effective school, therefore, required a principal who was "a
positive person, committed to the job, witha high energy level" and able to use his/her

skills so that others would work towards enhancing the achievement of the school's goals.

Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff

Superintendents stressed the importance of having qualified, committed, professional
teachers in the schools. They were of the opinion that teacher quality was showing
consistent improvement, but ongoing training and development at both the school and
individual teacher level was a continuing priority. With committed, competent,
professional staff, it was much easier to produce a united school focus on the collaborative
learning required for the improvement of the school and the movement necessary for the
attainment of school goals. The consensual development of a school vision or goals was
seen by superintendents as central to the production of an ongoing cooperative effort within
a school.

Competent teachers were more prepared to accept the challenge of their practice, reflect
on it, and plan for self-improvement. Superintendents thought that it was a principal's
responsibility to engender staff preparedness to consider change. Change would occur by
reflection on what the school stood for, by a declaration of that purpose, and then by an
articulation of how the school would move towards that vision. To expect full staff
participation, it was thought necessary to have a cooperative decision-making policy in
place. This required a principal to display a management style that was, in the words of
one superintendent, "directed towards people taking control, people becoming independent.
I believe far too much in the past we have operated in a way that has magde people
dependent.” Each person within a school should know the part he/she plays in the

decision-making process and how to successfully influence decisions that are made.
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Involvement in decision-making gives a sense of control over one's destiny and this
increases the level of job satisfaction. The provision of adequate time for school planning,
staff development, and staff participation in decision-making activities was of concem to
superintendents.

One superintendent thought that school-based people had an inordinate amount of
holiday time and "principals and teachers should be required to use some of this time for
their ongoing professional development.” It should be possible to schedule professional
development activities to avoid the summer holiday period "but have courses provided in
the other holiday periods so that selection is possible without interfering in family holiday
arrangements." Several superintendents mentioned that there was insufficient system
recognition of the value of professional development, and this would need to escalate
before holiday courses would become popular.

Several superintendents expressed the view that improved staff morale occurred when
staff perceived that the principal knew them as individuals, when the principal knew of
their feelings about school and knew of their personal lives. One superintendent indicatcd
that principals need

to know how teachers feel about their work in the classrooms and how they feei about
being in the classrooms, about being part of the school--even some home background
stuff. So if you know your folks in a school to that extent, and I am not suggesting
here that you have to live in each other’s pockets because this is quite feasible within
the normal school hours, if you do know them then you will know what is troubling
teachers in general and what is having a bearing on morale.

Consideration and allowance could then be made for occasions when the outside life ofa

staff member had some negative effect on the performance of his/her duties.

Summary

Superintendents saw that the quality of staff affected the ease with which a principal
could improve the effectiveness of a school. Dedicated, committed, professional staff
members could more easily assist a principal in the provision of a quality program for the

children. Reflective teachers were thought more willing to be involved in a school



development program as well as involved in a personal professional development program.
The provision of adequate time was crucia!, and one superintendent thought that vacation
time could be utilized for professional development.

Staff and parent participation in decision-making was seen as important. The decision-
making policy of a school was a very important document and was seen as essential by
superintendents. In the words of one superintendent, it is essential “Teachers and parents
understand the decision-making and/or change processes within the school. I think it is the
most important document or policy within the school.” Participation in decision-making
was thought to lead to a sense of control over one's destiny and this was linked to job
satisfaction and morale. As indicated earlier, superintendents thought happy, committed
teachers were essential for maximizing student welfare. The personal happiness of teachers

flowed into their interactions with the students and helped produce happy students.

Student Centeredness

The first major focus of comments by superintendents in this factor was the assessment
and reporting procedures used by schools. Superintendents were consistent in stressing
the importance of the student evaluative processes and accompanying reporting methods
used by schools. Most considered it necessary for schools to use multiple methods of
assessing student work. One superintendent summarized this by saying, "Increasingly 1
am of the view that single methods of assessmen ._e inappropriate, because they can only
assess single components of the curriculum area. Etfective schools are using multiple
methods appropriate to specific aspects of the curriculum.” However, basic to the
assessing system was a clear understanding of what the school and individual curriculum
area was attempting to achieve. One superintendent indicated that “the school needs to be
very clear in its goals, because if we are going to monitor and evaluate we need to know
what it is we are trying to do. Sometimes we haven't always got that right." When goals

were understood, then attention could be givea 1o the appropriate methods of assessment
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that should be used. One superintendent was of the opinion that "we sometimes get too
bogged down with the part that goes home to parents or the interview aspect. If an analysis
of any one school's assessment procedures is conducted, one will find a minimum of ten
activities that formit." Assessment was seen to be multi-faceted and superintendents
though it should be more closely interwoven with the teaching methodologies being used.

Several superintendents thought that "parents sometimes want things different from
what the teachers want to give. Parents often feel most comfortable when they see 10/20 or
some grade--A,B,C, D--and less comfortable with, 'so and so is working to his/her
potential'." Nevertheless the discussion on the format or process that was appropriate must
include parent input and the final product must be "in forms that have been negotiated."

Superintendents stressed that the final format should also include discussion with
students, because their understanding of the process being used was crucial. In fact
assessment should not be separated from the teaching/learning process. One summarized
the thoughts of many superintendents when he/she said, the assessment process should be
a

cooperative system between teacher and the child and they should jointly work out the
specific objectives of a particular exercise or group of lessons that is going to be
followed for a fortnight or month. I think the teacher has the right to set some specific
individual and class objectives. The child should be involved in setting those
objectives. These should be on the report and then shown to parents.

Most of the superintendents thought that schools and teachers could be more effective
when negotiating with students about the curriculum and in the level of personal feedback
given w each student. Item 18--monitoring of student progress and attainment with
feedback to the students--received only 5.3% of the superintendents' responses in the
highly effective category. This was the lowest response in this category for any item in all
factors. Several superintendents thought that samples of children's work should be sent
home or be available at parent/teacher interviews. Most thought tha: in the ideal world,

communication between the home and the school would be continuots. As one

supzrintendent said,



I think that some of the most valuable feedback to parents is the kind that occurs at the
classroom dour, insice the classroom on a very regular basis, a very informal basis as
the parent co x5 to 1» 3k i+ the kids. Itis easier with young kids, because parents are
often therv. ileae thare a7 bv an almost daily communication about what is going

on.

Given that the pamit oc.uci wit: the school diminished as the children got older and
therefore parent contc. with wic teacher declined, several superintendents were high in their
praise of schools which contacted parents by telephone to repart on positive aspects of a
child's progress. Irrespective of the communication process, superintendents thought there
was the need for a regular, structured, parent/teacher interview with sufficient time set aside
to have meaningful dialogue during the interview. Three superintendents praised schools
which had a process that gave parents some prior indication of what the teacher wished to
talk about at the interview. This also allowed the parents to think about issues they wished
to raise. A successful parent/teacher interview required skillful handling by the teacher if it
was to be of benefit to both parties. According to one superintendent, a lack of
defensiveness by teachers could encourage "openness and truthfulness. It is not the teacher
or the parent who is under the microscope. Both parties are really concerned about the kid
and are contributing. Two brains can work out where next and how next for the child."
The concept of a partnership between the school and the home for the benefit of the child
was mentioned by all superintendents and was a factor linked with the importance of
parental participation in schools. This will be covered later in this section.

Superintendents were consistent in believing that even if interviews were held, some
form of written feedback about the progress of a child needed to be given to the parents .
Two suggested that it should be a written resume of the actual conversation during the
interview, and one superintendent said that "parents do like to have something in writing.
Dad says to Mum when she gets home "Well what did the teacher say? or they want to
show grandma, etc.”

The second major thrust of comments by superintendents within this factor was a focus

on behavior management programs in schools. This was important to superintendents
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because failures in this area often caused parents to contact them about the actions of
schools. One superintendent indicated that the predominant cause of parents contacting the
office "was conflict between parent and teacher that had an initial focus on some sort of
behavioral problem where the child had rebelled and was resisting the action prescribed,
and the parent sees that the child's rights are involved." When they came to see the
superintendent there was frequently a high degree of anger displayed by the parents and a
sense of frustration with the school's initial response to their concem. This will be
discussed under parental interventions in Chapter 10.

One superintendent regretted the approach taken by the South Australian education
system with its emphasis on each school developing a student behavior management
program. "We have got ourselves into a deficit orientation. In my view, this suggests a
reactive head-set to it rather than student management in all of its positive modes.”
Superintendents saw that central to the management of the behavior of students was an
acceptance of the rights of students. One said, "Kids have greater rights than they have
ever had and they exercise the rights. This cuts across the traditional power base of
teachers." The superintendent thought that teachers who had not modified their style were
"more predominant in the complaint scenario. . .. [This] is a trend that is ever on the
increase.” Hence superintendents saw that it was necessary for principals to “work with
teachers to determine the nature of student/teacher interaction. Is the interaction based on
the teacher in a position of power with students having no rights, or is there genuine
negotiation between teacher and leamner in terms of the structure of the curriculum and the
classroom processes and organization?" The former approach was considered to be
inappropriate by most superintendents. One superintendent hypothesized that the teachers
who had not modified their teaching style to give cognizance to the rights of students were
more likely to suffer stress and seek the assistance of personnel in the “stress unit” of the
Education Department. Superintendents thought that if a school wished to avoid a negative

policing approach to discipline in the development of a student behavior management
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program, then it was essential for principals to work with staff to identify appropriate
student/teacher interaction pattems. One superintendent indicated that the Primary
Education Review within the state of South Australia conducted during 1986-87 had
completed a student survey. Contained in the findings of this survey was students'
concern for the relationships they had with their peers and teachers. Students disliked
fighting and arguing with their peers and were most anxious, in the words of one student,
t0"get along well with their teacher." The superintendent indicated that these findings

should be given cognizance by all principals and teachers.

Summary

Superintendents focussed on two main components of this factor. Firstly they saw thut
the methods of assessing and reporting student progress was essential to school
effectiveness. Secondly they saw that the management of student behavior was pivotal.
Dissatisfaction with this aspect of a school's performance frequently prompted parents to
contact superintendents.

Superintendents thought that no one form of assessing student work was appropriate.
With a clear understanding of the various curricula objectives, it was possible to use
appropriate strategies to assess children's work within a specific curriculum. Children
should be involved in negotiating the processes to be used, because their understanding of
the processes was crucial to teacher/learner interactions.

Superintendents were of the opinion that the format used to report student progress to
parents should be negotiated with the parents. However, schools sometimes get t0o
bogged down in this aspect of the process to the detriment of more important assessing and
reporting issues. Superintendents were emphatic that a focus must be maintained on the
relationship between the assessment of work and the leamning it measured.

Most superintendents favoured a blend of pareny/teacher interviews and written reports.

All thought that if interviews were held, then they should be of sufficient duration to
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encourage meaningful dialogue. Praise was given to schools that gave parents advance
information about the topics to be discussed during the interview. This gave parents time
to prepare for the exchange of information. Superintendents admitted that successful
parent/teacher interviews required skilled teachers. All thought that some form of written
information should accompany or follow the interview.

Effective student behavior management was seen as vital for school effectiveness. The
quality of the student-teacher interaction was crucial for this to be effective. Acquiescence
to student rights have changed significantly in the last decade, and the nature of the
student/teacher interaction should reflect this. Conflicts and non-resolved difficulties in this
area were a trequent cause of parents contacting the district office seeking the assistance of

the superintendent for a resolution of the concern.

Facilities and Financial Management

All superintendents who answered the questionnaire were of the opinion that the school
budget should be set with the participation of staff and parents. During the interviews,
superintendents indicated that parents had many skills in financial management and schools
were missing valuable opportunities for parental participation if they did not utilize this
expertise. Responses to the questionnaire indicated that both effective and less effective
schools rated well on maintenance of school grounds and facilities. Only 8.8% of schools
were rated in the "not effective” or "slightly effective” categories. This was the lowest for
any item in any factor. Intemal environment was frequently linked to climate as one of its
indicators. The appearance of the internal foyers and hallways has “to do with feeling,
how you feel when you walk into the place. Is it a nice place? In some schools you walk
into the foyer and there is stuff up all around the place. It shows pride in the kids' work
and that this work is valued enough to be displayed.” Superintendents interviewed seemed
to promulgate a sense of what a school should look like. The extemal environment should

be tidy and display a sense of pride in the facilities. Age of the hvildings was not a



concern, but neatness was. It was accepted that money was tight for urgent minor repairs,
but some schools seemed to manage this aspect better than others. When one enters the
main foyer, a sense of welcome should pervade. People should be willing to approach
strangers and offer assistance; smiling faces should be in evidence. The manner of the
front office people was crucial to this sense of welcome. Bright colors and displays of
children's work added to the welcome and reflected a sense of pride in the achievements of
the students and reminded visitors of the central purpose of the school. If the displays
were eye-catching the first time, they were remembered; therefore non-changing displays
were counterproductive. When people left the main office to go to other parts of the
school, assistance in getting there was usually appreciated. While moving to that location,
many judgements were subconsciously made by visitors as they take in their surroundings.
Litter or poorly stored equipment in cluttered corridors does the school a disservice.
Superintendents indicated that the behavior and demeanor of the children were important; if

lessons were in progress, a sense of order and calm added to the positive image for the

school.

Goal Emphasis

Superintendent responses to item one in the questionnaire--school goals set
cooperatively with staff and parents--were such that 43.8% of them rated school
performance as not effective or slightly effective. This was the highest level of responses
in the lower end of the effectiveness continuum for all items in all factors. In the
questionnaire responses, all but one superintendent thought that parents and staff should
participate in setting the goals. This was a reflection of superintendent concem for school
sensitivity to the parent community. Superintendents stressed the importance of this
practice during the interviews.

In the interviews, the superintendents were unanimous in stressing the importance of

schools having clearly defined goals. They thought that the principal played an important
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role in the setting of the school goals because without a principal's persistent articulation of
a central purpose for the school's, the process of developing school goals withered and the
school became directionless. Nonetheless, the establishment of goals to aim for was but
part of the giving a focus to the activities of the school. Once the goals were confirmed, it
was necessary to articulate an action plan for achieving them. This then provided the focus
against which to judge the performance of the school and the part played by the individuals
within the school. It was the mirror required to reflect strengths and weaknesses within the
school. Superintendents generally saw schools as ineffective in publicly declaring their
action plans and evaluative strategies. However, they conceded that the Education
Department had been remiss in also not doing this and so had not provided effective
modelling. Rectification of this omission was seen to be a system priority for the next five

years.

Parental Support

Superintendents were unanimous in declaring the factor Parental Support as important
aspect of the operation of an effective school. Responses to item 38--enlisting the support
of parent bodies--received only 12.3% of extremely effective responses. This was the
third-lowest rating in this category for all items in all factors. As reported earlier it reflected
superintendent sensitivity to the need for schools to involve parents in the formulation of
school goals.

Superintendents saw parental support as synonymous with parental participation or
parent involvement. They considered the involvement of parents a benefit to the students
and promoted congruent messages to the children about the importance of education.
Parental support fostered teamwork between the parents and the school so that the
education of the child became the concern of the home/school team. All superintendents
were careful in confirming the difference between involvement and genuine participation.

One summarized the difference with a delightful analogy: "Said the pig to the hen, 'When
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the farmer decides to have bacon and eggs for breakfast, you are involved but I am
participating'.” The superintendent continued by saying "When you are participating, you
risk your skin in. You take some responsibility for the decisions that are made. When you
are involved you can say well I told them but they took no notice.” All superintendents
agreed with the one who said, "Participate’ means the capacity to contribute to decision-
making at the highest level of the continuum, whereas ‘involvement’ can be more at the
other end where it comes in the form of assistance, or an extra pair of hands, voluntary
work, etc."

Three superintendents, though supporting an increase in the level of parental
participation, saw that a degree of caution was necessary in both the rate of increasing the
participation and the areas for that participation. The first superintendent thought that many
principals were not ready for increased levels of participation. "Many of the schools that
have been associated with still have not come to terms with their own curriculum
management processes.” As such, they are not able to handle parents within the curriculum
decision-making processes. Without "a principal that is very confident and very skilled, it
will be counterproductive." This superintendent saw that premature parent participation
could produce anxiety, defensiveness and the resultant production of a siege mentality for
the staff. In schools that were not sufficiently advanced to desire parent participation a
further danger existed--reduction of public confidence. Close parental scrutiny that
naturally accompanies intense participation could, according to this superintendent, "also
undermine parents' confidence, make them less secure with what the schools are doing."
Participation meant that the participants "see the warts and all,” and if the professional staff
are not secure in what they are doing, then it was most unlikely to increase parents' faith in
schooling.

A second superintendent saw a problem with the manner in which parental participation
was introduced within the school community. Care must be taken to assure the school

does not get "to the point where they accelerate the skill level of a certain group of parents



who distance themselves from the others so they in tum become a formidable group to all
other parents in the school." If this were to occur, it would become counterproductive to
meaningful participation from other parents. It could produce tension between those
participating and those who choose not to participate. Inherent within this was the feeling
that one is not doing the "right thing" for one's child if one is not participating. The
superintendent thought that this attitude could be very destructive. The same
superintendent thought that moves for increased parental participation in school
management was typical of the changes that had occurred within the South Australian
Education Departments' schools in the last fifteen years. Parents had not been sufficiently
educated as to the importance of the changes or that the changes w re occurring. The
superintendent said parents have
accepted the changes in relation to their day-to-day living--just think of the kitchen and
electrical appliances--but they question the changes in schooling. We haven't
challenged them regarding their expectation that education remains basically the same
as when they went to school. I think this is crucial, and I believe that it has been
underplayed. I think that that is our fault and not their fault, and I think that the onus
is on us, not them but us, to do something about it.

Increased parental participation was seen by this superintendent as crucial, but the
system needed to think through the implications and not just put it in the principal's lap as a
“fait accompli" and expect him/her to deal with it expeditionsly. A major implication was
the requirement for educating parents about participation. An assumption could not be
made that the skills required were automatically available within the parent community.
Conversely,

a lot of the parents are starting to look at how schools function. They are more
articulate themselves than their parents were 20 years ago. They know that the system
is welcoming them in and they want more of a say than just on fund raising and how
the canteen should run,
Failure to allow for this desire for ar increased voice would build barriers that would be
counterproductive to the movement from parental involvement to parental participation.

The third caution issued by a superintendent was that many of the premises used by
individual schools and districts to make decisions would be challenged by parents. The



superintendent gave an example of school amalgamations and school closures. In cases
such as this parents were not so concemed as the district management with economic
viability. The opinion frequently existed that the system had a large budget and must be
able to find some way of solving the short-term problems. This superintendent said,
"Parents are not prepared to accept some of our basic assumptions. We have a lot of
parents who would say that we are making *rong decisions. I would imagine that that is
the tip of the iceberg that we will uncover as we have more parental participation.” The
superintendent saw the challenge of assumptions as "healthy and another reason to keep up
to date yourself but I think some principals will go under." However, he/she supported the
move to increase parent participation. He/she thought that it would be a problem only
while a movement along the continuum from involvement to participation occurred. With
greater participation, increased appreciation of the difficulties and constraints would
emerge. On the balance, the superintendent thought that more could be gained than lost by
increasing the level of parental participation.

Despite these cautions, all of the superintendents interviewed supported the move to
increase parental participation in school decision-making. They felt that participation
strengthened the home/school teamwork concept, improved the ability to implement
decisions, increased parental knowledge about the constraints under which schools
operated and protected schools from the insular attitudes of the educational staff.

The aspect of home/school teamwork was a matter of common expectations, with both
parents and staff seeing and acknowledging the needs of the other for the benefit of the
children. One superintendent summarized this when saying, "If the home and the school
and the community are at odds, the kids are then in the middle. The kids get mixed
messages from each participant." The superintendent thought that groups needed to get
together to talk about the issues. It would be active participation, "a partnership and not
'us' and 'them’ stuff. I see it as a positive aspect of schooling." Though it would not be

easy, superintendents all thought that the act of communicating on the issues involved



improved understanding of those issues and improved the implementation of decisions
made about those issues.

One superintendent stressed that increasing parental participation did not necessarily
improve the quality of the decisions made but it was part of the democratic process. The
superintendent thought that it was probably necessary for all superintendents and principals
to have an appreciation of decision-making in a political environment. He/she maintained,
however, that irrespective of the quality "what you get is a better ability to implement the
decisions that you do get because people understand what they are all about, what the
constraints are, what the encouragers are, and what the parents need to do as a result of the
decision. That is one of the reasons for involving parents."

The concept of having parents work with each other was seen as important by several
superintendents because of the nature of suburban community life in many locations.
Urban areas have no real focus or identity. People work, play and frequently worship in
different locations. The suburbs were the place where people had their residence, and they
were commonly chosen because of their proximity to the location of other important aspects
of people's lives. One superintendent thought that

the parents need that exposure to each other, because individual parents typically think
other parents are the same as them and therefore they can't understand why the school
is not doing what they want. When they get immersed in a whole community of
parents with quite diverse expectations, they begin to appreciate th:¢ position the school
is in and the difficulty in maintaining that common sense of purpose and cohesiveness
and yet allow sufficient provision for the diversity that is there. I don't believe that
there is any way of communicating that to parents without them being part of the
process.

If there was a need for parents to experience the diversity of opinion and values around
them, then many superintendents saw the same need for the staff. Superintendents saw
teachers as quite limited in job and life experiences and would benefit from wider exposure
to parents and competing viewpoints. One superintendent thought that many teachers

would argue against this, citing the fact that they were parents. However, he/she still

thought that "you get a fuller picture when you have parental involvement. Some of us can



argue that we are parents too, but we are not parents that see from a non-school view. We

tend to be very insular.”

Summary
Superintendents all supported the need for increased parental involvement in schooling.

All were consistent in defining the difference between involvement and participation.
Participation was seen as the opportunity to fully engage in the highest level of decision-
making within the schools. Involvement was seen to be at the other end of the continuum
and could be considered as the school's use of another pair of hands or parents doing
voluntary work for the school.

Three superintendents offered cautions about increased parental participation in
schools. They were cautions about the speed of the introduction of the participation, the
possibility of creating an elite group of parents, and the possibility of parental rejection of
premises used for decision-making by school personnel.

Despite these cautions superintndents thought that increased participation led to an
increase in school/home teamwork, improved the ability of schools and their community to
implement decisions, increased parental knowledge about the constraints under which

schools operated and protected schools from the insular attitudes of the educational staff.

Academic Program Focus

Superintendents frequently mentioned the necessity for more attention to be given to the
coordination and continuity of the instructional program. This was item 12 in the
questionnaire, and the responses to this item were such that only 10.5% of schools
received an extremely effective rating. This was the third-lowest response rate in this
category for all items in all factors. One superintendent said that "schools frequently have
an inability to coordinate a curriculum from one year level to another and across similar
year levels, especially in the larger schools. Another superintendent summarized the

feeling of many when saying that lack of coordination meant that one could not be sure that



from the time a child "started in a school until the child left the school, irrespective of the
year, that the child has had a program that has been balanced, been relevant, been cohesive,
been sequential where appropriate, and been inclusive." Superintendents believed "that
principals are in need of assistance in terms of development of strategies whereby that kind
of integration and coordination could be achieved." The lack of coordination and continuity
of curriculum offerings was of concem to superintendents because parents were frequently
critical of situations where one child experienced camps and other out-of-schoo! excursions
which were denied to other members of the family in the same school. Superintendents
indicated that if the curriculum was not coordinated within a school, then there was no hope
of convincing parents that children changing schools did not suffer academic

discrimination.

Assessing School Effectiveness

Item S8 of the questionnaire asked superintendents to nominate the best person or
group of people to judge school effectiveness. Nine superintendents thought that a panel
comprised of parents, staff, and an external person should be responsib!- for judging the
effectiveness of a school. Within the nine, six thought that the external person should be
the superintendent while three merely mentioned a person from the Education Department.
Two superintendents thought that a superintendent was the best person to judge school
effectiveness, while two others thought it should be the superintendent and district office
staff. Three superintendents thought that a superintendent, principal, and an external
principal or principals should be involved in the judgement. Two superintendents
suggested a panel of staff and parents, while one thought that a group of pare its with input
from students was the way to judge school effectiveness.

Thirteen of the 19 responses indicated that a superintendent should be an integral part of
the composition of the group making the judgement about the effectiveness of a school.
This represented 68% of the superintendent respondent group.



Superintendent assessment of the global effectiveness of principals and schools is

reported in Table 7.3:
Table 7.3
Superintendent Ratings of Global Principal Effectivenass and Global School Effectiveness
(n=57)

Item Effectiveness(% 0 Standard
4 Item Not _Slightly Moderaiely Highly Extremely Mean Deviation
7 Would you please rate the overall

effectivencss of the school 35 298 2.8 29.8 140 3.21 1.13
83  Would you please rate the overall
cffectiveness of the principal 193 140 2.8 28.1 18 3.07 136

It must be remembered that superintendents were forced to choose non-effective
schools, moderately effective schools and very effective schools as part of the
questionnaire instructions. One can see, however, that 19.3% of the principals were
considered non-effective yet only 3.5% of the schools were considered to be the same. In
all other categories, there were similar percentages in both global school effectiveness and
global principal effectiveness responses. The factors that superintendents are most likely to

use to assess the global effectiveness of a principal is the subject of the next section of this

chapter.

Predictors of Overall Principal Effectiveness
The purpose of this section is to answer research question 12, "What school
effectiveness factors are the best predictors of superintendents' global ratings of principal
effectiveness?” Stepwise multiple regression analysis of superintendent responses to the

questionnaire produced the results reported in Table 7.4
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The only variable to contribute to the regression analysis was the factor Principal as
Nexus. This factor contributed 84% of the variance in global principal effectiveness and
had a Pearson correlation coefficient of .916 with the dependent variable.

Table 7.4

Predictors of Global Principal Effectiveness as Assessed by Superintendents
(n=357)

Predictor in order of entry  Multiple R RSquare  Simple Bota
to the Regression Analysis R Squre  Change R

Principal as Nexus 0.916 0.840 0.840 0.916 0916

During interviews, superintendents were unanimous in stressing the importance of the
performance of the principal on the items within the factor Principal as Nexus. They
stressed four component activities within the factor. The first to be mentioned by each
superintendent was the principal's ability to communicate. This was seen as crucial and
meant an ability to relate to all persons with whom the/she came into contact. Most
superintendents thought that this ability rested on the principal having a genuine concem for
and liking of people.

The second aspect was the effectiveness of principals in modelling a concem for the
ongoing leaming of adults through their own actions. This was linked with the third facet,
the principal's ability to evaluate staff, give feedback, and assist staff in planning for their
own personal professional growth. This growth had two components. One was the
general :mprovement of the school's performance, and the other was the individual
teacher's need to capitalize on her/his personal strengths and to overcome weaknesses in
the performance of her/his teaching activities.

The fourth facet to be mentioned by superintendents was the principal's sensitivity to

the local community. Principals need to recognize the requirements of the community and
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give due consideration to it when planning for the achievement of school goals. Planning
for the attainment of school goals should include parental participation. Superintendents
thought that principals needed to be sensitive to the judgement made by people on the basis
of their interactions with school personnel--the principal, staff members, and students--
when they were not in the school. Many of the judgements made about the school by these
people external to the school, were extrapolations from their interactions with school

personnel or observations of personnel interacting with others.

Predictors of Overall School Effectiveness
The purpose of this section is to answer research question 13, "What school
effectiveness factors are the best predictors of superintendents’ global ratings of school
effectiveness?" Stepwise multiple regression analysis of superintendent responses to the
questionnaire produced the results reported in Table 7.5:
Table 7.5

Predictors of Global School Effectiveness as Assessed by Superintendents
(n=87)

Predictor in orderof eniry  Multiple R R Square Simple Bel

to the Regression Analysis R Square Change R
Parental Support 0923 0.852 0.852 0.923 0.923
Principal as Nexus 0.942 0.886 0.03S 0918 0.453

The variable that contributed the most variance (85.2%) in the dependent variable was
the factor Parental Support ; this variable had a Pearson correlation coefficient of .923 with
the dependent variable overall school effectiveness. The second variable, Principal as
Nexus , added a further 3.5% to the overall variance and had a correlation coefficient of

.453 with overall school effectiveness.



During the interviews, superintendents stressed the critical nature of parental support
for school effectiveness. Two components of this factor were mentioned by
superintendents. The first was the need for the school to adequately explain and cl1rify the
academic program to the parents, and the second was the need for increasing parental
participation in the management of schools.

Failure to explain changes or course offerings sometimes led to "conflict about
curriculum issues" and frequently prompted parents to approach the district office ar to
contact the Minister of Education. ‘The concerns "usually centered around sex education
courses, religious education courses, or sometimes political courses in our secondary
schools." As well as the controversy surrounding these courses, parents queried
superintendents about teaching methodology in the core curriculum areas, assessment and
reporting procedures, and discipline strategies adopted by the schools.

All superintendents in the interviews indicated that they supported increasing the
involvement level of parents in the schooling of their children. They suggested that where
the school and community were willing, the involvement should be active participation in
the decision-making processes for the managen:ent of the schools. However, cautions
were issued about the rate of the increase of the participation.

The factor Principal as Nexus was the second variable to enter the regression and this
reinforced the opinions given by superintendents during the interviews. All saw the action
of the principal as critical to the generation of school effectiveness. Superintendents
consistently commented on the strong, positive relationship between overall principal

effectiveness and overall schoo! effectiveness.

Relationship between Principal Effectiveness and School Effectiveness
This section answers research question 14, "What is the relationship between
superintendents' global ratings of principal effectiveness and superintendents’ global

ratings of school effectiveness?" Table D.6, given in Appenciix D, indicates that there was
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a highly positive correlation coefficient of .908 between the variable global principal
effectiveness and global school effectiveness. All superintendents supported this during
the interviews. The following three superintendents’ comments summarize
superintendents' statements. There is "a direct relationship, absolutely,” it is "100% --if
you are looking for an outstanding place,” and the relationship when expressed as a
"correlution coefficient, about 0.9."

Some superintendents thought that "in the short term a school could be effective
without an effective principal.” Such a school could in the words of one superintendent,
"work around an ineffective principal but it is never outstanding--effective, yes." When a
statement was made about an effective school with an ineffective principal it was always

qualified. As one superintendent said,

I have seen some schools that are reasonably effective without an effective principal,
but it always seems to me that that is a rather tenuous situation and I would never be
confident that it would continue and the school grow and develop without some sort of
decline or deterioration.
There was a "degree of fragility in that type of situation," and all superintendents thought
that an "effective principal could make an ineffective school more effective in a reasonably
short time." However, the change from effective to extremely effective took much longer,

"three to four years."

Summary

Superintendents offered opinions on all factors important to school effectiveness. An
analysis of their responses to the questionnaire indicated that in most items more than 30%
of responses fell in the "highly effective” or "extremely effective” categories. Given that
they were requested to choose one non-effective school, one effective school, and one
highly effective school, there seemed to be a high degree of satisfaction with most aspects
of the operation of effective schools. The exceptions were improving the work of staff,
setting school goals cooperatively with staff and parents, and coordination and continuity

of the instructional program.



In the interviews, strong emphasis was given by superintendents to the importance of
principal's effectiveness for the attainment of school effectiveness. Superintendents were
most willing to talk about aspects of the principal's operation that were important to hig/er
effectiveness. The principal was the nexus, and through his/her activities impact was
brought to bear upon facets that affected school effectiveness. Superintendents consistently
mentioned a nucleus of prerequisite skills that principals needed in their repertoire if they
were to be effective. These included good communication and interpersonal skills, an
ability to articulate a vision for the school, and the ability to have people conlesce as a team
to assist with the achievement of that vision. Fundamental to the acquisition of these skills
was a secure self-concept and a genuine liking of other people.

Superintendents indicated that to further facilitate movement towards school goals,
principals needed to have a personal professional development program, So modelling a
commitment to ongoing learning for all the adults within the school. Effective supervisory
processes were seen as a link between the maintenance of high expectations for all staff and
the development of a personal professional program for all. Associated with individual
professional development programs was the necessity for whole group leaming to facilitate
goal attainment. Professional, dedicated staff were seen to facilitate the attainment of
effectiveness. Superintendents felt that the standard of teacher competence was
consistently improving but persistent attention to teachers' ongoing professional
development was still required. The biggest constraint on this was the provision of
adequate time. Time, of course, costs money. One superintendent suggested partial use of
vacation time for professional development activities but declared that the system would
need to give more concrete credence to the importance of these activities before this would
occur.

Superintendents thought school goals should be set with the assistance of parents, and
this highlighted the superintendents sensitivity to school/parent/community concerns.

Superintendents were consistent in thinking that all schools required effective review
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strategies and processes for assessing school effectiveness and that this information should
be provided to the parent community. They thought that parent participation in school
management decision-making should increase. All were careful to define the continuum of
parent involvement through to parent participation in the highest level of decision-making.
Three superintendents expressed cautions about parent participation. These cautions were
on the rate of the introduction of the participation, the possibility of creating an elite group
of parents, and the possibility of parental rejection of premises used for decision-making by
school personnel.

All superintendents were sensitive to the necessity of schools reporting student
progress adequately to both the students and the parents. No one format or process was
seen as utopian but superintendents indicated that the connection between leaming and
assessing must always be the focus of any system. They favoured some form of written
information being given to parents. Praise was given to the schools that used the telephone
to report positive student attainments to parents. When interviews were held,
superintendents thought that they should be long enough to encourage meaningful
dialogue. This level of dialogue required skilled, sensitive teachers.

Student/teacher interaction was seen as a prime component of student satisfaction and
happiness. The nature of this interaction must give recognition to the rights and needs of
the students. Appreciation of student rights has escalated in the last ten years and teachers
must accommodate this changed emphasis. Unresolved student-teacher conflicts frequently
prompted parents to seek assistance from the district office.

Superintendents' responses in both the questionnaire and interviews indicated that
effective and non-effective schools gave consistently adequate attention to the management
of facilities. The internal environment of schools however, was frequently linked to school
climate. The front foyer, the method of greeting by the office staff, the reception by the
principal and staff, and the cc..ditions in the hallways gave powerful messages to visitors

and were indicators of the climate within the school. Superintendents thought that many
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people extrapolated from these impressions and their observations of staff and students in

non-school settings to form judgements about the general effectiveness of schools.



CHAPTER 8

CONSTRAINTS TO THE ATTAINMENT OF MAXIMUM PRINCIPAL

EFFECTIVENESS AND MAXIMUM SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Introduction

Parent, principal, and superintendent perceptions of the constraints inhibiting the atainment

of maximum principal effectiveness and maximum school effectiveness are reported in this

chapter in order to answer the following research questions, which in part guided the study:

Question 18.

Question 16.

Question 17.

Question 18.

Question 19,

What factors are seen by parents to constrain the attainment of maximum
effectiveness in schools?

What factors are seen by principals to constrain the attainment of
maximum principal effectiveness?

What factors are seen by principals to constrain the attainment of
maximum school effectiveness?

What factors are seen by superintendents to constrain the attainment of
maximum principal effectiveness?

What factors are seen by superintendents to constrain the attainment of

maximum school effectiveness?

Parent Perceptions

Item 59 in the questionnaire asked parents, "What three key factors currently stop the

school your child/children attend from achieving maximum effectiveness?" In the

responses, 44 different aspects that constrained the attainment of maximum effectiveness in

schools were identified.

The most frequently mentioned topics were finance, parental participation,

communication, professional staff, curriculum, and leadership. Each of these areas is

elaborated in separate sections below. In addition to these six areas, nine parents identified

the low, socio-economic area in which the school was located as an inhibitor and nine
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miscellancous aspects were each mentioned by only one parent.

Finance

Lack of money was identified as a school effectiveness inhibitor by SO respondents.
Other inhibitors that relate directly to the lack of finance were mentioned. These included
classes that were too large (43 responses); reduction in the number of teachers available at
the beginning of the school year (40 responses); transportable classrooms or poor buildings
(21 responses); lack of language, music, drama and physical education teach..rs (17
responses); lack of support staff (11 responses); and non-repair of vandalism (9
responses).

During the interviews parents were asked what factors most inhibited the effectiveness
of a school. Lack of money was often mentioned. The responses of these parents are
indicative of their concern about financial matters.

Money is one big thing--enough to buy support material, enough for additional
teachers for specific needs, like coordination programs. It just keeps going. Money,
money, yes, money obviously.

Well, I suppose more money, lots of it (laughter). We have a very active parent body
which does a lot of fund raising, but we don't get any help from the government
which is a bit of a bummer.

Money would help with things like excursions; they are so expensive. These could be
subsidized in a way because a lot of parents can't afford them, but the kids learn so
much by going out.

When the lack of money was mentioned, most parents seemed to think that it was not
something that was easy to change or necessary to change in the short term. Competition
for dollars within the government budget was seen to be intense. Many mentioned that
more money for schools would be nice; but given that little additional money was available,
there were other aspects that could increase school effectiveness. The following is
indicative of those aspects mentioned:

Almost all of the problems could be overcome with sufficient dollars. Obviously this

is not a realistic proposition. So I could come back to the principal. He/she is very
important to the effectiveness of the school: directing the school, motivating teachers



and students, getting parents involved, establishing and maintaining communication
between staff/parents/students.
Parental Participation
The next most frequently mentioned area was parental participation (35 responses). All
parents were of the opinion that more participation by parents would increase the
effectiveness of the school, but four parents stated that parental input was not valued.
Three parents suggested that there should be more liaison between the school and the wider
community. Four parents noted that schools received very little positive publicity.
Parent interview responses were consistent with the information gained from the
questionnaire. More participation was seen to > necessary to assist the school reflect
community needs and aspirations:

I think that it [parental participation] is quite important. . . . I think thata school should

reflect community needs and attitudes and the best way for this to happen is with
arental involvement in the decision-making within the school. Parent bodies play a
arge part in school improvement. If they are active, the school has an ear to the

wishes of the parents and the larger community and so can hear the needs being

expressea.

Another parent was of the view that if schools were to improve, then "I just think that
they miake sure that they should keep parents involved as much as is possible in a school.”
This was reiterated when another parent said that for school improvement one needed
“more parent involvement to let the principal know exactly what parents are feeling and
what they want in the school. For the parents to be able to say this is what they really
want." Another parent saw the value of channelling community expectations to the staff
but recognized the critical importance of principal and staff attitudes towards this
involvement. The parent suggested that "a good school will have a good parent body
behind it, because the pec_ .e who are very involved are concerned for the welfare of the
school as a whole." If the input was perceived to be valued, then it had a positive effect on
the level of involvement and generated greater participation. The value given to parent
participation was seen to be dependent upon the level of communication between parents

and staff and to reflect the level of communication.
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Communication

Communication difficulties were mentioned by 29 parents as inhibitory to school
effectiveness when they responded to item 59 in the questionnaire. Included in this aspect
were poor communications between (a) principal and staff (15 responses), (b) between
principal and parents (9 responses), (c) between teacher and parents (18 responses), and
(d) between teacher and students (11 responses). Communication between staff members
was a factor required for school improvement in the opinion of a parent who said "Open
and honest communication between the staff and the principal and between the staff and the
deputy principal is really important. It helps to make the school effective. If they can
discuss problems together and work on them as a team, the effectiveness of the school will
improve." Parents saw the principal as the essential, central hub of the communication
network. One recommended that,

for improvernent you probably need to look at the communication skills and the whole
idea of how the principal gets across his ideas--how he takes in ideas from the
community around him, interprets them, and puts them into school planning. It is
mostly how he communicates with the teachers, the public, the students, the whole
works. To me it is very important that those communication skills are outstanding.

If principals are to enhance their communication skills and lead a school team more
effectively, then it is crucial that they really like people. One parent said,

You must make sure that the principals like people. They should have lots and lots of
social and communication skills. It should be made sure that they have these skills to
be able to communicate with the parents, staff and students before they become
principals. Otherwise they can't do their job very well. They should be able to lead
the school team.

Communication ability was seen as an essential skill that was required to develop
teamwork. Parents saw the team as including staff, parents, and students, so the principal
needed good communication ability with all groups if the team was to develop. One parent
reinforced this when saying,

It gets back to communication and the communication with students as well as parents

and each other as a staff. Communication solves a lot of things, however, working
together as a team, so the left hand knows what the right is doing, so that things can
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work in together is really important, If this occurred then I think each school would be
a lot more successful, and so would the education system.

Conflict between a child and teacher frequently initiated parental contact with the
school. This is discussed under parent interventions in Chapter 10. One parent advocated
that a change in teact:er attitude was necessary if this aspect of parental concern was to
diminish. Honest communication with an acknowledgement of the rights of both parties
was necessary. Failure to attend to the resultant problems would lead to a great amount of
discontent and bad publicity for the school. Parents were quick to talk to other parents
whenever they perceived mistreatment of their child. Though some parents believe that their
child can do no wrong, nonetheless when parents contacted the school they felt that staff
frequently gave the impression that the student was always the one at fault. One parent

summarized these opinions:
Teachers will not admit to a personality clash with a student. The student is always
wrong, never the teacher. All that creates is war, teacher against student, student
against teacher, parent against student because the kid is savage when he comes home.
So the parent goes over to the school and is soon fighting the teacher, the teacher takes
it out on the kid, and so it goes around and arcund.

Non-resolution of this type of problem leads to an unhappy child with discontented
parents having little communication with the teacher. If the problem persists, the parents
frequently contact the principal or the superintendent seeking assistance in resolving the
conflict. Even if the problem is then resolved, there is typically some scar tissue that
continues to affect the school/home communication link.

Several parents were concerned about communication from school to home. Contact
with the home was usually initiated by a teacher or the principal when there was a problem
with some aspect of the child's performance or behavior. For a general improvement to
occur in the relationships between the parents and the school, a change in these
communications was needed. However, tii< current communication patterns and foci for
those communications was really one of the mores of the teaching culture that parents felt

should be changed. This was summarized by one parent who said, "Teachers don't

usually send a note home for parents when there is something good to tell them. I would
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love to see teachers encouraged to bring out the positive sides in their contacts with the

home."

Professional Staff

Aspects associated with the staff of a school that parents thought inhibited the
attainment of maximum effectiveness included the poor teaching skills of some teachers (14
parents); poor staff morale (8 parents); lack of incentive for teachers (6 parents); lack of an
effective teacher review system (8 parents); lack of change by teachers (7 parents); and the
need for more male junior primary teachers (9 parents). In addition to these factors, five
parents mentioned that teachers gave very little encouragement or attention to the "bright"
students. Teachers with poor disciplinary techniques were cited by 18 parents as an
inhibiting factor for school effectiveness, while teacher absences and long service
entitlements, with the resultant lack of teacher continuity were mentioned by 12 parents.

Many parents mentioned good discipline but were unable to define it other than
meaning order in the school with some rules. However, as one parent said, “The rules
should be such that the kids know and understand them. That is as important as the rules
being fair." One parent had a concept of what was required in school discipline and
expressed it when proposing improvement in schools:

If you want to see if a school is effective, then you could look at the teachers attitude
towards discipline, their attitude towards the classroom management.

Interviewer What do you mean by discipline?
I really like the approach where the children are encourage to dcvelop their own sense
of responsibility to discipline themseives and understand reascns for the actions and
the consequences.
One parent was of the opinion that the standards of discipline had dec *. d with the
abolition of corporal punishment. This has caused a resultant loss of authority for the staff.
The parent thought that actions taken by staff when disciplining children were now open to

challenge by parents who were becoming more sensitive to the rights of their children.
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This had caused a decline in the standends of student behavior within schools. This parent

said,
1 don't think that the old standards were so wrme\igI and the abolition of them is bad.
The children that cause the rouble know that their parents will come up if action is
taken against them. don't agree with that. I believe that in certain areas parents
should at least know why the decisions are being made, but at the same time they
shouldn't have overall authority in other areas.

Along with discipline, the issue of continuity of the educationa! program for children
received comment. Parents were concerned about the leave entitlements of teachers and the
resultant number of contract teachers in the system. One parent who spoke very forcefully
said:

The thing that has frustrated me most with my children throughout their education, is
them being treated like a mob of sheep. One child, for two years in a row, had three
different teachers for each year because of teacher long service leave provisions. . . .
After it happened the first year, the same class shouldn't have been put in the same
position the following year. There was no way the child could settle down and get on
with leaming when he had to keep getting used to being handled in different ways.

This paiticular parent was most ctitical of the principal, because it was known “that this
particular class had been through this disruptive problem" and so administrative steps
should have been taken to alleviate the disruptions. Another parent, when speaking about
teacher leave, indicated that "there should be more permanent teachers and less of this
contract situation, because it is very important for the children to get to know all of the
teachers in the school.”

One parent said that as well as students keeping the same teacher throughout the school
year it was necessary 1o regularly evaluate all teachers. "I think that teacher performances
should be monitored to keep an even quality of teachers throughout the school.” When
parents mentioned the necessity for teacher evaluation, it was usually based on a personal
concern 1o ensure that their children were getting the best teachers possible. Parents
wanted teachers who remained professionally knowledgeable, up-to-date and committed to
teaching, and who achieved the best possible results with the children in their care. Many

parents were aware of the ongoing evaluation and reporting procedures for contract
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teachers but could not make any statements about ths monitoring of the performance of
permanent teachers. They were emphatic that it was necessary, but strategies for the
required evaluation were not offered beyond the necessity for external persons to be
involved in the process. One parent said:
1 don't know how the evaluation of teachers happens, but to me it seems that if you
have got a position as teacher you are right. Yet the poor contract teachers seem to be
evaluated a lot more and my experience tells me that a lot of the contract teachers are
far more confident and competent than some who have been in the system a long time.
I think the teaching profession has to grapple with that problem.

Nonetheless, parents were generally supportive of staff and quick to acknowledge the
efforts of those seen to be dedicated principals and teachers. The positive effect these
teachers had on the lives of their children were made known. Parents frequently mentioned
the happiness of their children and the increased level of attainment for the children

generated by the efforts of these teachers.

Curriculum

The curriculum offered within the schools was seen to constrain the attainment of
effectiveness and changes were considered necessary by 30 parents. Within the 30
responses, the following changes were recommended: more emphasis on the "3R's" (4
parents); more sport and extracurricula activities (6 parents); greater utilization of
technology (8 parents); better transition programs (4 parents); and support for and against
sex education, religious education, consumer education, and the teaching of languages
other than English.

Several parents were of the opinion that the Education Department should bc more
stringent in the guidelines defining the areas of the curriculum that were to be taught.
These parents wanted a narrower focus of educational offerings. They were of the opinion

that local communities should not have a say in curriculum content or areas to be included

within the curriculum. Frequently associated with this view was the opinion that school



uniforms for the students would assist in raising the standards of education. One opinion

summarized these view points:

Well, I don't think that the system sets down strong enough guidelines as to what the
school should be doing. A suggestion I could make would be a concentration on the
3R's as I referred to before and the discipline in the school. That can extend right

down to school uniforms.

In other comments about inclusions or deletions of curriculum content, no pattemn or

consensus of replies was discernible.

Leadership
The poor quality of leadership in schools was considered an issue by 14 parents while

13 other parents mentioned that their school had no central purpose, vision, or goal. The
"red tape" of the Education Department was cited by 8 parents as a negative factor, and 6
parents stated that the Education Department did not provide sufficient backup to schools.
One parent mentioned item 59--factors which inhibit the attainment of maximum school
effectiveness--during the final interview comments and said

superintendents should play a more active role, although our principal is concemed

about them getting too involved, in checking the nature of the teaching and the

curriculum being covered. . . . The superintendent doesn't know what occurs with the
staff or school other than what he is told by the principal.

Many parents wanted a person external to the school involved in evaluating the school, the
nature of the leadership provided, and the quality of the instruction within the school.

Some parents cited the superintendent as the appropriate person. This was discussed in

Chapter §.

Remuneration of the principal was considered by one person to be the key to

improvement in the school system:

I would like to see them paid more, and if that happens then they have got to become
more accountable. However, opportunity should be there for them to go back into the
teaching staff if they want to or perhaps into administrative staff somewhere else. . ..
They are probably the show picces of the education system. They have a demanding
job for which the salary is not high enough.
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A review of the management structure of schools to reflect today's operational style
was postulated by several parents. These people indicated that principals should not have
tenure in the position and options should be available for those who wished to change
career paths. They indicated that making the options available would open the promotion
ladder, would enhance job satisfaction for many teachers, and would improve the
effectiveness of the school system. One parent said, "The management structure right from
the top to the bottom leaves a lot to be desired. It needs a new system sorted out so that
teachers can be more involved and progress up the ladder." This links with the expression
of teacher job satisfaction mentioned earlier in Chapter S. Many parents thought that
teachers should be utilized in the management of the school and that they should use their

expertise outside of their classroom. Not to do so was considered a waste of talent.

Summary

Parent perceptions of factors that inhibited the attainment of maximum school
effectiveness could be categorized under six headings: finance, parental participation,
communication, professional staff, curriculuin and leadership.

Most parents saw that additional finances could solve many problems, and others saw
that the provision of additional money was not possible. Concern, however, was
expressed about staffing levels and in particular about the lack of specialist teachers and the
short supply of support services for teachers. The quality of buildings, maintenance, and
undenaking of urgent minor repairs to buildings received critical comment. In
acknowledging that the injection of large amounts of money into the system was unlikely,
parents then offered alternate strategies for the improvement of schools. One aspect
frequently mentioned was the level of parental participation.

Lack of participation was scen to be a negative influence, and parents were unanimous
that more parental participation was necessary. However it was seen that the level of

participation and the level of genuine communication between the partics was dependent
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upon positive principal and staff attitudes. Two-way channels of communication between
the principal, staff, students and parents were all seen as essential. A break in any link was
seen as an inhibitory factor for the attainment of school effectiveness.

The hub of these networks was the principal and his/her level of interpersonal skills
was crucial. Principals really liking people was seen to underpin their level of genuine
interpersonal skills. Several parents commented upon the power relationship between
teachers and students and the deleterious effect of teachers not being honest and admiting
their deficiencies in some of these exchanges.

Parents were concemed about teacher quality and expressed a desire for their children
to have the most competent, professionally current, committed teachers. The processes of
teacher evaluation and quality control were questioned. Short-term contract teachers were
believed to be more accountable than tenured staff. This aspect, along with the lack of
continuity of experience for students because of the leave provisions for teachers, were
seen as problems that "the teaching profession has to grapple with."

Curriculum changes were considered necessary by 30 parents (16% of the respondents
to the questionnaire). Included in these curriculum responses were more emphasis on the
"3R's" (4 parents); more sport and extracurricula activities (6 parents); greater utilization of
technology (8 parents); inadequate transition programs (S parents); and support for and
against sex education, religious education, consumer education and the teaching of
languages other than English. No evidence of consensus was evident in the responses.

The principal was seen as the nexus of the cornmunication channels within the school
community and as such was vital to increasing the effectiveness of the school. Some
parents questioned the current management structure of schools and suggested that a review
was necessary. Parents commented on the need for a dynamic principal with a vision of
what the scihool could achieve and with the communication abilities to effectively share that
vision with all constituents. There were consistent comments about the positive

relationship between the abilities of the principal and the effectiveness of the school.



233

Principal Perceptions
Two questions were included in the questionnaire to seek information about the
constraints on schools and principals preventing them from attaining maximum
effectiveness. These issues were also pursued in the interviews with the sample of thinteen
principals. In the interviews, principals were asked:
(1) What is the one factor that most inhibits the effectiveness of an R-7 principal?
(2) What factor most inhibits the attainment of effectiveness in an R-7 school?

Analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data gained is presented below.

Constraints (o the Attainment of Principal Effectiveness

Constraints preventing principals from the aainment of maximum effectiveness (item
87 in the questionnaire) and mentioned by principals, could be categorized as follows:
facets within the principal's role (49), lack of time (44), staff (44), Education Department
(34), facilities (19), parents (14), and student conflict and the lack of an effective behavior
management program (1).

Within the first category, factors associated with the principal’s role, there were
references to lack of effective communication skills (9 principals), the difficulty of
establishing consistent expectations (10 principals), the lack of clear goals (4 principals),
being too accessible (4 principals), excessive paper work (9 principals), and lack of
management skills (16 principals).

The group of principals who mentioned accessibility, paper work, and management
skills could be linked with the 44 principals who saw that lack of time was a major
constraint. Effective time management skills require the identification of major goals and
the utilization of strategies to handle the myriad tasks associated with leadership. Effective
time management processes can also ensure that an appropriate amount of organizational

energy is addressed to the attainment of the major goals.



Within the staff category of responses, maintenance of high staff morale was of
concem to 13 principals. Associated with this was the fact that five principals mentioned
the changed staffing formulae and the negative impact being caused by the potential of
increased numbers of teacher displacements. This would increase the mobility of staff and
decrease morale because of uncertainty about placement options. The difficulty of
producing change within a school because of the lack of staff mobility and long-term tenure
was cited by seven principals. Non-effective teacher/principal relationship was cited by 10
principals, and the inability to select staff for a school was mentioned by six. Ineffective
staff (2 principals) and inadequate staff release time were the only other aspects mentioned.

Inadequate leadership by the Education Department was of concern to 34 principals; the
Education Department's unrealistic expectations about the rate at which schools could
change received 13 responses. Three principals thought that the lack of Education
Department policies was a major factor in their non-attainment of school effectiveness.

In the facilities category, principals mentioned the lack of specific facilities (12),
inappropriate maintenance (1), problems with new buildings (1), and schools that were too
small (5) as constraining factors. In the final category parents, parental apathy was
reported by two principals, poor relationships with parents were declared by six principals,
unrealistic parent expectations as to what the school could achieve and be responsible for
were divulged by five principals, and the conflict between parent expectations and staff
expectations about change was of concern for one principal.

During the interviews, principals were asked to identify the one factor that most
inhibited the effectiveness of a principal. All but one focussed on aspects of the principal's
role. The principal who was the exception saw that the structure of schooling was an
inhibitor.

I think the thing that inhibits the principal is the same thing that inhibits the whole

system. That is something that is never described in documents. We have a model of

schooling, an inherited model of schooling that is never spelt out anywhere. This
model assumes that schools will have rooms with one teacher standing in front of the
kids--that the teacher will talk to the children who will then write things down. We
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have a 19th century Dickensian model of schooling which has never changed, and it
thinhibits the eiffectiveness of school because it continues to make schools isolated from
e community.

All other principals commented about aspects associated with the pexformance of tasks
within the principal's role. Three principals were concerned about the very nature of the
role--its breadth and fragmentation caused by the countless number of small, intermittent
tasks requiring the principal's attention for brief periods of time. One principal, while
acknowledging the scope of the role, was worried because

I think that the job is so much bigger than the person that there is no one who can fill
all of the parts. I don't think that there has ever been a principal that I have known
who could do it all. It worries me that the lprincipnl as a person will be judged by the
school's perfection. . . . We all fall short. It is important that we recognize that we
can't do it all and that those who supervise us can understand this as well.

This person's comments, while not in contrast to many others who saw an inescapable
link between school effectiveness and principal effectiveness, serves to remind evaluators
of the danger of associating personal attributes with aspects of performance. Principals
saw that there was an intertwining of some personal skills with functions performed, but a
person's ability to carry out the task they felt should be the priority focus of an evaluation.
Reinforcing their concern with the breadth of the role and its multitudinous demands, one
principal said:

The one factor that inhibits is the multitudinous demands that the principal has to
confront. Isuppose any person reading in the area of principalship would know that
the principal's job is compounded by hundreds of thirty-second to two-or-three minute
tasks. That is an ongoing daily occurrence. Time blocking and priority setting are
essential tasks to be undertaken by the principal to improve effectiveness. It is the
ability to really hone in, prioritizing and recognizing the chances of greatest
opportunity, that a principal has to lear to do to becom. truly effective.

Another principal, while acknowledging the multitudinous demands of the role, saw it

was essential to develop strategies

to cut through that sort of thing and have time to sit down and reflect on the overall
picture. But once again it is the small things: if you can't demonstrate that you can do
these well, then people aren't going to trust you with the big ones. However, there are
some principals who get so bogged down with the litte things that they never get to
the big issues. They are never able to stand back from the activity or feel guilty about
closing their door for two hours to spend the time just thinking of the different things
that need doing. What inhibits principals most is the nature of the job with lots of little



interruptions, but the other major factor is principals not taking the lead to do
something about that.

The inability of principals to stand back from the continuous action within their school
and analyze the school's performance was a concern. This concern was addressed by the

following principal who indicated,

Unless principals develop the skill to be able to reflect on what is happening in their
school, and reflect in a very clinical way to see what is good and what is bad, then
they easily become moribund. The school ceases to work on the critical and vital
issues; teachers become complacent; the parents accept the performance as the norm.
This can become a downward spiral until some thing major happens to break the cycle.

Reflective practice was seen to require a commitment of time; the effective use of time
was mentioned by two principals in the interviews and 44 principals in their questionnaires
as an operational constraint on the attainment of maximum effectiveness. One principal
said,

Ireckon it is time. Time to be able to do the things that I have talked about. To be
able to consult, to talk, to involve others. You have to gut time aside to listen to
individual people on the staff and at the same time be able to live up to what they want,
given all of the other paper work and professional development requirements. Time
management.

The ability to build and maintain relationships received considerable attention earlier in
this chapter. Once again it was mentioned by three principals and it was indicated that the
lack of team building skills and communication skills constrained the coalescing of people
and their activities towards the achievement of the school's vision. Though the leadership
skills of the principal were important, the quality of the people within the school could have
a positive or negative effect on the achievement of the vision. One principal said, "The
human resources inhibit but they also are the greatest advantage. . . . So let's say human
resources, and how effectively the leader makes use of them or not." Irrespective of the
quality of the people working within the organization, one principal thought that the "lack
of the principal's personal willingness to shoulder the responsibility for the actions of the
total organization while at the same time giving credit to the people who make the collective
actions of the organization positive" prevented principals from attaining maximum

effectiveness.

238



23

Summary

Responses to question 87, the constraints preventing principals from the attainment of
maximum effectiveness, could be categorized as follows: facets within the principal's role
were mentioned by 49 principals; lack of time was mentioned by 44 principals; aspects
associated with staff were mentioned by 44 principals; constraints caused by the Education
Department were mentioned by 34 principals; the restrictive nature of some components of
facilities was mentioned by 19 principals; parents were mentioned by 14 principals; and one
principal mentioned student conflict and the lack of an effective behavior management
program as a constraining factor.

Principals saw that it was necessary to develop time management strategies to not only
deal with the breadth and fragmentation of the principal's role but to provide sufficient time
to focus on the attainment of the overall school focus. Lack of reflective practice in this
area could lead to a downward spiral in the school's performance.

Central to the attainment of school goals were two factors; the ability of the principal to
communicate with all involved and his/her ability to engender a strong team orientation to
goal achievement. Principals who were effective saw this need and personally shouldered

the responsibility.

Constraints to the Attainment of School Effectiveness

Questionnaire responses by principals were categorized and S5 responses cited finance;
59 mentioned various aspects associated with staff; 27 mentioned demands placed upon the
principal; 16 commented about factors under the control of the Education Department; 13
saw the need for more parental participation; 12 saw time constraints as a factor, 8
mentioned students; and 24 cited various miscellaneous factors.

The 55 responses in the first category, lack of finance, could be further subdivided.
Inadequate buildings and repairs not being done were mentioned by 28 principals,

insufficient money for professional development programs was of concern for 12
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principals, and insufficient money for a range of support staff was mentioned by 15
principals.

Within the staff category, 1S principals suggested that the revised staffing formulae
(produced in 1988 for the 1989 school year) would result in a decrease in the appointment
of specialist teachers. This would have a negative effect on curriculum offerings for the
students, hence reducing the effectiveness of the schools. Four principals were of the
opinion that staffing levels were being determined by budget needs when they should be
determined by student needs. Associated with the changed approach to staffing schools
was the increased job uncertainty for contract teachers and the low morale being produced
by the teacher displacement exercise beginning within the school system at the time the
questionnaire was completed. Two principals saw that low morale was associated with the
erosion of the status of teachers and the lack of adequate remuneration.

Several principals mentioned the low commitment of their staffs as a constraint, while
staff commuting long distances was cited by three others. The travel requirements of these
staff tended to inhibit their involvement with parents and was detrimental to schoo!
effectiveness. Various problems associated with staff development were mentioned by 21
principals. These included insufficient funds and incentives for ongoing teacher education,
teachers not prepared to accept the necessity for ongoing change, long term staff stability
reducing the input of new ideas and a contrary point of view, insufficient staff stability to
mount an ongoing schoo! development program.

Nine principals were concerned about their own and their colleagues' lack of
professional knowledge, and six principals were concerned that the lack of cohesive school
plans and goals were constraining the effectiveness of their schools. Four principals faced
a dilemma produced by value conflict. The school was promoting cooperation/negotiation
strategies for conflict resolution, whereas parents perceived that discipline should be
imposed by the teachers, the authority figures, and hence staff should tell the children what

was required. Support for new ideas and the implementation of those ideas was of concern
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to five principals, while three saw difficulties within their school because of the lack of
policy development in many curriculum areas. Heavy administrative demands interfering
with curriculum work was of concern to seven principals, while personal inexperience and
lack of flexibility for the utilization of staff were of concern to individual principals.

Lack of support for schools and increasing incidences of conflict between schools and
the Education Department were of concem to five principals. Associated with the lack of
support from the Education Department, 11 principals collectively mentioned poor
decision-making processes, administrators out of touch with problems being faced by
schools, poor system direction and lack of clarity about immediate goals, and the increasing
influence of politicians.

Parental participation was of concem to 13 principals and cited as a constraint on their
attainment of maximum school effectiveness. Facets cited were a lack of communication
with the wider community on expectations of schools, itinerant population and their
resultant non involvement with the school, parent criticism of teachers, parent apathy to
school activities, community resistance to change, and lack of parental knowledge for
meaningful involvement.

When mentioning time constraints, principals were concerned about their own level of
time management skills (4), lack of professional development time (4), time to evaluate the
attainment or non attainment of goals (2), and the time needed to produce change within a
school (2). Under the category of students, eight principals focussed attention on the
poverty of many students, large class sizes, student attitude and the difficulty in satisfying
their needs, and their school's lack of an effective student behavior management program.

The miscellaneous category contained single references to part-time teachers and their
poor understanding of the total school; to the rapidity of curriculum change; to the lack of a
decision-making policy; to non focussed, negative, uninformed public opinion; to a
crowded curriculum: to school size and the insularity of small schools; to school location;

to rapid growth; and to the policy of integrating students who have severe leaming
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disabilities. The limitations of building design were mentioned by four principals, eight
mentioned insufficient teacher preparation time, and two mentioned communication
problems with part-time staff.

The data gained in the interviews reflected the above but gave added depth to the areas
of concem for thirteen principals. There was a greater tendency to acknowledge the lack of
ability of the principal as a critical constraining factor. The other areas of focus during the
interviews were staff ability, leadership competency, vision, and parent participation,

Leadership competency and factors that affect that competency were seen as the major
constraint by four principals. One principal indicated that a major skill factor required by
principals within the set of leadership competencies was the ability to build and maintain
relationships and to be successful in leading a team through the necessary change
processes. Another saw the expectations penple have about schooling as being detrimental
to change. People's inability to cope with change was seen by the principal as a factor
inherent within the structure of schooling. Antiquated community expectations were
accepted without challenge and hence tradition mitigated against change. This principal
indicated that,

There is the set of leadership competencies. This means not only having new ideas but
having the skills and processes and the strength of character and so on to bring about
the changes. There is also people's traditional expectations of schooling which is
generally about 20 years behind what is going on. Tradition is a tremendous, very
powerful gyroscope keeping the system on the same track that it has always been on.

Irrespective of community attitudes to change and the structure of schooling, the
principal was seen by principals to be central to what occurred within the school. In the
words of one principal, as a constraint

you could say finance, you could say staffing, maybe you could say the age group of
the staff, but they all vary. The one thing that doesn't and is always part of the culture
is the principal and his or her actions. It is how he or she leads the team. If there is no
commitment to the place, things will fall apart.

Another principal saw that relationships were important but indicated that without a

nucleus of people on the staff "who were born to be teachers" it was difficult to have an



outstanding school. "If you have a staff without the collective 'it' I referved to carlier, then
the schoo! will not be effective. You will get a mediocre school, not an outstanding one.
So it is the abilities of the staff and the relationships between them" that constrain the
attainment of school effectiveness.

Parent participation was seen as a constraint by two principals. One saw the innate
conservatism of the parents as a constraint, while the other thought that if the parent
community lacked cohesiveness then it could create problems for the school. Sometimes
the school could become an intemnecine battlefield. The latter principal said there

can be blocks from an influential group of parents, as we found with our outdoor
education policy. . . . It will leave some scar tissue. Those parents were a vocal,
cohesive, militant, minority group against all others, but they had their way. 1
suppose it is the politics of fringe groups in action that we are increasingly seeing in
our society.

However, one principal thought that for a beneficial increase in parental participation
there needed to be a demystification of schooling:

There are lots of things that parents don't understand and so are frightened to become
involved in the place. It may be largely through the attitude of teachers. Within the
teacher ranks there is a level of distrust, a fear that parents might be making
judgements about their performance when they are in the room, so they subtly don't
encourage involvement; they keep it mysterious.

Four principals were vigorous in indicating that a common focus or vision for a school
was essential. Failing to generate one was a major constraint because even with staff
development activities in place, the energy level would eventually diminish. One
principal's comments summarized the concems of the four:

I think two things (a) lack of vision by the principal about where the school ought to
be heading, what the school ought to be really doing for its children and its parents and
its teachers, and (b) lack of vision coupled wath an inability to help teachers leam, puts
the school behind the eight ball. So the things that inhibit school effectiveness are no
vision, not knowing where we are going and being lost. If a staff doesn't know
where they are going but have an ability to train themselves, they have got a chance.
Otherwise they are wobbling all over the place or just treading water. One can't tread
water forever; one eventually drowns.

School goals or a school vision were consistently mentioned as necessary for school

effectiveness; the inability of a principal to facilitate the production of a central purpose was

24!



a constriint on the attainment of effectiveness. The vision had to be achieved by team

work, and the responsibility for generating the team approach rested with the principal.

Summary

Questionnaire responses by principals to the constraints on attaining maximum school
effectiveness focussed on staff ( 59 responses), finance (5SS responses), demands placed on
the principal (27 responses), the Education Department and its actions (16 responses), lack
of parental participation (13 responses), insufficient time (12 responses), students 8
responses), and various riiscellaneous factors i24 responses).

During the interviews, principsls t=nded 10 iccus more on their own ability or lack of
ability than on matters e..tianaons to themsclves. They saw that there was a “set of
leadership competencies  requived for effectiveness. Two major facets within this set were
the ability of the principal to successfully build relationships and the ability of the principal
to generate a vision for the school that was common for all members of the team. The lack
of agreement about a central vision for the school was detrimental to achieving school

effectiveness because split foci diminished the energy level of individual staff and inhibited

their personal learning.

Superintendent Perceptions

I'he chapter concludes with superintendent perceptions of the aspects of practice that
inhibited the maximum attainment of principal effectiveness and school effectivene:s. The
purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following research
questions:

Question 18.  What factors are seen by superintendents to constrain the attainment of

maximum principal effectiveness?
Question 19.  What factors are sexn by superintendents to constrain the attainment of

maximum schoo! effectiveness?



Two open-ended questions were included in the questionnaire for superintendents.
They were asked to identify the factors that inhibited the attainment of maximum
effectiveness for each principal and each school in their sample of three. These same issues
were pursued during the interviews with the eight superintendents; the information gained
is presented below.

Constraints to the Attainment of Principal Effectiveness

The responses to item 87 of the questionnaire, "What t-vee key factors currently stop
each principal from attaining maximum cffectiveness?"were analyzed according to the
overall principal effectiveness rating given by superintendents in item 83 of the
questionnaire. If a principal was given an overall non-effective rating (1), slightly effective
rating (2) or a moderately effective rating (3), then the responses to item 83 were put into a
category designated "less effective principals.” If the rating in response to item 83 was
highly effective (4) or extremely effective (5), then they were placed into the second
category of "more efiective principals.”

In the "less effective principal" category, poor interpersonal and communication skills
werc mentioned by 17 superintendents as inhibitors to the attainment of maxin.am
effectiveness. Associated with lack of interpersonal skills was an inability of the principal
to confront non-performing staff. Three superintendents thought that the principal was not
able to relate to the teachers as professionals. Fifteen superintendents cited lack of a vision
or the inability of the less effective principals to articulate goals for the school as a major
inhibiting factor. Eight thought that the principal was a non-learner without a personal
professional development program, while the poor management skills of the principal were
cited by seven superinizndents. Less effective principals not being nrepared to question the
level of attainment of the chool or themselves was of concem to five superintendents.
They thought poor evaluation procedures were inhibitors for five principals and three

principals were insensitive to the local community. Five superintendents thought that the



less effective principals were t0o involved with administration to the detriment of other
impontant activities. The principal's narrow viewpoint was mentioned by five
superintendents as was the laziness of the principal. Other facets mentioned by
superintendents when indicating constraints on the attainment of school effectiveness for
the less effective principals were a lack of personal credibility, lack of planning skills,
promotion beyond competence level, inappropriate use of positional power, cynicism about
the future, and awaiting retirement.

For the 32 principals who were in the more effective category, the major inhibitors
were usually expressed as a need to improve in some aspect of their operation rather than a
lack. There was one exception to this. Five superintendents thought that the lack of
balance between the time given to personal non-working aspects of the principal's life and
the time given to the job were inhibitors to the attainment of maximum principal
effectiveness. During interviews, superintendents expressed concem about the mental
health of principals and a perception of their needing to lead balanced lives.

Fifteen superintendents thought that the system was at fault for not supporting the more
effective principals. Of these, seven thought that inflexibility in the staffing processes was
a factor in that lack of support while five thought that there were too many district demands
on the principal's time for such things as committees. One superintendent saw that not
enough flexibility existed with resource allocation for the principals to fund excellent
programs, one mentioned poor facilities, and another mentioned the lack of clear direction
from the system as an inhibitor for the principal. An improvement in time management
skills was seen as a requirement for four principals. Three principals needed to improve
their ability to monitor change processes, and another three principals required
improvement in their administration skills. Clarifying priorities to reduce the load was a
requirement of two of the more effective principals. Two superintendents thought that the

principal suffered from self-doubt, four superintendents thought principals had too high an



expectation of staff, while the inexperience of one extremely efYective principal was an
inhibitor to gaining further personal effectiveness.

The eight superintendents interviewed mentioned four major facets that inhibited the
attainment of maximum principal effectiveness. The first facet in the words of one
superintendent was the "lack of leadership and support from people like superintendents,
lack of acknowledgement of both their [principals’] strengths and difficulties.” A second
facet in the words of another superintendent was "the lack of interpersonal skills of the
principal," while the third facet mentioned by superintendents was the principal's lack of
personal security. According to one superintendent, this frequently led to the principal
"wanting to control everything, wanting to know all the decisions from each group." The
fourth facet mentioned by superintendents and stated by one was "the way that a principal
thinks, closed or open.” A closed mind was seen to increase the possibility of principal
insensitivity to staff, student, and community needs.

A superintendent when talking about the lack of leadership for principals, indicated that
the lack of system support

enhances their feeling of isolation from people, a sort of a diminution of confidence
that comes from being isolated. There are very few people that can be genuinely and
deeply and intelligently interested in the principal's worﬁ. Principals have got other
principals, but they have their own schools and their own contexts on their minds.
They don't know your context like you know it yourself, so it is the superintendent’s
responsibility to support principals.

One superintendent said, "A superintendent is the only person that a principal can
expect that kind of attention from. The trouble is that superintendents progressively have
been unable to do that." Superintendents saw that the reorganization of the functions of the
superintendency within the South Australian Education Department which would allow
them to spend more time with principals in their schools was a positive step towards
increasing school effectiveness.

The level of interpersonal skills of principals was once again seen as crucial, and

deficiencies in this area an inhibited to the attainment of maximum effectiveness.



Superintendents thought, as one said, “a practice or skill can be leamt by anyone, but this
takes an extremely long time in this interpersonal area.” However, interpersonal skills in
isolation were not the key to effectiveness. The interpersonal skills were seen by
superintendents as necessary prerequisites for effective use of higher-level skills. One
superintendent indicated that some principals are
very good at it, but as principals do nothing else--a country club atmosphere, and that
is not what schools are for. vlou need the atmosphere but also oﬂut and focus on
that output. I would say though that after lack of interpersonal skills, it is a lack of
knowledge--those who don't read, those who don't have a reflective practice or

operation. We are not looking for nice guys. We wan: people who can do all of the
other things as well.

Personal security was linked to the interpersonal skills level of principals by one
superintendent. This superintendent saw that if one is good in the interpersonal areas, then
"you are secure in yourself emotionally, intellectually, physically, etc., etc. Self-
actualizing on all fronts possible creates the better individual who is the better team person,
the better group person, etc.” This superintendent saw that a secure self concept was
linked to a preparedness to see other people's points of view, to having a high degree of
empathy, and to being open-minded in approaching problems. This assisted in increasing
the level of personal effectiveness and so had a positive effect on the level of school

effectiveness.

Summary

Many of the inhibitors for the less effective principals identified by the grouping of
questionnaire responses were associated with lack of components of the the basic skills
repertoire superintendents discussed under the factor Principal as Nexus. These included
lack of communication skills, lack of vision enhancement for the benefit of the school, non
commitment to self leaming, and lack of management skills. Superintendents thought
principals who were concerned with the school's attainment of its goals had high
expectations of staff and gave feedback to staff about their performance in relation to goal

achievement. Administrative demands were not permitted to displace energy from goal



achievement. These aspects were not part of the operating practice of the less effective
principals.

The inhibitors cited for the group of more effective principals were, but for one
exception, associated with the necessity for improving the level of skills already in
evidence. The exception was mentioned by five superintendents. They perceived a lack of
balance between the principal's professional life and non-working activities.

During interviews, the eight superintendents focussed on four factors that inhibited the
attainment of maximum principal effectiveness. The first was the lack of support for
p' ‘cipals from superintendents, and the second was principal's lack of interpersonal skills.
7 his was linked with the third, principals who lacked personal security. The fourth
inhibitor to the attainment of maximum principal effectiveness was a non-leaming principal
with a closed mind, a principal who lacked empathy and who was not prepared to consider

the needs of others.

Constraints to the Attainment of School Effectiveness

The responses to item 59 in the questionnaire, "What three key factors stop each school
from achieving maximum effectiveness?" were analyzed according to the overall school
effectiveness rating given in item 57. Answers to the item 59 were placed into two groups.
The responses were placed into the first group, hereafter called "less effective schools,” if
the school received an overall effectiveness rating of 1 (non-effective), 2 (slightly effective)
or 3 (moderately effective). The schools that received an overall effectiveness rating of 4
(highly effective) or 5 (extremely effective) were placed into the second group designated
"more effective schools.”

Responses from the nineteen superintendents to the constraints on the "less effective
schools" category were such that the ineffectiveness of the principal was mentioned 16
times. Frequently associated with the mention of principal ineffectiveness were the

qualifying comments of lack of an appropriate skills base and the principal's lack of up-to-



date professional knowledge. The poor communication skills of the principal were
mentioned by six superintendents. Five superintendents were specific in mentioning that
the principals lacked an understanding of the change process while six of superintendents
mentioned that within the less effective schools there was a specific lack of professional
development and curriculum development activities.

The principals' lack of an appropriate skill base also contributed to poor decision-
making processes. This was mentioned by five superintendents, while three mentioned the
crisis management style of the principal as a factor that inhibited the attainment of maximum
effectiveness. Six schools were seen to lack an owned vision of what the school was
aiming to achieve, while four schools lacked a plan to articulate how the vision was going
to be achieved. Two superintendents thought that less effective schools had very poor
resource management processes. According to the superintendents, the school vision, plan
for achieving that vision, and resource management were all the responsibility of the
principal.

Seven comments were made by superintendents about principals in the less effective
schools having low expectations of staff and students; four superintendents said the low
expectations were compounded because the principal did not confront teachers even if they
failed to meet the very minimal standards set within the school. It can be seen that all of the
responses about constraints on these less effective schools were attributed to the principal.

In the "more effective schools" category many of the inhibitors were linked to principal
performance but they were not stated in such a strong, negative way. Seven
superintendents said the schools were not definite enough in setting priorities for action and
were therefore attempting to achieve too much too quickly. This was seen as a deficiency
in the principal's management of the school.

Four superintendents thought that the system did not give these more effective schools
sufficient professional development time to assist the principal in the change processes,

while four more superintendents thought that the principals were inhibited by a lack of



resources. Three superintendents mentioned that several staff "did not fit" within the
scenario the school was attempting to generatr:, while rapidity of staff tumover was a cause
of limiting another school's effectiveness. ‘The rapid changeover of staff meant that while
retraining of new staff occursed, energy was being diverted from goal attainment .

Six superintendents mentioned the need for a balance between the work and personal
lives of staff members. The high energy level displayed and the commitment to the job was
thought to be potentially hazardous to the menta! health of the participants. Other aspects
mentioned by superintendents were the necessity for mare attention to cultural and
symbolic activities within the school, more attention to monitoring the congruence between
stated objectives and actual practice the conservatism of the community, the inexperience of
the principal, student diversity, the lack of specialist teachers, the need for greater emphasis
to be placed on developmental supervision, more shared leadership, and the officiousness
of a deputy principal.

During the interviews, the eight superintendents were asked to identify the one factor
that most inhibited the attainment of maximum effectiveness for schools. All of the
superintendents thought thought that the inhibitor was, as stated by one, a deficiency
"obviously with the principal." The most frequently mentioned deficiency was the
principal's lack of an appropriate knowledge and skills. According to one superintendent,
there

are other factors that you could cite, for example a principal could inherit a moribund
school with teachers who are so anti, so negative that it almost makes it impossible. A
principal could have a parent community that is so tumed off that it will take a hell of a
lot of time, but if you have an effective leader in the school, then change and

improvement will occur.
Superintendents indicated that a school was ineffective when there was an ineffective
principal. The skills a principal required were summarized by the superintendent who said,
By an effective leader I mean a person who has knowledge; skills and abilities in terms
of interpersonal skills, communication skills, is a listener and leamer, a person who

understands change, a person who has good processes for decision-making involving
people, a person who understands curriculum development and professional



development, a person who supervises staff. A person who has ell of these thinis |
ool.

going will take ar ineffective school and will over time turn it into an effective sc
The only other aspect mentioned by superintendents as a constraint on school

effectiveness was the inability of the principal to generate a central vision for the school.
One superintendent said "Where there is no sense of direction, when everybody is going
their own way without a common purpose,” then you will never get a truly effective
school. This was repeated by the superintendent who thought that a vision was the basis
for cooperation. A school was less effective when there were "people who don't see the
need to cooperate, where there is not a common purpose or vision about what the school
stands for." The efforts and directions are then haphazard and goa! achievement was left to

chance.

Summary

Superintendents were consistent in their questionnaire responses in attributing to the
principals of less effective schools the responsibility for inhibiting attainment of maximum
school effectiveness. In the more effective schools category, superintendents saw the
principal as a contributing factor to the non-attainment of maximum school effectiveness.
However, they did not assert this so strongly nor see it as the major factor. Also
mentioned within the mcre effective schools category were system deficiencies. These
included the provision of insufficient staff development time, insufficient resources,
provision of inappropriate staff, and rapidity of staff turnover. Six of the 19
superintendents indicated a lack of balance between personal life and workin; life was an
inhibitor to the attainment of maximum school effectiveness.

During the interviews the superintendents were emphatic that a principal who lacked
appropriate skills and knowledge was a major inhibitor for the attaininment of maximum
school effectiveness. Two of the superintendents interviewed thought that the lack of a
central system vision and statement of expectations was a major inhibitor. Nonetheless, the

coordination of a central purpose within the school was a key aspect of the principal's role



in producing an effective school. This aspect was mentioned by all superintendents at

some stage during their interview.

Chapter Summary

Parents, principals, and superintendents indicated that the provision of adequate
resources were critical to the attainment of maximum school effectiveness. Parents were
concerned about the number of teachers and the provision of support staff. Principals were
concemed about the staffing formulae and the increased numbers of teachers who would
suffer displacement. They saw that this would have a negative effect on teacher morale
which would then be a constraining factor for the attainment of maximum school
effectiveness. Superintendents were concerned about the constraints imposed on schools
because of the provision of inappropriate staff and the high staff tumover in some school
locations.

Principals and superintendents saw that ineffective staff professional development
programs inhibited the attainment of maximum school effectiveness. Principals in their
questionnaire responses drew attention to the multiple demands placed on them and the lack
of time to achieve ends as major inhibitors to school effectiveness.

All groups in the interview gave much more credence to the abilities of the principal.
They believed that an effective principal improved the effectiveness of a school. All people
interviewed placed a great deal of emphasis on the interpersonal skills repertoire of the
principal. If there were deficiencies, they inhibited the attainment of maximum
effectiveness. The interpersonal skill level of the principal was seen to affect the ability of
the school to form a cohesive, central vision and an agreed upon set of goals. The
attainment of these goals needed team work. If the principal could not geta focus for the
school or establish a team approact to the achievement of that purpose, then both the

principal and the suhool were seen to be ineffective.



As well as the interpersonal skill level of the principal, the non-approachability of
teachers was seen to be a contributing factor to school ineffectiveness by the parents.
Parents wanted to feel able to contact the school on any issue and to be listened to with
empathy. This might mean that a principal or teacher would need to admit to having made a
mistake. Failure to do this caused frustration for parents and reflected negatively on the
school. This approachability links with parental participation. Parental participation was
seen to contribute to school effectiveness, but the leve! of such participation was definitely
linked to the attitudes of the staff and principal. According to parents, non-utilization of
parent skills and abilities constrained the attainment of school effectiveness.

As well as focussing on the interpersonal skill level of the principal and the attainment
of a central purpose for a school, superintendents indicated that principals had not received
sufficient support from them. This had inhibited principals' attainment of effectiveness and
so decreased the potential effectiveness level of schools. Superintendents indicated they
needed to focus their activities on the principals and assist them with their personal leaming
and growth. In superintendents’ opinion, non-leaming principals were definitely linked to
ineffective schools.

Several superintendents stressed the necessity of a balance between a principal's
professional life and personal time and space. They were concerned that the work habits
and demands placed on more effective principals did not promote good mental health
practices.

Parents thought that the discontinuity of experiences that their children received
inhibited school effectiveness. The lack of continuity was caused by the leave provisions
of teachers and the number of contract teachers within the school system.

This chapter has examined the constraints that inhibit the attainment of maximum
overall principal effectiveness and maximum overall school effectiveness as perceived by
each respondent group. The next chapter examines the strategies suggested by parents,

principals, and superintendents for overcoming these constraints.



CHAPTER 9
STRATEGIES FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF PRINCIPAL EFFECTIVENESS AND
SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

Introduction
This chapter builds on the identified constraints of principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness identified by each respondent group in the previous chapter and discusses the
strategies suggested for the improvement in principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness. The strategies of each group are first examined separately and then

compared for any similarities that may exist.

Parents' Strategies
The purpose of this part of the chapter is to provide information to answer the following
research question which in part guided this study:

Question 20. What strategies are proposed by parents for the improvement of

principal effectiveness and school effectiveness?

Apart from several declarations about the changes that could be made to the curriculum
offerings of schools and the removal of bureaucratic barriers and associated "red tape,” all
the strategies for the improvement of schools focussed on activities and functions carried
out or fostered by the principal. The major foci for improv. - -.nts , roposed by parents
were communication skills of staff, professional development of principals, increasing

parental participation, and the marketing of education.

Communication Skills
This aspect received considerable comment from parents as the area most requiring
attention for the improvement of schools. Staff and particularly principals need
extraordinary communication skills. Parents who had approached a school and not had an

issue resolved to their satisfact on frequently mentioned that they thought that their concesn
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had not been heard, "Being heard" was linked to approachability of principals and staff.
Parents were sensitive to being heard and having people "do an active listening bit" but then
having no action resulting from the intervention. Parents recognized that principals deal
with a myriad of people and organizations and therefore principals need a high level of
mediation skills to negotiate the conflicting demands being made on them and their school
resources. One parent said that if courses were to be offered for principals, "one of the
biggest things would be the attention to mediator skills. The poor man has to deal with
parents, teachers, students. He has to make himself available and get on with everybody
around the school, the ancillary staff, the works." It was also seen that the principal
needed a high level of interpersonal skill to be the motivator of the school team and so
producing a high standard in the work of the teachers. One parent summarized the
thoughts of many parents when saying "The big problem is in communication or lack of it
between principals and teachers and students. The principal is the administrator and chief
motivator of the teachers. The teachers need to be motivated enough or encouraged enough
to continue to improve their performance.” The principal was seen as the motivational hub
of the school, and as such he/she needed to like people and be able to build relationships
with all persons. One aspect of the principal's interpersonal skills repertoire that was
frequently mentioned by parents was the ability to motivate the entire team. Skill
development in this area was seen as a way to improve the effectiveness of schools.
"Motivation is the thing. If you have a motivated principal, then you have a hope."

Parents thought it was the Education Department's responsibility to motivate the
principals and several specifically mentioned superintendents for this role. As one parent
indicated "What you have to do to motivate principals is to get them to see the vital
importance of their position in the school and how so much rests on them so it gets passed
down through the ranks of the school." Another parent thought that principals needed to be
"Real people persons and have a genuine concern for and liking of other people." This was

a common feeling among parents. As a means of improving schools it was thought that the



process used for the selection of principals should address this issue. Parents were of the
opinion that if a person with an inappropriate disposition and personal communication
skills became principal, then the school suffered and this was detrimental to the students.
One aspect mentioned repeatedly by parents was approachability. It was seen as
essential that principals be empathetic to parents and that principal training or selection
processes reflect this emphasis. Parents believed that the role modelling of approachability
by the principal influenced the way the rest of people in the school made themselves
available to parents. One parent, when discussing principal visibility and involvement,
said:
I like to see principals in some cases get more involved: to be visibly more
approachable, to be more approachable to the childrer. ;0 you don't have this little tin
god effect. . . . If you have this unapproachable person who represents the top of the
tree, the atmosphere goes down.
One chairperson of a School Council said that approachability was especially crucial in
a lower socio-economic area that already snffered from a multiplicity of deprivations. If th
parents felt that they could not approach the principal, then one more avenue to services
was cut off from them. Therefore the selection procedures should look more closely at
matching potential principals and the areas to which they are appointed. Some parents
indicated that principals having the right to transfer mitigated against this principle
operating:
Principals should be matched more with the area and the school and its needs. When
you get a principal who has never experienced the problems that are endemic in our
area, sl has no idea that there isn't enough money to pay all of the year's fees up
front. . . . When you have never experienced not having the money to pay things, it i:
very difficult to relate to. It works both ways, because a lot of the parents feel that
they can't go to her if there is a problem, be it financial or personal home problems,
because that barrier of experience is there.
Another parent from a lower socio-economic community stated that:
A lot of parents won't go up to the school. They are really too frightened from their
own school days. . . . However nowadays principals are trying to equal it out more,
but you still have parents who don't know that. . . . The principal has to take steps to
break that feeling down. It is no good just saying you are welcome and can come in

any time. That will not get them in. It all stems back to word-of-mouth and what
experiences people have had with the principal.



Parents indicated that principals needed to be sensitive to parental reticence and to
construct mechanisms to actively encourage parents to approach the school. Parents who
are rebuffed or feel slighted quickly pass that information on. Word-of- mouth was
frequently mentioned by parents as a way they obtained information. One indicated, "I get
a lot of information over the back fence, as it were." This again reinforces the importance
of schools dealing effectively with all approaches to them. Bad news and controversy

quickly spread throughout a school community.

Summary

Parents constantly indicated that principals are the nexus of the communication channels
and therefore need to maintain very high levels of two-way communication with students,
stalf, parents, and other extraneous organizations and people. Central to the high calibre of
interpersonal skills required by the principal was a genuine concern for and liking of
people. This would enhance empathy for the viewpoint of other people. Selection
procedures needed to address this aspect and look at the skills repertoire of potential
principals. Matching of principals to particular schools was seen as important, and some
parents thought that principals having the right of transfer diminished this possibility.
Matching was seen as panticularly necessary when countless principals lacked an awareness

of many of the lite experiences of the parents within some school catchment areas.

Professional Development
Aspects requiring attention within professional development included the management
training of principals. It was recognized that the responsibilities of the principal's position
required more than a good teaching background. Several parents mention=d that it would
be a disaster to appoint a person to the position who had no teaching background. As one
parent said, a principal "would need to have good teaching skills so would have to have
veen a teacher so he can relate to the teachers and their problems.” Stated another way, one

parent thought that the principal
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should be a good teacher because he/she needs to understand what it is all about. To
put somebody from a non-teaching background, a marvellous administrator but a non-
teacher in as principal, would be a disaster. He/she wouldn't understand what is
involved. Teaching ability is imporant.

Given the required background as a teacher, parents thought that the ongoing training
of the principal required recognition of the different facets of the position. One parent said,

I guess they need special training. 1don't know if there is special training for them as
opposed to what they get for teaching, because it is in many ways a whole new ball

.

game. It is built on top certainly of teaching knowledge and ability--but it requires
many different skills and emphases over what teaching requires,

Parents saw principals as running large organizations; with current tight monetary
restrictions, it was essential that they have good management skills. Many parents
expressed this opinion, but one said:

I think it is important for him to be a manager. 1 know it sounds horrible, but schools
are more of a business. The school has to be run like a company, really. There is
money coming in and decisions have to be made on how that money can be best spent.
There are employees to direct in the right direction. I think that they need more
trining in administering and managing than just in teaching. . .. The principal has to
ensure that the resources are used in the best way and he has to decide how those
resov:rces are going to be used. The leadership qualities are imporant. It is a big job
and far more than just a trained teacher car handle.

A component of successful management is the procedure used to staff an organization.
If it is acknowledged that the Principal as Nexus influences the school, then appointment
to the leadership team should maximize the potential of tha. team to influence and improve
the school. One parent indicated that care should be given to matching the principal and
deputy principal so that they complement each other:

If you have got a principal who is not really--well he is forward thinking but like a lot
of parents have said to me, "1 think some other school has already had his best
years,"--in a case like that you reaily do need a deputy principal who is a goer.
Somebody to encourage and push and bring--well we know the best of him is there,
but he doesn't very often show it. If you get a good deputy principal that can happen.
This was a reflection of the team conc2pt so frequently mentioned. Tenure of position was
also mentioned. It was thought that tenure could be inhibiting accountability. However if
lenure were limited, parents thought it would also be necessary to offer altenative career

choices to principals which did not negatively affect their security or self concept if they



chose not to continue. Given the complexity of the administrative demands on the
principal, one parent saw that it was necessary for the principal to keep in touch with the
fundamental operation of teaching in the classrooms: "They can become involved in so
many administrative things they can forget about the teachers and children."

Rejuvenation of principals was an aspect mentioned by several parents. They saw that
there was a necessity to keep growing and developing throughout one's career. One parent
lamented the lack of revitalization at their school and said

I get a gut feeling that principals can be a lot better than what they are. Our school
seems to be getting stale, not going anf' where and not doing anything. The kids are
getting a good education but there are lots more that could happen I am sure.
Parents perceived that if principals were involved in their own ongoing learning and
professional development, then it would transfer to the school and the school would remain
vital. Parents consistently expressed a desire to know that their school was up-to-date in
its teaching methodology and course content. They sougiit assurance that their children
were receiving the best education it was possible for them to get; they wanted to have the

teachers and principals attending in-service courses and conducting such courses at the

school.

Summary

Principals are involved in the management of complex organizations, and parents saw
the need for management training to be provided. Principals need to be involved in a
continuous learing process focussing on the managerial aspects of the school as well as
the professional component of the organization. However, management demands should
not intrude upon the ability of the principal to maintain an awareness of the role of the
classroom teacher and of the necessary interaction between teacher and students.

Parents frequently commented on the team leadership responsibility component of the

principal's role, and one parent saw that the selection of the deputy principal was crucial for
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the development of a leadership team for the benefit of the total school. Parents linked

increased sccountability to the concept of limited tenure for principals.

Parental Participation

Most parents thought that it was necessary to increase the level of parental involvement
within the activities of the school. Increasing the level of participation meant a change from
the school's just listening and acting upon parental advice to an increase in parent presence
in the classroom and for a clearly defined role in all decision-making processes within the
school. One parent said, "1 just think that principals need to make sure that they keep
parents involved as much as is possible in a school.” Parents frequently mentioned that
parental participation was high in the junior primary classrooms but much lower in the
primary rooms. They felt that the primary teachers seem less able to cope with the presence
of parents in their rooms but, as one parent said, there are signs of this changing:

In the junior primary we have an open invitation to go up there any time andalk toa

teacher or the principal. Itis very slowly occurring in the primary school, but they still

like the old traditional way of ring up, make an appointment, let us know that you are

coming. .. . It is fantastic in the junior primary and slowly changing in the pnimary.
The level of parental participation that has been encouraged in junior primary schools has
changed the expectations of parents, and they now perceive that a change should occur in
the primary classes.

The Education Department has issued a new policy on parental participation, and this
required schools to articulate the part parents will play in the decision-making processes
within the school. Parents saw it as a positive step which one parent provided a way for
the school to "reflect community needs and attitudes, and really the best way for this to
happen is with parental participation in the decision-making within the school." However,
the level of participation was seen as a direct reflection of the principal's attitude, and the

move to increase the level of parent participation would require extensive work with the

principal.
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Marketing of Education

Many parents commented on the negative press that education received in the larger
circulation daily papers. However, many of these same narents were pleased with the
positive coverage given by the local suburban papers. School newsletters were seen as a
positive means of communication, but they were not effective with non-parent populations.

Principals were seen as the nexus between the school, parents, and the wider
community. In particular, parents saw that it was up to the principal to sell the school.
One parent said principals should, "before school and after school, walk around out in the
yard, talking to parents, selling himself and the school.” Parents thought that senior
Education Department personnel should utilize the media and consistently portray the
positive things occurring within the school system. Several parents suggested that the
Education Department should utilize the services of a marketing consultant. Sucha
consultant would then be available for increasing the skill level of parent groups, principal

groups, and personnel within the Area Education Office.

Summary

Apan from several references to the changes that could L. made to the curriculum
offerings of schools and the removal of bureaucratic barriers and "red tape,” all the
strategies for the improvement of schools focussed on activities and functions carried o. * or
fostered by the principal. The major foci proposed by parents were communication skills,
professional development of principals, increasing parental participation, and the marketing
of education.

The communication skills of the principal were a major concern to parents. The
principal acts as a nexus within the school, so any deficiencics in the level of interpersonal
skills of that person would affect all constituents. Parents thought that professional
development of principals and the pre-service training of potential principals should give

attention to honing these skills.



Parents saw that principals were a powerful role model and their approach to their own
ongoing learning was scen as important. Principals needed to demonstrate their continuous
personal learning in the management and professional components of the school.

Parents saw that limited tenure of principals was linked to a possible increase in
accountability,. However they thought that if tenure was limited to a set term, then other
career options need to be provided for those principals who did not wish to remain in the
role.

The increased participation of parents in the decision-making processes of the school
was seen as desirable by a very large majority of parents. State parent organizations should
address this need by increasing their training programs, but at the same time the Education
Department should not abdicate its responsibility for training parents and principals. This
was seen as an essential component of the implementation of the new policv initiative in the

area of parental participation.

Principals’' Strategies

The purpose of this section of the chapter is to provide information to answer research
question 21, which in part guided the study:

Question 21. What strategies are proposed by principals for the improvement of

principal effectiveness and school effectiveness?

Principals were asked how they would improve the effectiveness of schools and the
effectiveness of principals. In addressing the issue of improvement of school
effectiveness, principals mentioned the need to increase parental participation, raise the
expectations of what students could achieve, have the total system as well as individual
schools articulate detailed plans for the achievement of goals, give increased attention to e
selecucn of leaders at all levels within education; provide exemplary leadership t

and look at the level of human and financial resources.
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For improved principal effectiveness it was necessary to attend to four issues: the level
of parental participation, the selection of principals, the role of superintendents in the

principal's development, and the principal's control over resources.

Parental Participation

Principals saw increasing the participation of parents as a way of breaking down the
barriers between schools and parents. Participation could have a positive effect on the
communication flow between the school and the home and could give each group a greater
understanding of the problems and challenges the other faced. Children could benefit as
well, because they would see the cooperation tetween school and home and hence receive
congruent messages about the value of both. Principals, though supporting an increased
parental participation in the management of schools, were unsure as to how this should
proceed. Many indicated that both they and parents required developmental in-service
courses. Some principals suggested that this would require cooperation between the

Education Department and the state-wide pa.ent organizations.

Selection of Principals

Principals indicated that parental input was valuable for the principal selection process.
One principal summarized the opinion of many by saying:

The process of selection has to in some way monitor past performance. One of the
ways of monitoring that would be to get information from thc work place where the
principal was or is, if they are re-applying. . . . One of the important things I would do
would be o have the opportunity to meet with the School Council where the person
has worked without the presence of that person. A discussion with the School
Council about the school's program and the person's involvement would be of
enormous benefit. I would like the same opportunity to talk to the parents who are on
the School Council, because they would have a fair idea of things around the school
and what other parents think. I would also get a reaction from the staff.

Apart from the emphasis on past performance indicated above, other important factors
mentioned by many principals that should receive greater attention in the principal selection
were communication ability, giving evidence that they are "people persons”, evidence of a

personal professional development program, demonstrated curriculum development skills,
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demonstrated change management skills, and a sound educational philosophy that could be
translated into a personal vision for the school to which the the principal was applying.

Professional Development

Giving attention to the principal selection process without the the total educational
system giving attention to its goals was seen to be counter-productive. As one principal
said "To improve the effectiveness of a school, the system must know where it wants
schools to go and then train the leaders so that they can go down that path.” Another
principal, reinforcing the previous comment, indicated:

There has been lots of talk over the last two years about performance appraisal, and
there are models everywhere. 1 think that the system ought to come up with one model
and workshop that model so that every leader has been to that workshop. 1am not
saying that every leader should then use that model for their school, but at least every
leader should be required to go to the workshop. At the moment, it is up to the
principal whether he or siie goes to the workshops. So we have some people who on
a ten-point scale are at 9 and some who haven't reached 1. The system needs to gets
serious about knowing where it wants its schools to go and then train principals
accordingly.

The concept of princ.pals demonstrating their ongoing professional leaming was
considered important, but the system needed a process to acknowledge the importance of
this. One principal said, "T would like to see some sort of basic guidelines for school staff
and credits for development conferences for a year. . . . I am talking across the system. It
means that the system gives some recognition to continued learning to indicate the value
being placed on it." Principals thought that a step that would give positive recognition to
the importance of ongoing leaming and development would be the process of
superintendents negotiating an individual personal leamning program with each principal.
The reorganization of the superintendency for this to occur would indicate system
recognition of the importance of this facet. Still one principal indicu.ed that it was difficult
to generalize about the directions superintendents should follow with the professional

development of principals:

They are as different as the students in any class. Given that principals success
determines school success, I would then have an individual leaming program
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negotiated for each principal and have the superintendent monitor that like I monitor
the staff development program in my school. It has three strands: individual, small
group and total staff elements. Principal programs should be the same.

Many principals were of the opinion that their skill development was left to chance and
that no person or group had accepted the responsibility for it. Principals saw that the
system expected them to be responsible for staff leamning but did not have a congruent
practice for their leaming. One principal, speaking with considerable feeling, said,

principals are largig' untrained. All of the training that I had for this job was
incidental. "Trained" is not the right word and I would like to avoid that altogether.
Most principals don't have a chance to develop the skills. There is not the emphasis
on skill development as there is in business before one becomes the manager. Maybe
there should be Master's degrees in Education which directly focuses on people
becoming school principals, a theory and supervised practice combination degree.

Principals saw that the chance learning approach adopted by the system demonstrated,
in the words of one principal, that "we are very naive as professionals not to teach what is
required 1o principals but rely on all of them to hopefully find out later. Poor teaching
practice.” Randomness in the learning of the total principal group was compounded by
poor evaluation processes; principals thought these issues should be addressed.

Principals indicated that the system had moved away from giving meaningful feedback
to principals. According to one principal, the system "should make more clear its
expectations of principals and t :n give meaningful feedback about the meeting or non-
meeting of the expectations”. This function was seen by many principals as the domain of
the superintendents, but it had been negated over the years. One principal said:

The leadership part by those who supervise us has tremendous implications for

us. . . . Some of the most exciting things that happened to me in my teaching career
were when the superintendent . . . came in and opened up a case on the uesk and it
was full of books that he had read and he was able to challenge me to do the same.

The superintendents really knew what we were doing for self and school in terms of

improvement. That is being lost, because people are talking about school

improvement through test improvement. What has happened to school improvement
through ideas?

The system's action in reorganizing the functions of the superintendents so that their

prime focus was on the professional development of principa’ - was frequently commented



on and seen as a way of overcoming the "rudderless ship" of expectations of principal
performance. One principal said,

I certainly hope that the new model for superintendents works. Superintendents need
to work solidly with principals and develop programs backed by large and small
groups of principals in leaming activities and professional fmwth think that the
new structure is to be lauded. It will both support and challenge the principals.

Be that as it may, it was seen necessary that the system find concrete ways of publicly
valuing learning. This could be achieved, according to one principal, by putting financial
resources into "systematic retraining for a year or for a period of time so that a person could
teach in a different area or take a different job." Another suggestion of principals was for
the system to make more promotion positions available to primary schools. This would
allow principals to delegate some management tasks and allow them to concentrate on
"major things like the curriculum functions that are often lost in the application of a plethora
of little band aids.” One principal summarized the thoughts expressed by many when
saying:

The suggestion that I have is that there be some more promotion, more leadership
positions made available in primary schools. One of the difficulties is that the only
persons to delegate jobs are the deputy or the ancillary staff. Evcryone else to whom
you delegate a job is in some sense doing that job in his/her own time. If you are a full
time classroom teacher and take on another task, it is in addition to classroom
responsibilities and they should not be allowed to suffer. Nor should we always kill
the willing. It doesn't have to be more time; it can be more salary, because tien you

can expect more. That would allow the principal more time to concentrate on
achieving the vision.

Many principals thought the achievement of vision could be enhanced by going outside
of the educational district seeking alternative rnanagement models and ideas. One principal
said:

School principals often tend to mix in the same circles and talk to the same people,
especially if schools are in close proximity. Ve need to open up that circle so that their
vision is widened simply by mixing with principals away from themselves, get
principals in other organizations, and get people in leadership roles right out of
education for periods of time. . . . Therefore the one thing I would like to suggest is
that we work on broadening principals' visions. We need to work on that if we are to
improve our schools.
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This idea was expressed by many principals who thought that other government
agencies and the private sector could contribute to their leamning. However, the prevailing
ethos was that the ideas and processes used in the non-educational settings would not work
in schools. Some principals thought these attitudes needed to be re-examined and rightful
credence given to the ideas and processes that were transferrable from other service

agencies and from the private sector.

Resource Provision

Coupled with direction from the system, principals saw a need to have a greater say
about the allocation of staff to their school. One principal said:

Provision of resources is critical. Iam not asking for every teacher to be outstanding,
with incredibly high commitment. That wqulgbc too hormg and dull. Icertainly feel
that the quality of our resources, however, is vital. A significant number of staff that
need a lot of help can be detrimental to the overall school performance.

One principal saw that control of the human resource meant giving principals the power
to hire staff. "I would like to see more and more of the resources located in the schools,
and I would like to see schools having the right to hire their own staff but not necessarily to
fire. 1 would be very happy with the right to hire. If I hire the wrong person, then that is
my problem.”

Principals also suggested that more of the financial resource management could be
handed to schools. This would include the opportunity to trade off staff members for
ancillary staff and/or additional resources or to operate in the reverse way. Some principals

were of the opinion that Schoo: Councils could save money in contracting building work

and thought that these savings should then accrue to the schools concemned.

Summary
Principals believed that improving the effectiveness of schools was closely linked with
improving the effectiveness of principals. Apart from the processes used to allocate

fina 1al resources to schools, principal selection of staff, and the reorganization of the
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superintendency, all other improvement efforts should focus on the improvement of the
effectiveness of principals. Of paramount importance in this process was the "training" and
subsequent professional development of principals. The changed focus for superintendent
actions in this area was "lauded,” but the system needeg! to find a concrete way of publicly
acknowledging the value being placed on continuing self-education and professional
development. Principals thought that ideas from a wider educational context and from
private enterprise should also be utilized in the professional development of principals. The
establishment of a specific graduate degree for training of principals was mentioned, as was
the provision of paid professional development leave and extra promotion positions or

responsibility allowances for teachers in primary schools.

Superintendents' Strategies

The purpose of this section is to answer research question 22, "What strategies are
proposed by superintendents for the improvement of principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness?" This was also addressed during interviews with the eight superintendents.

In accordance with their perception of the strong, positive relationship between
principal effectiveness and school effectiveness reported earlier, superintendents thought
that improvement of principal's performance led to an improvement of their schools. Most
advocated "some systematic, regular, and reliable forms of support" for principals. It was
seen that principals and their development should be the focus of superintendent activities.
One superintendent echoed the thoughts of most others when he/she said "I wouldn't
exclude doing other things but I just don't believe that in a system you can do anything
very worthwhile unless you have good, sound, confident, competent leaders in the
schools." Superintendents thought that principals

need a supervision program just like the teachers do. I think that means saying to

them, "What are your goals, what are your actual plans, what are your strengths?” So

it is sitting down and talking like we are talking in a sense, and asking questions,

listening to what @ person has to say and is saying what about this aspect, or have you

thought about doing this. It is professional development, sharing, collaborative stuff,
working together.
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The processes to be used would depend upon the individual, but the activities would
recognize the principles of adult leaming. Concomitant with individually negotiated
personal leaming programs for principals was the necessity for the group leaming of
principals. This would enable a group focus on improvement in the operation of specific
aspects of the system. Superintendents saw that the professional development program for
a group of principals within a district should have the same structure as they expected
principals to use in facilitating staff professiunal development. If there was an expectation
about continued learning for all adults within the organization, then superintendents
indicated they would need to model this to principals. According to one superintendent,
"Some of the implications of what I have said is for people ir the system above principals:
superintendents and senior administrators must give leadership, create conditions, to
support schools so that development can happen.” The most tangible means of giving
initial impetus to these programs would be with the provision of money--not money just for
the actual programs but also money for approved study leave and to buy time to enable
leaders to reflect on their practice. Time would be needed to remove the principals from the
management of crisis activity, for principals to meet with their peers and discuss problems
and innovations, to "simply absorb the implications of their practice.” Superintendents
thought that "schools must find ways to create time without the principal, librarian, deputy,
non-contact teacher, etc., doing extra. We seem always to flog the willing." The
enormous personal time commitment required of successful principals was of concem to
superintendents and was mentioned by six superintendents as an inhibitor to the
achievement of maximum effectiveness. The workaholic approach was seen to be
incongruent with the messages be.ng delivered through health curricula.

Superintendents indicated that in many avenues the necessity for a balanced lifestyle
was espoused but inappropriate modelling was provided by some senior staff for the
principals. This should change, because the inappropriate modelling tended to reinforce the
excessive work habits of the principals.
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When talking of specific courses, many superintendents agreed that, "Principals still
need a lot of help in curriculum management, particularly in terms of goal setting,
monitoring, evaluation, and staff involvement in these activities." To assist principals in
curriculum management, however, the system needed to clarify its expectations of
principals. The Education Department should also make cleur its own plans and intentions
for stated periods of time. Superintendents thought the total Education Departir =nt nveded,
in the words of one superintendent, "some sense of cohesiveness, some purpose, some
identity and provision for individual differences. There just needs to be a whole lot of
morale building: people recognized, expected to be competent, and helped to be." Many
superintendents thought that effective principals were involved currently in their ongoing
Jearning and development, but there was no system incentive or reguirement for all to do
s0. One superintendent thought that educational organizations could ieam from private
enterprise in this area. The education system should encourage and support enucpreneurial
principals. Their ide.s should be communicated to others and they should be given
recognition and rewards for outstanding improvements. This superintendent said:

In industry, if someone is creative and finds a better way, that way soon becomes the
norm and everybody is required to do it. Instead our principals will think of a
thousand good reasons why they shouldn't have to do what that really good school is
doing. Yet business units will say it has proven better, it is working better. That is
the base line.

When a principal or school finds a better way of doing something, superintendents talk
about it and hope that it will diffuse through the system. People are encouraged to visit the
school, learn about the idea or innovation but .. s;thing concrete is expected in terms of
follow-up. One superintendent thought

We sometimes don't cha'lenge our people and force good pr...iice on our people . We
try to get them to arrive at it, and some don't. That worries me. If we expected the

new approach to be implemented, the real entrepreneurs would improve yet again on
that. We accept a lot of mediocrity without penalty.



Most superintendents thought the concept of direct penalty for uun-achievement was

offensive but countered with the need for positive system recognition of achievement.

Superintendents thought that neither approach was seen to be operating.

Summary

Superintendents were unanimous in declaring that strategies which improved the
performance of principals would result in improvement in the effectiveness of schools.
Most superintendents advocated systematic and ongoing support for principals and their
learning. The priiicipal's professional development plan should incorporate the same
elements that superintendents expected to see in a school professional development
program. The components needed to be negotiated with each individual and would include
personal as well as group learning.

Superintendents saw that the commitment to principal development required people
hierarchically senior to them to reflect on their own practices. It was confessed that the
modelling for principals by senior personnel had not been appropriate. Apart from
modelling, senior personnel within the system needed to give concrete recognition to the
importance of professional development. The most tangible way was through the
provision of money, money to buy short-term and longer-term release time for principals.
Superintendents thought that currently the system exploited the willing without penalizing
the recalcitrant. This was reflected in the superintendents’ concern for the amount of time
highly effective principals gave to their job as against the time given to other components of
their lives.

Finally, one superintendent thought that education should learn about the adoption of
innovations from private enterprise. Once =0 innovation proved its worth, all industries
adopted it as standard practice. It then became the basis for further entrepreneurial

development. This is not common practice within education.




Chapter Summary

Parents identified three major strategies for improving the effectiveness of both
principals and schools. They indicated that it was necessary to concentrate on the
professional development of principals with particular emphasis on communication skills,
increase the level of parent participation in the manigement of schools, and find ways to
market education by raising the profile of education and schools in the media. Principals
indicated four strategies for overcoming the inhibitors that they had identified. They were
of the opinion that principal selection procedure needed to receive attention, parent
participation levels in the management of schools needed to increase, the changed emphasis
in the role of the superintendent needed to be utilized for principal development and
training, and principals needed a greater control over the resources that they worked with.
Superintendents stressed the positive correlation between principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness, and they proposed a series of measures that focussed on the professional
development of principals. They contended that this was the best way to produce a change
in the overall effectiveness levels of schools.

Both principals and parents wanted ap increase in the amount of parental participation in
the management of schools, but neither group offered any strategies for this to occur other
than workshops for both principals and parents. Principals thought that it would be
necessary for the Education Department and the state-wide parent organizations to
cooperate in mounting these workshops.

Principals saw that the changed role for superintendents was critical for increasing the
level of professional development activities for principals. Nonetheless, they indicated that
the need to clearly articulate the goals and directions for the total system. As one principal
stated, "then train the leaders so they can go down that path." Parents were emphatic that
pnincipals’ development must include aspects of management training. They 1w that

principals ran large organizations and had to be efficient with the utilization of financial and
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human resources. Another fucet of the management training suggested by parents focussed
on principals attaining a high level of mediation/negotiation skills. Irrespective of the
attention given to the management aspects of the principal's role, parents stressed that it
must not prevent principals from maintaining a high level of awareness of the interactions
occurring within the classrooms.

Superintendents thought that there must be systematic, regular, and reliable support for
principals. This support should be the focus of the superintendents’ activities. Principals
indicated that it was the role of the superintendent to give them meaningtul feedback about
the performance of their duties and to manage the learming of principals so that it was not
left to chance. Superintendents recognized that if principals were expected to role model
their own personal learning to assist with their school staff development programs, then the
same applied to superintendents and other people in hierarchically superior positions to
principals.

Superintendents indicated that the most effective way for the system to give recognition
to the importance of the principals’ professional development was with the provision of
money, to buy time for short and long-term release from their duties. Principals saw the
benefit in longer-term release and some indicated that a graduate degree focussing on the
principalship would be highly desirable.

Superintendents thought that the education system should learn from private enterprise
in the area of innovation. Entrepreneurial innovative principals should be given positive
recognition and their innovations accepted across the system. The proven successful
innovations should becorne the new norm and people should be encouraged to imnrove
upon them,

Principals thought that it was essential that they be given more control over the
resources of the schools. This included an ability to select staff, to move money between

the various staff categories, and the ability to utilize financial savings for school priorities.
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This chapter has identified the strategies proposed by parents, principals, and
superintendents to overcome the constraints inhibiting the attainment of maximum principal
effectiveness and maximum school effectiveness. The next chapter ascertains what aspects
of the performance of a school prompt parents to intervene at the school or with the
supcrintendent of schools. The presentation of data concludes with an examination of

principal and superintendent responses to these parental interventions.
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CHAPTER 10
PARENTAL INTERVENTIONS AND PRINCIPAL AND SUPERINTENDENT

RESPONSES

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide information to answer the following research
questions which in part guided guided this study:

Question 23.  What aspects of the operation of a school prompt parental intervention at

the school or district level?

Questior. 24.  How do principals and superintendents respond 1~ parental

interventions?

During interviews, parents were asked to describe a time when they had approached the
school about some matter. Most spoke of approaches that were caused by a concern that
they had about some aspect of their child's schooling. Parents were asked to explain the
nature of the problem, the reaction from the school personnel involved, and the outcome of
the intervention. While discussing with them the results of the intervention, their opinions
were sought as to the appropriateness of the strategies offered by the school and of their
level of satisfaction with the outcomes.

During interviews, principals were asked to describe an occasion when a parent had
contacted the school. They were asked what had precipitated the contact and what
happened as a result of the contact. They were also asked if they were they happy with the
outcome, and if the school had received furthe parent contact about the same issue. This
line of questioning was repeated several times with each principal in an attempt 10 seek any
patterns that may have existed.

Superintendents during their interviews were asked the same questions as principals.
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Parental Interventions: Parents' Perceptions

Of the 32 parents interviewed, 22 had at some time contacted the school because of a
specific concern, while six had contacted the school to express their pleasure at some thing
that had been done for or on behalf of their child. Contacts were initiated because of a
concern about student behavior, student academic attainment, personality conflict between
teacher and child, allocation of the student to a particular class, student social interac‘ion
with peers, concerns about physical and mental safety of the child, or to advise the school
of a medical condition. The contacts expressing appreciation were as a result of care given
to an injured child, steps teachers had taken to diagnose leaming problems or to be
involved with other personnel in solving specific leamning disabilities, or of special events
that had been organized by the schools. Of those parents who had complained about some
aspect of the school!'s operation eleven indicated that they were happy with the response
they gained from the school, seven were dissatisfied, and four were not satisfied but
decided to wait and see if the passage of time or the start of a new academic year would
resolve the issue.

Issues that Cause Parental Intervention at the School

Many parents expressed a reluctance to approach the school about a problem. This
links with their concern about the impressions schools give concerning approachability,
discussed in Chapter 5. Where schools were seen to be very approachable, parents were
warm in their praise of them. In most cases parents waited to see if their or their child's
initial concern would solve itself or the situation improve without action from them. When
this did not occur, they then approached the school. Most parents indico‘ed that they
contacted the classroom teacher in the first instance. One aspect that was frequently
mentioned by parents was their approach to the school because of concern about the
behavior of their child. Some parents indicated that this contact had been initiated by the

school.
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Student Behavior
A typical case related by a parent who approached the schoo! because "my daughter
was coming home from school with odd comments. After investigating, I realized that she
was being teased at school. This was upsetting her quite badly." The parent approached
the principal in this instance, because during the term break the classroom teacher had
changed. The parent found the principal to be very understanding:
He gave me a lot of help as to how I could help my daughter handle the situation
herself. Upon hearing what was going on in my daughter's class, he made a few
reforms and talked to the children as a whole about teasing and putting other
children down.
The strategies suggested by the principal worked and the problem was satisfactorily
resolved.
In another instance involving teasing, the parent contacted the tcacher because he/she
thought it would make the child happy:
To make my daughter happy I talked to her teacher. The teacher said that she
would keep an eye on what was happen’ g and perhaps talk to the other girls that
were involved, but according to my daughter nothing happened about it,
Interviewer  So things didn't get better because of the contact with the school?
No, but in some ways that was probably good because it would have singled her
ou! if the teacher had made a big thing out of it. It would have made it harder for
her to get on with the others.
The parent did not perceive that the approach initiated any action at the school, but on
reflection the parent thought this appeared to be a good thing. Apart from concerns about
the behavior of children, parents contacted the school if they thought there was a

personality clash between the child and the teac!ier.

Fcrsonality Conflict
One instance where a parent approached the school was because she/he could see that
there was a clash between the teacher and the child. The parent said:

The teacher kept saying that he couldn't understand the child out and all of the rest
of it. I wasn't happy about this. So I went and saw the principal on several
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occasions. There wasn't a great deal donc; in fact I don't know if there was
anything done with regard to contact between the teacher and principal.

After noticing further deterioration, the parent again contactud the principal. "The situations
were really bad, real put-down situations. The further it went, the warse it got.” Nothing
happened and after a further week, in desperation, the parent again contacted the principal
but was told to go and see the classroom teacher to sort it out. "I went and saw the
classroom teacher and we had a few heated words. Not really bad, but he said that if he
hadn't been a professional man he would have taken his coat off. 1told him that he was
too autocratic. Ididn't really get very far." The problem was not resolved, and so
in the end we went to our family doctor, most concemned about it because the child
went berserk at home here on a couple of occasions. As soon as you mentioned
school work, he would pick up the nearest thing and throw it around the room--
something unreal.
The family doctor referred the parent to a pediatrician and treatment for the child's
emotional state followed. The parent indicated that "at no stage was I happy about the way
the school handled the situation. They never really did anything; they just hoped that the
bloody problem would go away." In hindsight, the parent wished he/she had phoned the
Area Office. "I wish I had done so now, because it might really have stirred the pot up."
The parent was very disappointed because "there was not enough direction from the
principal to the teacher. Itried to do it as fairly as I could, but I should have got onto the
Area Office." The parent later indicated that he/she still feels resentment towards the school
and for a time wondered whether to cease being a school council member. The parent
decided against this course of action because of the perception that continued involvement
was assisting his/her children's education.

A parent who contacted the school about the interaction bet'veen a daughter and the
classroom teacher and who was happy with the outcome related the following sequence of
events:

The relationship between student and teacher was such that the student just wasn't
achieving or leaming. So I contacted the classroom coordinator, the person in

charge of that year level in the unit [open space designed classroom block]. He
expressed immediate concern, he thanked us for our interest in the situation, and he



assured us that thcagmblem would be looked into immediately. He set a time for a
return phone call after the problem was assessed. When he phoned back, he gave
me information about how they had looked at the problem and what could be done
about it. That was talked over with me and the final resolution came out of that
discussion. The promises were kept and now when we see him at schoo! functions
it will be a two-minute conversation to see that things are still OK. It is a fairly
caring response. There is still awareness of my concerns and the problem was not
just handled and dismissed.

As the parent indicated, commitments were made and the problem was jointly resolved.

At a later point in the interview, the parent again indicated pleasure with the fact that the

teacher still checked to ensure that the problem had not recurred or at least said "hello” in a

social sense. The parent felt very comfortable with that and indicated that she/he would

freely approach the school about any other concern that ever arose.
The level of satisfaction felt by parents with the outcome of their approach to a school

could be linked to their perception of a fair hearing, genuine two-way communication and a

jointly negotiated outcome.

Academic Attainment
A parent who was concemned about the attainment of her son in year six mathematics
recounted the following succession of events:
Stuart did not appear to be doing any work, did not have any homework, and he
::haed :c ;gl(’)};.blasé attitude about school in general. Hence I initiated a contact with

Interviewer  How did you initiate the contact?

I sent a note with Stuart to ask if I could see the teacher at an appropriate time after
school and gave a choice of times I would be available.

Interviewer ~ What happened as a result?
Well, after I found the teacher dozing in the staff room in his non-contact time, I
managed to get a little sense out of him about Stuart. He just sort of said that there
was no big problem. But I had reason to believe that there was a lot more behind it
than that.
Not being happy with the outcome the parent decided to contact the Area Office to
investigate what rights and options were available. What action could be reasonably

expected of the school in satisfying parent concems?
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1did go to the top in the Area Office but I cidn't see the superintendent. I think I
saw the senior education officer. I basically wanted to find out just what my rights
as a parent were, what | should be able to expect from the school and the teacher,
and how I could get information from a teacher in the school as to what was going

on with my child.
Interviewer ~ Wha' happened at the office?

Absolutely nothing. He was sort of doing an active listening trick. "I have to listen
but it is just another parent who has an unreal expectation about her own child.

See, the principal is the first avenue, and if you get nowhere then we will listen to
you again." I felt that I got it off my chest but it was a waste of my and his time. I
can understand his position in that he could not step into a situation where the
principal had not been involved.

Interviewer  Have you accepted the situation and left it there or is there something
else that has occurred?

I have accepted it and left it there. The situation improved somewhat at school and
Stuart was allowed to join the older years for his raaths and some other activities,
but I have never ever been satisfied with how they handle him or extend him. It has
been acknowledged but is considered to be [expressive sigh] a bit exhaustive for
them to worry about.

The parent affirmed later in the interview that the family was moving interstate at the
end of the school year and, because of this experience would enroll children in the State
school system only if there was not a non-government school available within reasonable
commuting distance. The parent perceived that because non-government schools competed
for students they were more attentive to the needs of the students and the concems of the
parents.

A parent reporting satisfaction with an issue raised at the school indicated that the
contact from the school was the first indication that the child was having learning problem:s.
The initial contact came when the classroom teacher requested permission to have the child
assessed by a speech therapist employed by the school system. Not being sure of the
implications the parent contacted the Children's Hospital to seek information:

I asked if they could explain it to me. They said to come in and we will run some
tests to find out. When they ran the tests, they decided that he had problems in
speech and motor coordination both fine and major. As a result of that, he had to

go for assessments in different areas and then there was a group session with the
heads of all the departments that had assessed him.
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Following the assess.nent process at the Children's }lospital, the parent and class
teacher were invited to attend a group session with all of the heads of departments who had
assessed the child. The parent indicated,

I was very lucky, because his class teacher immediately went without any hassle at
all. As far as she was concerned, he was a student in her class and it was her right
and obligation to be there. The principal backed it up 100% and supported her.
When [ came home, I was a little bit upset; but both she and the principal made a
point of catching up with me at the earliest possible time at the school. It was a little
meeting between the three of us to make sure that we had all got the same
information and understanding out of the hospital meeting.

The school then mobilized its own support mechanisms and

had a meeting between all of the potential teachers for this year and sorted out what
would be the best course of action for both him and the teacher. I was very happy
with the school's initial response and even 15 months down the line I am still
pleased. They have been very supportive.
The parent indicated that of all of the parents attending the meeting at the hospital, there
were few parents who had teachers present. Efforts at the school had been such that "I am
very pleased with what I am getting. They are extremely supportive, very interested in
what is going on, and it is not necessarily just the one person. It branches out and others

keep up an interest t0o."

Class Allocation
Parents were most concerned about the process used by schools to allocate students to
individual classes. The assignment of children to individual teachers is watched very
closely and and can produce stress within the family. One parent divulged the steps taken
when they were unhappy with the eacher that the child was to have. "Just last year I had a
major concern with my daughter. She was going into a class and my wife was very
concerned about the teacher.” The parents approached the principal and asked that the child
not be placed in that particular class.
It was quite clear that he had no real intention of changing his opinion until we said,
"Well, we best take our daughter out of the school if that is the way." It took

decisive action from us rather than him making that decision. We both took the
initiative to approach him and in a sense had to make the decision for him.



283

The discussion led to the wish being granted at the beginning of the year. The parents
perceived it was not until they indicated that the child would go to another school if their
concern was not met that action occurred. Until that time, they perceived that it was their
listening to the reasons why the principal was putting the child into the class and the good
things that it would mean for their child. The parents believed that this level of action--
possible movement of the child to another school--was required for the principal to become
aware of the depths of their concemn.

A parent with a child attending another schoo! recounted that information was sent
home on the last day of school indicating that arrangements for the year four students
would change significantly in the following year. Because of space requirements, some
year four students would remain in the classroom block that housed the reception to year
three students.

This upset a lot of the year four students, and the parents were furious that about
not told until the last day of term. That went down like a lead zeppelin! A lot of the
year four children were saying that they had failed and were being kept down.
Because parents knew I was on the school council, they were ringing me up and
:;kqx:tg what they could do. Most were concerned because their children were

The parent who was the School Council member was most reluctant to do any thing,
even though her/his own daughter was involved. Nevertheless other parents, knowing of
this parent's position on the Council, continued making contact during the summer vacation
and expressed their concem. In the last week of the holidays, the parent wrote a letter to
the principal. Thinking it might be dismissed as the concerns of cnly one parent, contact
was made with all of the people who had broached the subject. Those parents who were at
home signed the letter and it was presented to the principal.

I really wanted to say that we did not appreciate being told on the last day of tenn,
He should have invited us in before hand and told us of his intention, allowed
discussion, and then worked out the possibilities. He refused to discuss it and our

visit was terminated, but it was changed by the first day of school. He obviously
wasn't impressed because he said to me, "You know what you have done will have

consequences."



What the consequences were are not known by the parent, although it was referved to at
a School Council meeting. "I was termed at one council meeting as the leader of the back
yard mafia. That went down like a ton of bricks." Many of the parents were worried that
their children might be victimized, and it "was one of the reasons that initially I was not
going to do anything." The parents thought that the solution being proposed by the school
might have been viable, but to change what had been the pattern for years on the last day of
the term was very foolish. The parent indicated that parents had needed time to discuss the
changes and to realize the implications of not taking that course of action. Channels were
available for active parental participation and were considered essential by the parents in

this type of decision-making.

Safety

Two cases detailed below are indicative of the types of concerns parents expressed
about safety-related matters. The first was about supervision and awareness of where each
child was at any particular time, and the second was about actual physical safety and the
steps taken when a child was injured.

In the first situation, a parent became concerned when the child was not in the
appointed place when the parent called to collect him after school. The parent indicated that
the child had left the school during the day for a football match but was led to believe that
he would be back at school for the normal dismissal time.

I'came to pick him up and after waiting for 20 minutes I was starting to get a little
worried. I went around the school and saw some of the teachers. They didn't
seem real concerned but they managed to follow up the teacher that he had gone on
this trip with. They checked the teacher’s room and found his brief case, so
obviously he hadn't returned to the school and then gone home. I was told to be a
litle patient and they should be there soon. I went back and sat in the car for a half
hour but by this time I was getting a little frustrated. I went back to the office again
and this time the principal was passing by the office. 1 wasn't giving up without
some following up being done because I was worried. The principal then managed
to phone up where the match was held and found out that the students and teacher
had cnly left two minutes earlier to come home. I wouldn't have minded if I had
known beforehand. We should have known that they would be home late. There
was no need for the worry and agitation I went through.
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Clearly the parent perceived a personal higher level of concern for the safety of the child
than the school and was distressed that the school failed initially to acknowledge that
concern.
In the second case, a child fell from some playground equipment during a recess break
and hurt her arm. The parent said:
One Friday mominf my daughter was bmu%ht over to me by one of the teachers
because she had fallen off the slippery dip. | immediately took her to the doctor and
he confirmed that her arm was broken. I was very upset that the school had not
taken proper action and had at least seen that the arm was broken. I was working
and had signed a form at the schovl to say that if anything happened to my child
they had permission to take her to t+  doctors or for medical treatment as required.
I expected the teachers to check it out and if not happy with it to take her to the
doctor. . . . I don't think that the school took proper precautions. When I went up
there the school was most concermned and most apologetic. They realized that they
perhaps hadn't done the right thing and were most apologetic.

Interviewer  Were you happy that as a result of that visit that things did get
better?

No, not really, because it happened again to my child when she broke her other
arm. The same thing happened again so they didn't learn from their mistake.

This was another indication of a parent perceiving that the school did not exhibit a
sufficiently serious enough level of "duty of care” and, in this case, did not profit from the
first experience to review or modify their procedures. However, the routine for students

taking prescribed medication was seen in a positive light.

Medical

Parents were of the opinion that schools had well-defined procedures to deal with the
requirements of students taking medication at school. If the procedures were not explained
in the school handbook, then a telephone call to the school or a note to the classroom
teacher initiated the required actions.

Some medical conditions of students required changes to be made to physical facilities.
In these cases parents indicated that an approach by the principal to the Area Office got the

procedures under way.



Summary

Parents visited the school when they perceived their child was not attaining
academically at school, when the child was having problems interacting with peers, when
there was concem for their child's safety, when there was a perception of a personality
clash between the child and a teacher, or to advise the school of a medical condition. In
most cases, the happiness of the student was the trigger for the parental contact with the
school.

The first point of contact was with the classroom teacher. If the parent was not
satisfied with the actions being taken by the teacher or if they perceived that the problem
was not resolved, parents then contacted the principal. Many indicated that the first thing a
principal asked them was whether they had discussed the matter with the classroom
teacher. It would appear that the school routine for the handling of a comphint was well-
known and most parents contact the teacher first. Only two parents indicated that they
contacted the Area Office. Another parent wished he/she had, because he/she perceived
that action would definitely have occurred much more rapidly.

Others parents provide a source of information to parents about the procedures to
follow when contacting the school, and their support was an encouragement to continue if
they were not happy with the outcome of the initial response. The problems on which they
approached the school were satisfactorily resolved for 11 parents and not satisfactorily
resolved for seven parents. Where the problem was not resolved, four of the parents
decided to wait out the year to see if ime and/or 8 new teacher the following year would

solve the issue. The others did not see it nscessary to pursue the matter.

Parental Interventions: Principals' Perceptions
The following is an analysis of principals' responses to interventions made by parents
when some aspect of the school or its operation was not meeting the effectiveness criteria

parents deemed necessary.

286



Issues that Cause Parental Intervention at the School
Principals reported that parents contacted the school by telephone or came to see them
when they had concerns about some aspect of the performance of their child's teacher,
social or behavioral problems being experienced by their child, a perceived lack of

academic progress for a child, the allocation of a child to a class, or for factors outside of

the domain of the school.

Teacher Performance

Most principals could cite instances of parents contacting the school because of their
concem about the teacher responsible for teaching their child. One principal said, "It
frequently comes up where there are tensions between children within a family or between
a teacher and a child. They are usually quickly resolved." This type of approach required
sensitivity as well as a lack of defensiveness from the principal. It did, however, raise a
dilemma for principals: support of the teacher against professional responsibility for the
educational program of the child. One principal said,

I suppose that overall my experience indicates that parents contact the school
because they are not comfortable with some aspect of the quality of the teaching.
Rightly or wrongly, they believe that the teacher is not doing what is best for their
child. In these situations you must be sensitive. That is your professional
responsibility, the well being of that child and particularly the nature of the
educational program for that child. Also you have at least an equal responsibility to
support your staff. So you are really the meat in the sandwich.

Many of the contacts were made because of parental concem about the quality of
discipline within the room. One principal cited the case where several parents approached

the principal because

the children were running riot. The teacher seemed to be shouting all of the time
and the parent was worried about the quality of the leaming that might be going on.
... I couldn't disagree with their concems; in fact ,I had to agree with their
concemns. 1kept thinking to myself that if my own child was in that particular
situation, I wouldn't hesitate to move my child, so I ended moving the two
children.
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In this case the principal indicated that the movement of the children was part of a
strategy to relieve, in the short term, parental pressure from the teacher who was already
undergoing an intensive professional development program.

Another principal mentioned being contacted by a parent who complained about the
disciplinary action taken by himself/herself and the effect it had on hig/her son. "The parent
phoned because he was concerned with the way I had dealt with a particular situation
involving his son." The principal had intervened when the child and another child were
taking copies of a poster around the school. It was part of a school process for the children
to share their work. The poster had been produced in class and was on a theme from the
amusement section of the local Horticultural and Agricultural Show. The principal
indicated that

the students had picked out items particularly related to violence. They depicted
razor blades in flesh, knives through heads, and those sort of things. The teacher
had allowed them to photocopy it [poster] and the boys took them around to other
classes. A teacher from another class came to see me and said "Have you seen
this?" That was when I looked at it and I wasn't at all impressed with it.
The principal spoke with the boys about the suitability of the theme and indicated to them
that what was appropriate in one situation was not necessarily so in another. After the
discussion, the boys retrieved the copies of the poster from the rooms where it was on
display. The principal then had
a chat to the teacher and talked about expectations and her rcsronsibility to monitor
the children's work and how the kids had lost face because of what I was forced to
do. Miles' Dad phoned next day to say that he was really upset by the way that it
had been dealt with. He was upset because Miles was upset. | explained to him
exactly what I had done and why I had done it. He wanted to know how a seven
year old could know that what was appropriate in one situation and not appropriate
in another. I mean they believe what they read so how can you expect them (0
know about the variations of truth? I said, "You have to start somewhere and if
they already knew about violence maybe it was time to start leaming about peace.
They can start learning what the opposite views are.” I don't know that he was
convinced. However, that night and the next few days there was a fair bit of media

coverage on the TV about the type of show bags available and calls for some to be
removed. I did not hear back from him.



In this case the principal indicated that violence could not be condoned and because of that,

as principal of the school, was not prepared to negotiate or concede to the parent's

concems.

In the majority of cases, principals negotiated with the parent about the actions that
parents wanted to see occur. These were then discussed with the teacher concemed and
some compromise actions were determined. This was indicated by the following principal:

The situation was typical of a number of contacts that I have had over a periud of
time. That was a concem about the child's mrfonmnce at the school. The parent
initiated that contact by phone. We talked about the problem as it related to a
particular teacher. The parent was of the opinion that the problem was more with
the teacher than the child. We arranged a time for the parent to come in so that we
could sit down and talk about the issue. With a phone contact, it is often difficult to
get a real feel for the problem. The parent was invited in, a time was made. We sat
down and tried to clearly define what the problem was in the parent's eyes, how the
parent perceived the child's performance at school, and tried to get a clear
understanding about what the parent's concern with the teacher was. I wanted to be
able to initiate some sort of follow-up action from the interview. I guess we first of
all defined the problem in terms of the child and the parent, then the teacher. I made
some statements about actions that I would take as follow-up. It would involve
talking to the teacher, talking to the child and then follow-up contact with them.

It can be seen that the principal initially attempted to look at the problem from the
parent's perspective and sought information from the parent about his/her perception of
how to solve the issue. This perception and desired resolution was then balanced against
possible implications for the teacher, and a compromise solution was sought. This

negotiation process was articulated by many principals.

Academic Attainment

Academic attainment was a frequent cause of parents contacting the school. One case
recounted by a principal involved parents gathering considerable data prior to their
approach to the school:

On one occasion three or four years ago a couple of parents came to see me about
the standard of instruction. I wasn't aware of the problem to any great extent in the
early stages. One of the parents undertook a private investigation initially in which
he constructed a sort of test and administered it to his son. He then got his sister
who was a teacher at another school to administer it to her class and got another
teacher to do the same. Because we came out of it reasonably well, he [the parent]
didn't go on with it this ime. However, one of the other parents did. She came to
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me and complained about the standards. She also went out collecting evidence.
What she did was go and speak to principals of other p schools in the area
and also spoke to the deputy principal who is in charge of Maths at the high school.
.. . She was trying to prove that our school was inadequate in the way that it did
the course. We had a fairly patchy performance in that area as the course was new.
Some of the classes were excellent and others weren't as good. In at least one
instance, one teacher was below standard. Her general argument was that Maths
was below standard here. She managed to trap the deputy principal of the high
school into expressing an opinion that children here were behind the rest of the
district students in terms of maths coverage when they got to high school. So that
presented a many-sided problem to deal with.

Hidden within the contact was a myriad of issues; but because of the inference about
standards which reflected poorly on the professional competence of the teach=rs. the school
perceived itself to be under attack and was most concerned to resolve the issue. A review
of past and current results and a review of course content and continuity were undertaken.
The results of these reviews led to changes being made in the program. The principal
acknowledged that

we felt very threatened and pretty angry over the issue. Even with our work, we
never ever satisfied the parent concemed. I find it difficult to understand all of her
motives in doing it. I don't think that she was entirely concerned with stand-rds;
there was an element of power in the thing as well. We needed to make sure that it
wasn't just an exercise of upstaging the parent's personal drives. She was certainly
very skilled in the way that she pursued the matter. A fair bit of evidence was
presented which was difficult to handle.

This particular case was seen as one where it was not possible to resolve the issue by
negotiation. Nevertheless, negotiation seemed to be the strategy favoured by principals for
conflict resolution. One indicated this when saying, "I will negotiate provided I am not
compromising my beliefs. . . . T will argue the case, but I will always leave my way open
for us to both feel good about it . The central issues mostly boil down to matters of equity,
human rights, and social justice.” All principals could cite areas where they would not
negotiate. The common aspects were the safety of children, requests for processes known

educationally undesirable, corporal punishment, and matters of human rights and social
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Class Allocation
The allocation of children to a particular class was closely scrutinized by parents, and

they frequently approached the school when they were not happy with the result. One

principal recounted a time when

a group of parents came to see me to make an appointment to discuss the problems
they had with regard to the placement of their children in one particular class. The
school had to form another class. It was my intention to take five kids who were
placed in another junior primary class and move them into the class that was being
formed. The parents wanted an opportunity to talk about that. It gave me a chance
to reflect on the letter that I had sent to them saying that due to the following
reasons it was envisaged that their children would be moved from one class into
another. So after the contact with the first parent, a meeting time was organized
with the four other parents as well. A group of five parents came along to talk
about the reasons why and also to voice their concerns about the move. Certainly
when the meeting started there was quite a bit of anger displayed by the parents and
it was mainly displayed for two reasons. One was that they felt they were not
communicated with well enough as to the reasons for the movement of their
children. The second was that they felt that their children would be disadvantaged
if they were to moved to another class. The first task that I had was to talk through
that anger. It had to come out so that we could start rationally looking at the
negatives and positives of the proposed movement of the children to a new area or
for them to remain behind in the class. . . . It was surprising, because they were the
ones to initially sow the seed in my mind to take those students out of the class
when I created the new class. They were the five reception students in with 18 year
two's. Once we had talked through all of those issues, yes I did agree that
communication could have been better in regard to giving them news of the idea that
they could be moved to a new class. I had sent them a letter asking for their
feedback; it was almost a circular. It could have been better.

It can be seen that the principal was open to the parents and talked through the issues.
Part of the negotiation of the solution was the admission of fault by the principal. Cn
reflection about the concems of the parents, the principal realized that "there was not
anything to be gained by getting them off side by moving the kids. There were a lot more
positive things to be gained by not moving them. The final decision after I had discussed it
with the teachers afterwards was to leave the kids where they were." Another principal
indicated that experience had shown that class allocation is a potential problem, so parents
are invited to contact the school with any concemns they have before the process is finalized.

By manipulating the classroom structures here in the last couple of years, we have

been able to minimize the parental pressures on teachers. In about November of
cach year, I put out an invitation to parents to come and see me if they have, well
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the way that I put it to them is, if they have any concerns about the placement the
following year. I encourage them to tell me about the conditions under which their
child will work the best in the following year. This is an artempt to take some of
the pressure off teachers, because some of the parents will use the time to say, "1
don't want teacher X or Y." Hcwever, I guess that is what I am attempting to do,
pick up any vibes that parents have against a particular teacher. If you insist on
placing that child with that teacher, it virtually ensures that there will be some
g;ssure during the year. Even though the school is getting smaller, we have stil}

n able to find altematives.
This pro-active approach was successful and the principal indicated that the staff
endorsed the process. It enabled parents to have a say in an area that was very sensitive

and at the same time protected teachers from possible antagonistic parents.

Student Behavior

Problems caused by the behavior of a child at school or the behavior of other children
towards a child had an effect on the total family. It could cause the child to be miserable
and unhappy, and those around the child frequently wondered at the cause. Principals saw
it as a problem, because as one indicated, " I have never had a parent contact me when
his/her child is really happy at school.” One principal encapsulated the feelings of many
and their concern with solving any problems in this area before the ripple effect had time to
take place:

From a parent's point of view, I guess if the child is really unhappy at school,
doesn’t want to come to school, cries in the mornings, that is serious and indicates
a range of problems. You have a very concemed, frustrated parent wondering if it
is them or the school that is the root cause. For the teacher it could indicate that
he/she is doing something that is creating the effect. I would view a situation like
that with extreme concern. You have an unhappy child, an unhappy parent, and an
unhappy teacher. Also it usually happens when there are a lot of other parents and
kids around and in turn it affects them as well. Misery at the classroom door is not
good publicity.

Principals are very sensitive to student morale and as indicated above a:tempt to find the
root cause of student unhappiness. Parents were quick to discuss their concerns about an
unhappy child with others and acknowledged that there was, in the words of one parent, "a
fair bit of talk over the back yard fence about various teachers." Principals saw tha it was
prudent to solve problems in this area before the "gossip" ran rampant. Irrespective of the

gossip, principals also acknowledged the educational need to solve such problems, Many
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of the problems in this area of student happiness were seen to be associated with peer
interactions. Principals had numerous theories about the sex and age grouping of children
when this was likely to be most prevalent.

One case cited by a principal involved the parent making initial contact with the

Superintendent:

A parent who has three children at the school recently moved them here from
another school. She was under some pressure to move them because she lived near
here and hence had no rights to use the bus for transport to the other school. About
a month after she enrolled them, she wrote to the Superintendent of Schools saying
that her daughter (there are two boys and a girl) was desperately unhappy at the
school. She stated that she had been crying every moming, refusing to go to
school and therefore she wanted to retum the child to the original school even
though it would cause her inconvenience with children in two schools. The
Superintendent wrote back and said no. She got in contact with him again, and
then he got in contact with me to find out what was going on. We had no idea that
the child was unhappy. She appeared to be a pretty well-adjusted little kid. We
made subtle inquines about how she was getting on, and she seemed to be quite
happy. But the mother was convinced that she wasn't. Eventually the
Superintendent persuaded the mother to come and see me, which she did and which
I wished she had done right at the beginning. She was a little bit aggressive
initially, but we talked about the problem. She told me that the child was very
unhappy at school, had made no friends and was being teased by some of the older
girls. Her schooling was going backwards and her reading as well. I then said to
the mother that I felt that we could probably do something about that and that taking
her out of the school would be a hassle on a whole lot of grounds, when it was
possible that we could do something to fix the situation up. I then got the child into
the room with the mother and as gently as possible asked how she was getting on.
She said she was unhappy mainly because she was being teased about her
appearance by three older girls. I told the mother that I would see the child's
classroom teacher and talk to him about it, that I would talk to the girls that were
teasing her child and that we would monitor the situation. I also said that I would
ring her back in two weeks' ime on the Friday, so that it was quite clear in her
mind. I also suggested that the child would probably take cues from her and would
she do her best to be as encouraging and supportive about the school as possible so
the little girl wasn't getting the message that Mum didn't like the school either. She
agreed and left quite happy. I then saw the three older girls who had been allegedly
teasing the child, but I didn't confront them about teasing her. I had some school
photographs and I asked whether they knew her. "Aw yeah," they did. Rather
than berating them for teasing her I said that she was unhappy at school and that she
would probably appreciate some attention from some older girls. Could they go out
of their way to play with her a bit, even just to say hello to her, just to keep an eye
on her, and also to let me know whether she was playing with other children? .. .1
got very regular reports from the three girls, and last Friday I rang up the mother.
She said that except for one day, the girl hasn't cried once before going to school. I
feel that the problem has been basically solved.
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The actions taken by this principal were indicative of thuse taken by others. Resolution
of these problems required sensitivity, an understanding of children's interaction pattems,

and the intuitive practice of a good psychologist.

External Factors
Many principals cited examples of parents contacting the school when the problem that
initiated the contact was not really a school matter. Often, as one principal said,

after 35 to 40 minutes of basically listening and eliciting further inf~emation, you
can discover that the presented story is not really what is at the bo .um of the
contact. There are a whole range of underlying problems, many from the home
situation or social in nature, but you need that information to really clarify what the
issues are for you as the principal to assist in what stey.. you need to take.

In these cases, parents were seen to approach the school for two reasons: firstly to have
somebody to talk to, and secondly to assure the school that it was not the fault of the child
if his/her work was suffering. One principal said:

I'scem to get a lot of parent contact when there is a marriage or household break up,
some custody battle, or Department of Community Welfare with a foster child
placement problem. Basically that is the sort of thing I bump into. . ..
Alternatively, some of the contacts are when Dad has shot through up to the
Territory and Mum wants to tell us about it. They want to let us know that their
child 1s not a failure if the father's departure is affecting their work; in other words
it i not the child's fault. Isuppose many of them are looking for counselling and
don't know where to go. We are available and so the': come up here. I try to make
them aware of the community counselling facilities, COPE, churches, and all of
those places.

Many of the principals saw it as part of their role to listen and thcn advise the parents
where to seek appropriate help. One stated that it was part of modelling 2nd being
congruent with the caring aspects espoused within his/her school mission statement. These
principals had an extensive knowledge of other government agencies and support groups.
One indicated that

something like 65% of our families are single parent families, so they haven't got
another adult to talk about issues. Many of them are unskilled in their parenting
aspects, so they really are in difficulties anyway. So I let them talk it out and I then

take to our health services counseling center. There is always someone available
there to support them or do what is appropriate.
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Principals consistently spoke of the community support services that they had to know
of and their need to access them. They saw it as part of their service role and
acknowledged that the need correlated with the socio-economic areas in which the school
was located.

There was one major type of problem where listening to the concern and the anger
placation process was not seen to be effective. This occurred when, according to one
principal,

parents come to the school because we have been legally required to inform
Departmient of Community Welfare about their child being abused in some way.
T i g oy g s ko,
the school is mgrfenn in the life og the family. It hag p):n thc}\’rVelfm?; l:\to them
and is probing into thctr family life. They believe that the school has no right to do
what, but the school has no choice.
These cases were seen to be nonresolvable, and the protection of personnel from the often
violent physical displays of anger was a real concem to the principals who discussed this
issue.
Summary

Principals reported that parents contacted the school by telephone or visited in person
when they had concerns about some aspect of the performance of their child's teacher,
when social or behavioral problems being experienced by a child, when they perceived a
lack of academic progress, when they were concemed about the allocation of a child to a
class, or for factors outside of the domain of the school.

In many cases, parents contacting the school were angry and principals indicated that it
was necessary to first deal with this anger. Dealing with the complaint or concern required
good listening skills and an ability to negotiate and compromise within prescribed
boundaries. Many principals indicated that they would not compromise if it meant the

resultant actions were not in the best interest of the child or if the actions requested were not

sound educational practice.




'Teacher performance was frequently of concern to parents, and in most cases this was
quickly resolved. Principals nevertheless indicated that negotiation in this area could
produce a dilemma between support for the teacher as against professional responsibility
‘ot the child concerned.

Concerns about the level of attainment of a child were frequently mentioned by
principals, and one principal cited a case where a parent gathered considerable evidence
prior to visiting the school. This in tum generated a review of practice at the school
concerned, but it was difficult for staff to handle as many felt threatened by the actions of
the parent.

The allocation of children to individual classes was a sensitive issue and parents
watched the process with a degree of concern. One principal mentioned that because of
this, parents were given the chance to react to potential class lists before they were
finalized.

Many of the parent contacts were initiated because of a situation outside of the school's
control. In most of these contacts, the principals provided a friendly ear and offered
suggestions as to the appropriate avenues for the parent to follow. In some cases, the
parents approaching the school were very angry because of the actions of school personnel
in reporting child abuse cases to the Department of Community Welfare. These parents
were frequently very hostile about the interference of the school personnel in their family

situation. However, the school personnel had no other option.

Parental Interventions: Superintendents' Perceptions
Most superintendents interviewed indicated that by and large parents contacted them
about the performance of the principal. This could relate to the total job performance of the
principal or the principal's reaction and response to an initial approach by a parent. In the
latter case, parents felt that they had not been heard, were not happy with the strategies

proposed by the school to resolve the initial concem, or they had perceptions that the
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schoo! had not followed through with the actions agreed upon. In many situations

superintendents indicated that the approach from a parent to the superintendent was a result

of discussions between the classroom teacher and the parents not being - “led.

Subsequent parental approach to the principal has also led to non-resolution of the

concerns, so the parents then contacted the superintendent. One superintendent reinforced

this scenario when offering comments about contact by parents. The superintendent said
The parents believed that 8 wrong decision was taken in a classroom in relation to
their child. Not only did they believe that a wrong decision was taken, but the
principal was not prepared to have an open discussion about that decision. So the
parents contacted me.

Superintendents acknowledged that principals wanted to protect teachers, but it was
seen that this could not be at the expense of rejecting parental approaches.

When speaking about parental contact because of principal competence, a
superintendent said, "I was contacted by phone because a parent had a concern about the
way in which the principal of the school was administering the school.” Sometimes action
was because of group concem, and one superintendent indicated that "a group organized a
very sophisticated approach whereby every half hour on the half hour one of them would
telephone me. Through the whole day I would have had eight or nine phone calls."

Most parents preferred to use the telephone for the initial contact, and only a few then
followed up with a letter about the issue. Complaints about the performance of a principal
ranged from the allocation of children to a class; policy decisions made about curriculum
offerings, camps and excursions, sporting activities, and visiting performers;
administration of funds and canteen management; the discipline policy of a school; and
principal expectations about teacher performance. Superintendents indicated that they

usually did not know what the subject of a complaint would be when they picked up the

telephone.



A Comparison of Perceptions

Apart from concems about children's safety, children's medical condition, and parent
concem about a child's academic attainment, all other parental interventions were prompted
by the morale or happiness of a child. Parents indicated that there were three crucial
components of a child's school life that affected the happiness of the child. They were the
child's social interactions with peers, the nature of the relationship between the child and
the teacher, and the degree of academic success experienced by the child.

Principals perceived that parents contacted the teacher or them when concemed about
the class to which a child had been allocated, when the academic progress of the child was
not meeting the parents' expectations, when the parents were concerned about a social or
behavioral problem associated wvith their child, when parents have a concern with the
approach of an individual teacher, or when parents had nobody else to talk with about a
problem they were facing in their own lives. The nature of the child's social inveraction and
state of happiness was the basis for the approach in three of these categories. This was
especially so with concerns about class allocation. These concerns were based on
perceptions of teacher competence or the fact that a child would be split from a friendship
group. Both factors were seen to affect the social interaction patterns of the child.

Superintendents were of the opinion that parents contacted them because of a concern
for their child or because of their concern about the ability of the princip. i. In the first case,
the concern had in most cases initially led them to the school; but failure of the school
personnel to satisfy these concerns prompted the parents to contact the superintendent,
seeking assistance in resolving the problem. In the latter case, superintendents saw that
they were the natural person for the parents to contact. The contacts about principal
competence ranged over a number of issues and there was no perception by

superintendents of a standard pattem.
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Principals' Responses to Parcntal Interventions
All principals indicated that they were concemed when a parent approached the school
and all thought that they were obliging to parents and took reasonable steps to solve the
problem or resulve the issue that prompted parents to contact them. One principal indicated
that since aiTiving at the school at the beginning of the school year, measures had been
taken to clarify to the parents the steps they could take if they had a concern with any aspect
of the school's operation. This principal said,

If parents bring a concem or issuc, then it will be listened to, thoroughly examined,
and action will occur.

Interviewer ~ What are the entry points that you have outlined to the parents?

Well, it really depends on the concem. If there are concerns of a minor nature in
relation to a child in a class, then it should really be done between the parent and the
teacher concerned. If it is something regarding a school policy and one that they
disagree with, then they can look at two possible avenues. The first avenue is the
School Council. Parents can contact a member as agent to raise the issue at a
School Council meeting. Parcnts can also contact the Chairperson of the Council
and arrange to present it at a Council meeting. They can attend any Council
meeting, but prior arrangement is needed for an agenda item. If they don't feel that
they have satistaction when speaking to a teacher then the logical extension is to see
the principal. If parents then feel that the principal hasn't followed through with the
issues they have raised, then they can provide that information to the Area Office
and the Superintendent.

The majority of principals perceived that they were readily available for parent contact
and encouraged parents to contact them when concerned about any issue connected with the
school and its operation.

Principals were asked during the inte. ..ev's whether they had a standard pattern or
mental grid that guided their actions when responding to parent concerns. The first thing
mentioned by many principals was their preference for face-to face-contact. As one
principal said, "1 try to get the pareat to come and talk to me because [ prefer face-to-face
contact. There are tremendous benefits in a two-way set up. If you can show that you are

quite willing to go and talk to them, it indicates your willingness to listen and take action."



Once the contact had been initiated, most principals saw that the first requirement was
to listen very carefully to the parent. In many cases the parent had a fair degree of anger
when approaching the school, so it was necessary to deal initially with this anger. One
principal said, "It can be very emotional to start with, and you must sit there and soak all of
that anger up for as long as it takes the parent to get rational. You have to Geal with the
feelings first before the problem." Dealing with the anger was seen as critical if a
resolution to the problem was to occur. To bolster their case, many parents coupled their
anger with threats of action to higher authority or the threat of removal of their children
from the school. One principal indicated that most parents

leave a problem until they are fairly angry, so it is usually not a matter of academic
discussion of school policies, etc. Many times the approach is accompanied by a
threat to withdraw the children from the school, or "I will take this further to the
Education Department,” attempting to hit me over the head with a stick as it were. |
gucss the first task is to get the anger to come out and to listen and try to not be too
defensive about things. Many times what they are saying to me is fair; it is just the
manner in which it is delivered that is not always very palatable.

Following the placation of the anger by active listening, it was necessary to begin to
clarify the issue. Many principals mentioned that, "My first question to them is have they
spoken to the teacher about the muitier, because if not they need to do so because that
teacher has the iight to know about their concem." However while listening to the parent
negotiation commences about how the parent would like to see the issue resolved. Asone
principal said, "In a sense you negotiate with them what steps you will take, at the same
time maintaining your professionalism and protecting the teacher.”

One principal mentioned that the notes taken during the interview with the parent "are
read back to them and I ask if that is OK. It is so both of us have a clear understanding of
what the action I am going to take, or what she is going tc take, or what both of us are
going to take. 1always ensure that every one knows what is going on.” Having gauged
the parent's expectations, follow-up action is promised and further investigation is usually

undertaken. The first follow up step taken usually involves talking to the teacher

concerned. A principal indicated this when saying,
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I mean if you are talking about both the teacher and the parent being aware of what
the issues are, then J;:u need to talk to the teacher. You need to be quite open and
hontst abeot whet the parent has been saying and you go thmx'n&lh a similar process
wi.'t the o hes \nd listen to what they have to say about the child and the problem
armi wh 3t eaey woul . propose. Hopefully, when you have the whole picture you
it e ke v ractive suggestions about alternative options for resolution.
Howevey songe e covis mentioned that the discussion with the teacher led to a
dilemma for tiic principal, because as one mentioned, "I have found out from experience
that both cases sound equally convincing. When that is so I find it a bit tricky. I feel a
basic responsibility to support my staff, but I have also a responsibility for children and I
guess that is the bottom line."
Careful analysis of the viewpoints following further investigation usually indicate the
options available. These are communicated to both parties and the process for resolution
agreed upon. Follow-up at a later date was seen as important, and many a principal wrote "
a reminder to myself at some forward date in my diary." One principal indicated:
When you have negotiated a series of steps then follow-up needs to occur to check
that it is happening. It is also support for the teacher and the follow-up can take a
lot of different forms, depending on the severity of the initial problem.

Summary

Principals saw that rapid attention to parent interventions was essential. Some
principals took steps to outline to parents what avenues were open to them if they wished to
raise a concern about some aspect of the school's operation. When initially contacted,
many principals asked if the parent had spoken to the teacher. If they had not, they were
frequently requested to do so. If they had and were still concerned, the principals were
then most willing to listen to the parent.

Irrespective of the concemn, many parents displayed anger in their initial approach to the
school. All principals saw that it was necessary to first deal with this anger. Some
mentioned that the greater the anger, the more wearing the process was for the principal.

After listening to the parents and dealing with the anger principals frequently found that

the cause of the problem was not directly attributable to the school. When this was the
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case, parents were advised of the steps that they could take to alleviate their concerns. If
the problem was attributable to the school, most principals said they would negotiate with
the parents about how they would like to see the problem resolved. All agreed that with the
proviso offered by one, who said, "I will negotiate provided I don't co:ﬁpmmise my
beiiefs."

Following the meeting with the parents, discussion with the appropriate school
personnel occurred. During this process, principals informed the teacher of the parent’s
concems and sought discrepancies between the two parties' perceptions of the problem.
When a range of possible strategies were available for the resolution of the difficulty, and
one principal indicated that "nine times out of ten there is room to manoeuvre,” both parties
were then informed and the agreed solution was put into action. All principals agreed that
subsequent follow-up was necessary to ensure that the solution to the problem remained

effective. Most have personal mechanisms for re-establishing contact with the parent.

Superintendents' Responses to Parental Interventions

Superintendents were consistent in the manner in which they responded to parent
concerns. There was a common perception that as superintendents they provided gateways
to the system for parents and as such they were sensitive to parent contact. One
superintendent summarized this by saying, "My first approach is to always remind myself
that I am here to give a service and so I try always to be cordial, to be a good listener, to
indicate that the person's concem is being received sincerely, courteously.”
Superintendents acknowledged that this was frequently difficult, as many of the contacts
were associated with a high degree of emotion and anger. At the start of the conversation,
each superintendent indicated that, he/she made certain that he/she had names, locations,
and times. One superintendent said that the identification of the locations were important
because

I suppose one of the first things that comes into mind then is a picture of the school.
There is an expectation tha' *his is going to be a positive call or the possibility of a



major complaint. That is also important, because I know the principal concemed
and I know my relations with that person. I know whether I can solve the problem
about to be raised by negotiation or discussion, or how rational the principal is
going to be should it be a problem.

Most superintendents would agree with the superintendent who said, "I listen and
probe but make no comment for upwards of thirty or forty minutes, maybe a bit more.
Then I keep on asking, 'Is there anything else that you want to raise? Is there more?' Get
it all out straight away." Careful listening and probing were considered essential to

determine the underlying motivation for the call and the seriousness of the complaint. A

superintendent said,

I find that if ] believe that the initial factor that fired the parent up to contact the
office is minor, then they will have added everything that they can think of and
every thing that the neighbors can think of in relation to the performance of the
person concerned.

However, one superintendent acknowledged that if the person "is angry and their main
reason in ringing is to vent their frustration and anger, then invariably on such occasions
one finds it very hard to be purposeful, steering the discussion to some kind of definite
action." Most superintendents thought that parents should first contact the principal about a

concern and were sensitive to direct contact from parents about an issue. One of the first

things that superintendents asks

the person ringing is if he/she have been to the school about the issue? Have you
been to see the teacher? Did you get satisfaction there? If not, did you approach the
principal? If you haven't done that, then I suggest you go back before coming in to
see me.

Several superintendents indicated that if the parents were uncomfortable about
approaching the school, then they would assist them. One said,
I offer to make the approach on their behalf and suggest to the school that the
teacher, deputy, or principal then contact the parent. If they are still uncomfortable
with that, then I will deal with the school directly on their behalf, because parents

do have rights and there are some times when those rights can be abused by the
system's point of view.

The offer to follow up a concern on behalf of the parent at the school level appeared to
be prompted by the perception that the first point of contact should be at the school and that
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the superintendent was then available to assist with problem rectification when this avenue

was exhausted. One superintendent summarized this when saying,
I suppose my general approach is to try and ascertain what the problem is and who
ualiy owns that problem. When I say "own" I mean who in the first instance ought
to deal with it. Always without exception I come to the conclusion that the person
is the principal of the school. It is only when I perceive that there is some
irreconcilable problem between the complainant and the principal that I see it is my
problem.

Nevertheless, all superintendents were sensitive to ensuring that actions occurred as a
result of parents approaching them. One indicated,

Two things have to happen when a complaint is lodged. First, the person lodging
the complaint has got to feel listened to and at least understood--not necessarily
agreed with, but listened to and understood. Then the second thing that has to
happen is some sort of action takes place as a result of that complaint.

This reiterated the common concemn of all the superintendents: parents being listened to
and actions being seen to result from the approach. There was a sense of immediacy
associated with parent concerns. Many superintendents indicated that they phoned the
school to advise them of the complaint and the actions they had taken, and at the same time
indicated what might be appropriate actions for school personnel to follow. This advice
reinforced to principals the requirement for them to handle the issue. This was
demonstrated by the superintendent who said,

I will more often than not ring the principal and say I have had this phone call, this
is what I have said, and negotiate with the principal that there will be some kind of
action. I often say to the principal, "What would you like to do? Would you like to
contact the parent, do you want me to telephone the parent and say that I have rung
you and you ask that the parent come in to the school?"

Given this approach from the superintendent, most principals indicate that they will
resolve the concerns of the parent.

Where superintendents felt it was necessary for them to be involved with the concern as
soon as the parent contact was made, the sanie sense of immediacy was associated with
rectification of the problem. One superintendent said, " I try to follow up on the day that

the complaint comes to hand by visiting the household ti.at evening where possible.”



Many of the superintendents indicated that they were quite prepared to visit the home of the
person complaining and that they preferred face-to-face contact.

Most superintendents indicated that they negotiated with the persons involved and
sought information as to what the various parties wished to have happen. One
superintendent said that active listening enabled him/her to personally sum up the issues
involved and to get an impression of when to facilitate the generation of a solution. One
superintendent said, "I normally try to involve the person who is morc easily able to see a
resolution." When there was agreement from all involved, the supcrintendents summarized
the actions that would be undertaken by all parties and most then followed up with written
confirmation of these actions.

One superintendent indicated a personal approach to future follow-up with parents.
This involved fixing two dates in a personal diary, "where I record the name, telephone
number, and the issue. The first date is usually about a month after resolution. If that call
is positive and things are going OK, it is then three to four months, although this depends
on the time of the year." Parents were often surprised at receiving the first call but reacted
positively to it, expressing their appreciation to the superintendent for calling. This
superintendent indicated that the follow-up would be mentioned by the parent to other
parents and so the office reputation about approachability was enhanced. This strategy
reinforced the importance all superintendents placed on parents seeing that their complaint

was met with concemn and that actions occurred as a result of their contact with the

superintendent.

A Comparison of Responses
Principals and superintendents indicated that most contacts at the school level and with
the superintendent were initiated by telephone. The majority of principals and
superintendents attempted to arrange a face-to-face meeting to follow the initial contact and

to there resolve the problem. Many were quite willing to meet the parents at their home or a
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location they wished to nominate. Principals and superintendents thought that rapid
responses were essential, with superintendents indicating that they attempted to follow up
on a call that day if at all humanly possible. The maximum time they allowed to elapse
would be a week. The passage of a week would be an exception rather than the rule.

When parents telephoned superintendents, all requested the name, address, and
telephone number of the person making the complaint. They indicated that this was done to
give some proof of genuineness on the part of the parent. The name and address of the
parent was ireated as confidential information if the parent so desired.

When approached by parents, principals tended to ask if the parents had spoken with
the classroom teacher about an issue; superintendents asked the parents if they had made
contact with the school. If the parents had not done so, most superintendents advised them
to contact the school and if they were not happy with the outcome to contact them again. If
a parent was reluctant to do this, many of the superintendents indicated that they were
prepared to contact the school on behalf of the parent or with the parent. In many cases, a
superintendent would organize and chair a joint meeting between the school personnel
involved and the parents This was a reflection of the superintendents’ sensitivity to
parental interventions. It also reflected the perception of many of the superintendents that
they were the gateways to the school system for parents and that parent rights were
sometimes ignored by schools. Many superintendents saw themselves as a service agency
for parents. In cases where the parents took the advice of the superintendent and were
willing to contact the school, the superintendent most often telephoned the school and
advised the principal of his/her actions. He/she frequently asked the principal if he/she was
prepared to handle the problem or whether the principal wished that the superintendent to
remain involved. Superintendents indicated that principals usually elected to handle the
issue themselves.

Principals and superintendents spoke of the anger and hostility that were frequently

present when parent contact was made. All said that it was necessary to deal with this
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anger before attempting to seek solutions for the problem or issue. Most principals and ali
superintendents said that apart from trivial complaints, they attempted to find out what the
complainant wanted to have happen. After listening to the parents, principals and
superintendents then spoke with the second party to the dispute as part of their process of
checking perceptions and looking for common gmund. This aspect of the problem
resolution sometimes raised a dilemma for principals. They saw a duty to support and
protect their staff, but at the same time they acknowledged a professional responsibility for
the children in their care. Once common ground had been found principals and
superintendents arranged a meeting or telephone the parties to discuss the solution and
strategies that would be followed to ensure that the solution was implemented. All
principals and superintendents had some personal process for ensuring follow-up occurred
with the parents who had initiated the complaint. Irrespective of the perceptions of
principals and superintendents, only fifty percent of the interviewed parents who had

contacted a school with a concern were satisfied with the outcomes.
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CHAPTER 11
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY

This chapter presents an overview of the study, a summary and discussion of the major

findings and a number of practical and research implications of the study.

Overview of the Study

This study was conducted to probe the factors associated with the effectiveness of
schools and of principals, the interrelationships between sciiool effectiveness and principal
effectiveness, and the interventions that parents make at a school or with a superintendent
of schools when they perceive a school is not achieving the levels of effectiveness they
have set for it. A review of the literature and a series of meetings using the nominal group
technique that were held with principals served as bases for the development of
questionnaires for parents and principals within one administrative area of the South
Australian Education Department and for superintendents from the entire state of South
Australia. Thirty-two parents, thirteen principals and eight superintendents participated in
follow-up interviews; these permitted important findings to be further examined.

Numerical data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical techniques;
frequency distributions, means, standard deviations, varimax factor analysis, Pearson
correlation coefficients, cross tabulations and linear regression analysis. Interview data and
open-ended questionnaire responses provided valuable additional information about
important dimensions of effectiveness and ineffectiveness and about interventions made by
parents. Content analysis of open-ended questionnaire responses was supplemented with

detailed recording, and where appropriate, quotation of individual interview responses.
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School Effectiveness: Comparison of Perspectives

Introduction

This section reviews the similarities and differences between the perspectives of
parents, principals and superintendents on factors associated with school effectiveness.
Each group of respondents was asked to rate the importance of each item, of a 79-item
questionnaire on a four-point scale, for principal effectiveness or school effectiveness, and
to rate the overall effectiveness of the principal and the school. The forty most important
items identified by parents and principals as being descriptive of an effective school were
used in a varimax factor analysis to determine a seven factors solution for the underlying
factors that describe school effectiveness. The seven factors were named Principal as
Nexus, Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff, Student Centeredness, Facilities and

Financial Management, Goal Emphasis, Parental Support, and Academic Program Focus.
Comparison of Perceptions on School Effectiveness Factors

Principal as Nexus

The factor Principal as Nexus contained fifteen items which focussed on the activities
of effective principals. The principal was seen as the connecting link between and among
staff, students, and the parent community. The connection however, was not a passive
conduit for ideas, actions, or activities to flow through. It required purposeful
interventions by the principal. As the nexus the principal acts as the concrete that holds the
structure of the school in its required form.

For parent respondents to the effectiveness questionnaire this factor had the highest
mean score among the seven factor means. For principals the Principal as Nexus factor
had the third-highest mean score while for superintendents it had the fifth-highest mean
score. For individual items within this factor parenis indicated that the highest levels of

effectiveness were associated with principals' response to change while superintendents
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rated the highest the principal's recognition of the unique nature of the school community.
Principals, though expressing substantial agreement with superintendents on recognition of
the unique nature of the school community, gave highest rating to the item within this factor
that identified two-way channels of communication with all staff,

During interviews all groups identified the nexus role of the principal as important. The
abilities of the principal associated with different aspects of this factor were seen to be
crucial in determining the overall effectiveness of the principal and of the school. A
fundamental skill was seen to be the communication ability of the principal. This was
supported by the questionnaire responses where both parents and principals rated the
principal's two-way channels of communication with all staff as the most important factor
for school effectiveness. The principal's two-way channels of communication with parents
was rated as the fourth most important item for school effectiveness by both parents and
principals, while principal two-way channels of communication with students, was ranked
the eleventh most important item for school effectiveness by both parents and principals.

Parents interviewed gave great emphasis to the principal's communication ability and
linked it with the approachability of the principal. Principals sa:v that their communication
ability was central to the development of a team approach that was necessary for goal
achievement while superintendents thought that interpersonal skills were important base
skills needed before performance of other aspects of a principal's role could proceed
effectively. Superintendents indicated that an important component of the communication
process was the ability of the principal to carefully listen to other people without becoming
defensive and this linked with parent perceptions of principal approachability.
Superintendents thought that good listening skills and non-defensiveness of principals
when confronted with ideas or opinions differing from their own both depended on a
sound self-concept and a genuine liking of people. While superintendents were of the
opinion that interpersonal skills could be leamed, they thought that significantly improving
the interpersonal skill level of a principal was very difficult.
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Parent responses to the questionnaire indicated that principals were highly effective in
keeping up to date with new teaching methods (effectiveness mean of 4.12 on the five-
point scale used) and in their preparedness to learn new ideas and approaches (effectiveness
mean of 4.13 on the five-point scale used); these two aspects were ranked tenth and twelfth
by parents in overall importance for school effectiveness. Principal responses to the
questionnaire showed 72% rated themselves highly effective or extremely effective in their
preparedness to leam new ideas and methods and 70% rated themselves highly effective or
extremely effective in their ability to keep up with new teaching methods. Principal
modelling to staff of a willingness to learn was seen as an essential requirement for
maintaining high expectations for all staff. Principals and superintendents thought that
demonstrated personal learning enabled principals to be more persuasive in articulating their
high expectations of all staff and assisted principals in the operation of an effective staff
supervision program. Trust level between the principal/deputy principal and other staff
members was seen to be an important component of an effective supervisory program and
81% of principals thought that they were highly effective or extremely effective in
generating this trust. Within this factor Principal as Nexus, the level of trust showed the
largest polarization of responses from superintendents, of whom 40% rated principals as
not effective or slightly effective on this iter and between 45% and 46% of superintendents
rated them as highly effective or extremely effective. Superintendents in the interviews
stressed that the trust levels were indicative of the climate within the school and the trust
between staff and the principal enhanced a supportive supervision program.

All superintendents saw a supervision program for all staff as essential. It assisted with
the achievement of school goals and with the personal development of all staff. Most
principals supported this view. Though supporting the need for a supervision program
principals indicated that improving the work of staff members was their least effective
activity. Another essential component of a supervisory program, providing feedback to

staff members, was principals' fourth least effective item in the 40 effectiveness items
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responses. Supervision was seen to give the principal a high profile within the classrooms,
the primary domain of the teachers and students, and helped reinforce the high expectations
principals have of all people within the school. Parents frequently commented that the
involvement and vitality of the principal in activities around the school served to provide a
powerful role model for the rest of the staff and had a positive affect on the staff.

Parents, principals and superintendents stressed as important the personal interaction
style of the principal when spanning the boundaries of the school. Principals were seen to
be role models for schools in general and were responsible for carrying the articulation of
the vision of schools across the school boundary. Many judgements about the school and
the education system were based on people's perceptions of these interactions. Parents
were most sensitive to invisible barriers around a school and commented warmly about
principals with the ability to project openness and make themselves and the school

approachable.

Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff

The nine items within the factor Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Siqff are
associated with the staff improving and maintaining their technical competence, and jointly
working towards the attainment of the goals of the school.

At least 53% of parents and 52% of principals rated as highly effective or extremely
effective staff performance on all of the items within this factor. The highest mean (4.12)
for parent responses was staff keeping up to date with new teaching methods. The highest
mean calculated from the principal responses in this factor was 3.92 for the item concemned
with teachers being engaged in school-focussed professional development activities for the
improvement of the school. Superintendents were unanimous in declaring that teacher
quality continues to improve but saw that ongoing professional development for all
employees remained critical for the maintenance and continuing improvement of teacher

quality. All constituents saw that it was a principal’s responsibility to engender staff
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commitment to their personal leaming even though all teachers should see this as an
ongoing professional obligation. The provision of time for professional development to
occur was seen as critical by each respondent group. Principals and superintendents
consistently spoke of the dual strands of staff development programs. Both the personal
growth aspect and the school-focussed component were considered equally important.
Failure of teachers to acknowledge the need to work on school-focussed change was seen
to be counter-praductive to the development of a school team and hence inhibited the
attainment of school goals.

Superintendents saw that staff commitment increased when there was a common agreed
purpose for the school. This common purpose was achieved through cooperative decision-
making processes. Superintendents favored a principal management style which
encouraged joint control of and responsibility for many of the activities within the school.
Teacher participation in the management of matters external to their classrooms created a
dilemma for many principals. Principals saw a tension between teacher participation and
principal responsibility for activities within the school and hence sought to control many
activities. All constituents saw a link between teacher participation in decision making for
curriculum and management of aspects of the school and overall teacher job satisfaction.
Principals commented on the necessity for giving cognizance to the development of a
participatory management style.

Parents saw a link between teacher commitment and the principal's praise and
recognition of teachers. They likened it to the way an effective teacher worked with a class
of students. Teacher morale was considered important by parents because "happy teachers
produce happy kids." Parents were warm in their praise of teachers seen to be committed
to their work and to the children in their care. They readily acknowledged the positive
influence these teachers had on their children. Lack of teacher commitment to the school

and their work was seen by parents to reflect pouily on the abilities of the principal.
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Student Centeredness

The factor Student Centeredness contained six items and these were associated with
reporting student progress and attainment, student satisfaction, student morale and student
behavior management.

The highest effectiveness mean score for items within this factor was found in parent
and principal responses to item 19--student progress and attainment as reported to parents--
with values of 3.98 and 4.06 respectively on the five point scale used. However, item 18--
monitoring of student progress and attainment with feedback to the students--had the
lowest mean value within this factor from all three respondent groups. Superintendents
rated only 5.3% of the schools as extremely effective in this area and this was their lowest
percentage for any of the 40 items used.

Student morale was a concem to all groups. Even though superintendents had identified
one third of their schools as incffective schools, only 19% of schools were rated not
effective or slightly effective on student morale. More than 61% of parents and of
principals thought that student satisfaction and student morale were highly effective or
extremely effective. Based on parent responses to the questionnaire on importance ratings
for school effectiveness, high student morale received the third highest mean value.
Student morale was of high importance to parents, and schools were judged as highly
effective in generating this morale.

During interviews, student satisfaction and morale were usually equated with student
happiness and were commented on by all people interviewed. Parents identified three
aspects they considered important: willingness of the child to go to school, good social
relationships for the child at the school, and knowledge that the child was physically safe
and secure. Reduction in the level of any of these factors quickly energized a parent to
contact the school or a superintendent. Parents saw that student willingness to go to school

was a reflection of the relationships between the child's teacher and the child. All parents
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wanted the best possible teacher for their child and if problems existed between the teacher
and the child, they wished to be able to approach the school and resolve the issue.
Approachability of people within a school was a major concern for parents and they were
warm in their praise of teachers and principals who listened to their concems and acted to
resolve those issues. Superintendents indicated that many of the contacts they received at
the district office were because of the non-resolution of conflicts between children and
individual teachers.

Superintendents expressed concem during the interviews about the nature of the
relationships between teacher and child. They acknowledged that the rights of children had
changed during the last decade and it was essential that relationships within a classroom
reflected these changes. They were of the opinion that teachers who had not changed their
teaching style and who were not negotiating with children about classroom activities and
rules were more frequently associated with parent complaints. Superintendents were
emphatic that principals needed to work with teachers to dctermine the appropriate type of
relationships that should exist between teachers and children. If this were not done it was
possible that the student behavior management program of a school could reflect a negative,
policing approach. When mentioning school discipline parents wanted the rules to be fair
to all and though many were not able to explain what "fair" meant, they thought that the
discipline within a classroom was really the teacher’s philosophy in action. Many parents
thought that the school ethos on discipline was generated primarily by the actions of the
principal.

The other aspects of this factor to receive considerable verbal input during interviews
were the assessing and reporting methods used by schools. Approximately one third of the
parents expressed negative opinions about the performance of the school or teachers in this
area. Parents were consistent in their desire for accurate, specific feedback about their
child. Many of the negative comments received were about the apparent lack of teacher

knowledge about an individual child, or the lack of specific information conceming the



steps that would be taken by the teacher to remedy a weakness or develop a strength for an
individual child. Parents were frequently critical of the small amount of time made
available for parent-teacher interviews and spoke of the difficulty of engaging in
meaningful dialogue in a short time period. Superintendents shared this concem and were
high in their praise of schools that gave advance notice to parents of the topics to be
discussed at a parent-teacher interview. This advance notice was seen as allowing parents
to prepare for the interview and thereby facilitating genuine information sharing. All
superintendents thought that irrespective of the reporting procedures followed by schools,
written information about the child should be given to the parents. Parents were divided
about the format for the reporting process. Approximately equal numbers wanted written
reports, interviews or a combination of both.

Principals expressed concern about assessing and reporting student attninment and
progress, and many were grappling with the issue within their school. Most were of the
opinion that various approaches were needed; the approaches must be closely linked to the
teaching process and clearly understood by the children. Several principals thought that too
much attention was being given to what should be a smaller part of the process, the material
sent home to parents. This reflected the overall low effectiveness ratings given by
principals for the way in which assessing student work and reporting to students was
handled, but the high effectiveness rating given for reporting student progress to parents.
Many principals were of the opinion that they had abdicated their respensibility of reporting
the performance of a child in relation to others within a similar age range. This was also a

concern of some of the parents.

Facilities and Financial Management
There were three items within this factor. Two related to the maintenance of the interna!
and external environment of the school while the third concerned the processes used to

establish a school budget.
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Superintendent and principal responses indicated that schools were given higher
effectiveness ratings on this factor than any other. The mean value for this factor on a five-
point scale was 3.87 for parent responses, 3.90 for principal responses and 3.50 for
superintendent responses. Within the factor only 9% of schools were assigned ratings of
n~t effective or slightly effective by superintendents. Given that superintendents rated one
third of their sample as non-effective schools, the 9% rating indicated that they perceived
most schools were effective in those aspects tasks covered by this factor.

All superintendents thought that the school budget should be set with the involvement
of parents and staff, while 91% of principals and 88% of parents expressed the same
opinion. PrincipaIS rated their effectiveness for the development of a school budget equally
as high as their effectiveness in communicating with all staff. Both items had a mean value
of 4.11 on the five point scale used and were higher than the means for any other of the 40
items. Though 61% of parents ranked the school's performance as highly effective or
extremely effective, this mean value ranked twelfth among parents' ratings. Parents were
critical of government financia! constraints which were seen to be detrimental to schools.

In the questionnaire responses 44% of parents thought that the monetary constraints were
detrimental to the full provision of staff and that as a result class sizes were on the increase,
while 11% indicated that building maintenance was being neglected.

There was a common perception among all three groups concerning what a school
should look like and it was a factor parents considered when making choices about a school
for their children to attend. All wanted the school to be neat and tidy with the grounds and
buildings indicating care and attention to detail, and 93% of parents thought that the schools
were moderately, highly or extremely effective at this. All persons interviewed wanted the
interior of the school to be bright and colorful with the work of children displayed. Most
thought this indicated pride in the work of the children while superintendents suggested that
the display of children's woik reminded visitors of the purpose of schools. Parents and

superintendents thought that the manner of the front office staff was a critical component in
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reinforcing or negating the positive first impressions generated by a bright foyer and well

cared-for grounds.

Goal Focus

There were two items within this factor. The first concerned the processes used to set
school goals while the second focussed on the joint planning by principal and staff to
achieve the goals.

Superintendent responses resulted in this factor receiving the lowest mean value for the
seven factors while principals saw their effectiveness on this factor as the second lowest.
The mean value calculated from principal responses was 3.66 and for superintendents the
calculated mean value was 3.14 on the five-point scale. Parent responses for the two items
in this factor had a lower percentage of extremely effective ratings than for all other items in
the scale. Principals as a group had fewer extremely effective ratings for the process of
setting school goals than for all but one other item, that was concemed with improving the
work of staff.

The first item invited respondents to choose the appropriate group for the process of
setting school goals and 82% of parents, 91% of principals and all but one superintendent
thought that parents and staff should jointly set the school goals. The three groups of
respondents thought that a common vision or purpose for the school was essential and that
team work was required to achieve this vision. Parents and superintendents were emphatic
that parents should be active team members. Principals were concerned about the level of
parental participation. Some thought that there was a potential to devalue the expertise of
teachers if parents were participating in decision making in the areas that were considered
the domain of the professionals. Principals were consistent in expressing the need for
agreed goals because they are the yardstick against which all performance in the myriad

activities of the school should be measured.



Superintendents thought that success in the process of goal setting depended on the
ability of the principal. The principal needed to articulate some personal goals for the
school, then influence staff and parents for their involvement in merging individual goals
and generating an alliance in pursuing the agreed upon goals. The process used must
engender ownership so that all team members focus energy on goal achievement. This idea
appeared to relate to the participatory management style and decision-making processes
reported earlier, and was seen as essential by all groups for the generation of effective
schools. Nevertheless, superintendents thought that without persistent articulation of a
central purpose by the principal of a school, the process of generating a school vision
would wither on the vine. Parents and superintendents thought that success in generating a
team approach was one indicator of the effectiveness of a principal. Principals indicated
that the importance of clearly stated goals had increased. They thought that as more and
more responsibilities are delegated to schools, school personnel must be clear about what
they wish to achieve. Principals indicated that although publicly stated goals increased
accountability, they were a necessary part of the disbursement of accountability and hence
parents' participation in formulation of those goals was essential. Superintendents thought
that schools were ineffective in making public their plans for achieving school goals and
were ineffective in declaring the evaluative strategies they would use to measure the
attainment of goals. Superintendents indicated, however, that the state education system
had provided very poor modelling in this aspect of its operations and the development of
system three-year plans and evaluative strategies must become a priority. It was seen as
inappropriate to expect principals to have good processes if the administrators of the system

failed to be credible in the same area.

Parental Support
The two items within the factor Parental Support required the principal to enlist the
support of parent groups and to clarify the educational program to the parents.
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Principal and parent responses were such that this factor had the lowest effectiveness
level among the seven factors with mean values of 3.63 and 3.57 respactively on the five
woint scale used. Parents gave schools more not effective and slightly effective responses
for item 36--clarifying the educational program to parents--than for any other of the 40
items in the scale. Even though superintendents had rated one third of the sample of
schools as highly effective schools they only gave 12% of the schools an extremely
effective rating for item 36, which indicated their perception of lesser effectiveness in this
area. |

All people interviewed were unanimous about the need for parental support and all
spoke of support as synonymous with parent participation. All made known the difference
between genuine parental participation in decision making as contrasted with consultation
about issues and parent involvement in voluntary work. Participation was seen to comprise
parent activity equal to that of staff members in the highest level of decision making within
the management of the school.

Parents linked their participation to the idea of team work for the achievement of the
best possible education for their children. Many parents thought that the degree of parent
participation was dictated by the attitude of the principal and staff. Where parents perceived
that their input was valued their willingness to participate increased. There was some
degree of indecisiveness about the appropriate level of participation in curriculum
management but most parents tended to think that they should be involved in broad policy
discussions, and the details could then be left to the professional educators. Principals
were much more divided about the appropriate areas for participation and involvement by
parents. Many principals thought that only a minority of parents wanted to be involved in
anything beyond fund raising, grounds maintenance and general advice to the principal.
Some principals were also concerned that once the parents were really participating, they
would get to see the "warts and all" and that this would be detrimental to the efforts of the

school.
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Superintendents issued three cautions about the system's moves to increase the level of

parental participation. They were concerned about the rate of increasing parental
participation if parents were not generally ready for it, the possibility of creating an elite
group of parents who chose to be involved and who then made it harder for other parents to
become involved, and the possibility of parents rejecting the premises used by educators
for decision making. Irrespective of these cautions superintendents thought that there was
more to be gained than lost and supported moves for increased levels of parental
participation in the management of schools. Superintendents thought that parental
participation led to an increase in the level of the home-school team concept, an improved
ability by schools to implement decisions, an increased knowledge by parent of the
constraints under which schools operated, and more openness by schools to attitudes other

than the potentially insular attitudes of staff.

Academic Program Focus

This factor had within it three items, emphasis on the social skills of students, emphasis
on student creativity, and coordination of the continuity of the instructional program
between year levels.

Parents, principals and superintendents gave schools a higher effectiveness rating for
their emphasis on the development of student social skills than for their emphasis on the
development of student creativity. Schools were highly effective or extremely effective in
emphasizing the development of important social skills according to 68% of parents, 65%
of principals, and 54% of superintendents. Social interaction was repeatedly linked to
student happiness or morale and student concerns in this area were consistently mentioned
by parents as a reason for contacting the school.

Coordination of the curriculum between year levels was frequently mentioned by
superintendents who thought that principals needed assistance with this aspect of their

curriculum management process. This was supported by principals, as 48% of them rated
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their school not effective, slightly effective or moderately effective on this aspect of
curriculum management. Both principals and superintendents were concemed about the
wider aspect of coordination of curriculum between schools and cited problems faced by

students who transferred schools.

Predictors of Overall Principal Effectiveness
When overall principal effectiveness was used as the criterion, the factor Principal as
Nexus accounted for 67% of the variance for parents, 39% of the variance for principals
and 84% of the variance for superintendents. Two other factors, Plant and Financial
Management and Student Centeredness entered the regression as parent predictors. They
collectively added only 1.6% to the total variance but had Pearson correlation coefficients

of .41 and .54 respectively, with the dependent variable overall principal effectiveness.

Predictors of Overall School Effectiveness

Four school effectiveness factors accounting for 48% of the variance were the best
predictors of parental judgements about overall school effectiveness. The factors were
Student Centeredness (39%), Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff (5% and a
Pearson correlation coefficient of .61), Facilities and Financial Management (3% and a
Pearson correlation coefficient of .41) and Goal Emphasis (hetween 1% and 2% and a
Pearson correlation coefficient of .53). Principals’ predictors of overall school
effectiveness, which accounted for 62% of the variance, were the factors Principal as
Nexus (52%), Goal Emphasis (8% and a Pearson correlation coefficient of .62) and
Facilities and Financial Management (3% and a Pearson correlation coefficient of .54).
Superintendent predictors of overall school effectiveness, which accounted for 89% of the
variance were the factors Parental Support (85%) and Prircipal as Nexus (between 3% and

4% and a Pearson correlation coefficient of .92).
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Relationship Between Overall Principal Effectiveness and Overall School
Effectiveness
Parents, principals and superintendents saw a positive correlation between overall
principal effectiveness and overall school effectiveness. Analysis of questionnaire
responses from each group gave Pearson correlation coefficients of .51, .SS, and .91
respectively between the two variables. All persons interviewed reinforced these positive
correlations, with parents and superintendints being more emphatic about the strength of

the relationship than were principals.

Constraints on the Attainment of Principal and School Effectiveness

Parents, principals and superintendents indicated that the provision of adequate
resources was critical to the attainment of maximum school effectiveness. Parents were
concerned about the number of teachers and the provision of support staff. Principals were
concemed about the staffing formulae and the increased number of teachers who would
suffer displacement. Superintendents were concerned about the constraints imposed on
schools because of the provision of inappropriate staff and the high staff turnover in some
school locations.

Principals and superintendents saw that ineffective staff professional development
programs inhibited the attainment of maximum school effectiveness, while parents thought
that principals did not receive sufficient management training.

All groups in the interview gave credence to the importance of the abilities of the
principal. It was seen that an effective principal improved the effectiveness of a school.
All people interviewed placed a great deal of emphasis on the interpersonal skills repertoire
of the principal. If there were deficiencies, they were seen to inhibit the attainment of
maximum effectiveness. The interpersonal skill level of the principal was seen to affect the
ability of the school to form a cohesive central vision and an agreed set of goals. The

attainment of these goals needed to be accomplished by team work. If the principal could



not provide a focus for the school or establish a team approach to the achievement of that
purpose, then both the principal and school were seen to be ineffective.

As well as the interpersonal skill level of the principal the nca-approachability of
teachers was seen to be a contributing factor to school ineffectiveness by the parents.
Parents wanted to feel able to contact the school on any issue and to be listened to with
empathy. This may mean that a principal or teacher needed to admit to having made a
mistake. Failure to do this caused frustration for parents and reflected negatively on the
school. Approachability linked with parental participation and parental participation was
seen to contribute to school effectiveness. However, the level of such participation
definitely depended on the attitudes of the staff and principal. According to parents, non-
utilization of parent skills and abilities constrained the attainment of school effectiveness.

As well as focussing on the interpersonal skill level of the principal and the attainment
of a central purpose for a school, superintendents indicated that principals had not received
sufficient support from them. This had inhibited principals' attainment of effectiveness and
so decreased the potential effectiveness level of schools. In superintendents’ opinions
principals who were not prepared to learn were definitely linked to ineffective schools.

Parents thought that the discontinuity of their children's experiences inhibited school
effectiveness. This lack of continuity was caused by the leave provisions for teachers and

the resultant number of contract teachers within the school system.

Strategies for the Improyv:ment of Principal and School Effectiveness

Parents identified three major strategies for itnproving the effectiveness of both
principals and schools. They indicated that it was necessary to concentrate on the
professional development of principals with particular emphasis on their communication
skills; to increase the level of parental participation in the management of schools; and, to
find ways to market education by raising the profile of schools and education generally

within the media. Principals indicated four strategies for overcoming the inhibitors that
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they had ideni:fied. They were of the opinion that the principal selection procedure should
receive attention; parent participation levels in the management of schools should increase;
the role of the superintendent should be used for principal development and training; and,
principals should have greater control over their resources. Superintendents stressed the
positive correlation between principal effectiveness and school effectiveness and they
proposed a series of measures that focussed on the professional development of principals.
They contended that this was the best way to produce a change in the overall effectiveness

levels of schools.

Parental Interventions

Apart from concerns about children's safety, children's medical conditions and parent
concern about a child's academic attainment, all other parental interventions were prompted
by concemn for the morale or happiness of a child. Parents indicated that there were three
crucial components of a child's school life that affected the happiness of the child. These
were the child's social interactions with peers, the nature of the relationship between the
child and the teacher, and the degree of academic success experienced by the child.

Principals perceived that parents contacted the teacher or the principal when concerned
about the class to which a child had been allocated; when the acadernic progress of the child
was not meeting the parents' expectations; when the parents were concemed about a social
or behavioral problem associated with their child; when parents were concerned with the
approach of an individual teacher; or when parents had nobody else to talk with about a
problem they were facing in their own lives.

Superintendents were of the opinion that parents contacted them because of a concem
for their child or because of their concem about the ability of the principal. In the first case
the concern had in most cases initially led them to the school but the failure of school
personnel to satisfy these concemns prompted the parents to contact the superintendent for

assistance in resolving the problem.



Responses to Parental Interventions

Principals and superintendents indicated that most contacts at the school level and with
the superintendent were initiated by telephone. The majority of principals and
superintendents attempted to arrange a face to face meeting to follow the initial contact and
resolve the problem. Many were quite willing to meet the parents at their home or a
location they wished to nominate. Principals and superintendents thought that rapid
responses were essential, with superintendents indicating that they attempted to follow up
on a call that day if at all humanly possible, and that the maximum time they allowed to
elapse would be a week.

When approached by parents, principals tended to ask if the parents had spoken with
the classroom teacher about the issue and if not, usually requested them to do so, while
superintendents asked the parents if they had made contact with the school. If the parents
had not done so most superintendents advised the parents to contact the school and then
advised if they were not happy with the outcome to contact them again. If a parent was
reluctant to do this many of the superintendents indicated that they were prepared to contact
the school on behalf of the parent or with the parent. In many cases a superintendent
would organize and chair a joint meeting between the schoo! personnel involved and the
parents. This was a reflection of superintendent sensitivity to p.. :ntal interventions. It
also reflected the perception of many of superintendents that they werr ** & gateways to the
school system for parents and that parent rights were sometimes ignored by schools. Many
superintendents saw themselves as a service agency for parents. In cases where the parents
took the advice of the superintendent and were willing to contact the school the
superintendent most often telephoned the school and advised the principal of their actions.
They frequently asked the principal if they were prepared to handle the problem or whether
they wished that the superintendent remained involved. Superintendents indicated that

principals mostly elected to handle the issue themselves.
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present wnen parent CONLACt was MAGE WIth WIS, All SQIC AT It Was NECESSiry 1o aeal
with this anger before attempting to seek solutions for the problem or issue. Following the
dispersal of anger principals and superintendents indicated they negotiated with the person
making the complaint to sec how they wished to have the issue resolved. After listening to
and negotiating with the parents, principals and superintendents then spoke with the second
party to the dispute. This was part of their process of checking perceptions and looking for
common ground. This pa-t of the problem resolution sometimes raised a dilemma for
principals. They saw a duty to support and protect their staff but at the same time they
acknowledged a professional responsibility for the children in their care. Once common
ground had been found principals and superintendents arranged a meeting or izlephoned the
parties to discuss the solution and strategies that would be followed to ensure that the
solution is implemented. All principals and superintendents interviewed had some personal
process for ensuring follow up occurred with the parents who had initiated the complaint.
Irespective of the perceptions of principals and superintendents, only 50% of the
interviewed parents who had contacted a school with a concern were satisfied with the

outcomes.

Discussion of Findings
The findings from this study raise important questions about school effectiveness,
principal effectiveness, and parental interventions to the school system and the resolution of
these concerns, particularly in the context of previous research. This section examines the

issues raised and insights to be gained from this study.

School Effectiveness
Parents, principals and superintendents rated schools as moderately to highly effective
in both an overall sense and across a wide variety of variables with parents consistently

rating the effectiveness of principals above the ratings principals gave to their own
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effectiveness. This is in marked contrast to a study by Johnson (1988) who reported that
principals in Alberta always rated their own performance higher than all other respondents
when assessing their personal effectiveness. His study also indicated that the most
important aspect for school effectiveness was "maintaining an appropriate school climate"
and this was also the aspect that had the highest levels of effectivencsss. Data gathered
within this study indicated that parents and principals were in agreement that the most
important aspects for schnol effectiveness were principal two-way channels of
communication with all staff, closely followed by the degree of trust between
principal/deputy principal and the rest of the staff.

The literature on school effectiveness has exhibited an array of criteria and problems for
judging school and principal effectiveness, but as Bossert (1988) indicated,
these

problems do not suggest that the findings from the effectiveness studies should be
ignored. The cumulative evidence, as well as the practical experience of educators,
supports the importance of having high expectations for students, developing a
positive climate, improving instruction and demonstrating leadership. These are
necessary but probably not sufficient elements for effective schools. (cited in Grady,
Wayson, & Zirkel, 1989, p. 21).

Data gencrated by this study indicated that effective schools were seen by respondents
to have the following common factors: Principal as Nexus, Cooperative Improvement-
Oriented Staff, Student Centeredness, Facilities and Financial Management, Goal
Emphasis, Parental Support, and Academic Program Focus.

The impontance attached to each school effectiveness factor varied with the constituency
identifying the effectiveness level of a school. Parent predictors for jlgements about
overall school effectiveness were the factors Studens Centeredness, Cooperative
Improvemens-Oriented Siaff, Facilities and Financial Management and Goal Emphasis,
while principals gave emphasis to the Principal as Nexus, Goal Emphasis, and Facilities

and Financial Management. Superintendent predictors of overall school effectiveness were

Parental Support and Principal as Nexus. This reiterates the importance that should be
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given to Cameron's (1980) six critical questions when judging school effectiveness. His
second Question, "whose perspective, or which constituency's point of view is being
considered?" (p. 79) is therefore crucial. Given the movement within South Australian
schools for increased parental involvement in the highest levels of school management
decision making, these findings are significant. Parents are becoming more involved in the
management of schools and the findings of this study indicate that they bring a different

perspective to the decision-making processes.

Principal as Nexus

Leithwood (1982) claimed that only a small amount was known about the program-
specific behavior of effective principals and that "large critical components of effective
behavior are still to be discovered" (p. 31). However, the many exploratory studies on
effective principals have identified a number of characteristics of effective principals.
Bossert et al. (1982) collapsed these into four dimensions; (a) emphases on the formulation
and achievement of goals; (b) coordination of programs, discipline, evaluation, staff
development and other activities; (c) usc of human relations skills to approve success and
foster teachers' growth, morale and commitment; and, (d) exercise of influence in
instructional decision making.

This study identified fifteen specific items associated with the activities of principals in
effective schools and all constituent groups identified the factor Principal as Nexus as an
important indicator of principal effectiveness. Within this factor there were items with
emphases on the communication skills of the principal; the principal modelling leaming and
being actively involved with curriculum activities within the school; maintaining high
expectations of staff, providing feedback to staff and improving their work; maintaining an
open school climate; the ability of the principal to declare a personal set of goals for the

school; and, the principal giving recognition to the uniqueness of the individual school
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The communication abilities of principals were seen by all constituents to be important,
Superintendents and principals agreed that they were base skills that were required if other
higher-level activities were to be successful. This is in accord with the work by Gronn
(1983) that showed that talk is central to the work of a principal. This is also congruent
with Hodgkinson (1978, p. 204) who said "language is the basic administrative tool."
Talk is the vehicle through which control is generated and must be worked at consistently
and continuously. Language has power and cloaks the use of power (Hodgkinson, 1978),
and it is through persistent articulation of a vision for the school that principals influence
those around them to subscribe to the vision.

The ability of a principal to declare a personal set of goals was seen to be very
important by each respondent group. Principals and superintendents indicated that the
principal's ability to do this was the catalyst for the resultant generation of a vision for a
school. Vision is but part of the culture of a school and it is through the management of
culture that the principal engenders cohesiveness for all particiyants. Deal and Kennedy
(1982) indicated that symbols keep alive the spirit of the goals and help keep people
focussed. The modelling done by the principal within a school is part of that symbolism.
Principals through their own leamning indicate to all staff that the leaming of adults within a
school is important. It provides a spur for staff themselves to keep curent with developing
knowledge and trends. The involvement of the principal in the curriculum activities within
the school reinforces the importance of this aspect of the school's operation. Parents
wanted to see the principals with a high profile in the activities of the school, with a current
knowledge of new teaching methods, and with a preparedness to try new ideas and
methods. They rated the latter two items as the tenth and twelfth most important items out
of the 40 items used for the school effectiveness scale and rated principals as highly
effective in doing sO (mean value of responses 4.13 and 4.12 respectively on the five point
scale used). Superintendents thought that if principals were actively involved in a personal

leaming program then they could be more persuasive in articulating high expectations to
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staff. High expectations as a variable has been consistently related to school effectiveness.
Wimpleberg's (1988) contention, as the result of a study in Louisiana, is that expectations
are part of the personality and belief systems or the people within a school and as such
form part of the cultural dimension of a school. This is in accord with the effective schools
literature where, specifically, high expectations refer to a climate where the staff expects
students to do well, believes that students can do well, believes in its ability to influence
student achievement and accepts responsibility for student achievement. All constituent
groups were of the opinion that the principal's high expectations were of paramount
importance for generating staff high expectations and formed part of the culture of an
individual school.

The principal's reinforcement of the school's culture by modelling leaming,
maintaining high expectations for all staff, and communicating these expectations is in
accord with the work by Little (1982) and Shoemaker & Fraser (1981), both cited in
Johnson (1988, p. 57). Litle (1982) also maintained that the principals of effective
schools stressed and fostered collegiality. This was emphasized by people interviewed
during the study and was indicative of their concern for the development of teamwork for
the achievement of school goals.

The maintenance of an open climate within a school was an aspect of the factor
Principal as Nexus. Murphy et al. (1985) stated that within the effective schools literature
framework, climate has three componerits:

{1} important riormis that guide behavior, for example, high expectations for
pertormance and staff accountability for student performance; (2) organizational
processes that help the school community to carry out im t work, for example
shared decision-making and open communications; and (3) structures that reinforce
and/or provide the context for quality instruction, for example discipline procedures
and systems for involving students in school activities. (p. 366)

The first of their three points is a specific item under the factor Principal as Nexus
while the latter two are components of the factors Cooperative Improvemens-Oriented Siaff

and Student Centeredness. Climate was scen to be an important component of the factor



Principal as Nexus and parents linked an open school climate with the approachability of
the principal and staff. Principals and superintendents thought that trust levels between the
principal and staff were an indicator of an open climate and both groups thought thut a
school should be a happy productive place where both students, staff and parents feel
welcome. It was seen by all constituent groups that "happy teachers produced happy
students” and this was of importance to all because student happiness and morale was of
high concem. Student unhappiness quickly energized parents to contact a teacher or
principal within a school or a superintendent, seeking rectification of the cause of the
student's unhappiness.

The factor Principal as Nexus has an emphasis on the management and reinforcement
of the culture of a school. Itis in line with the theoretical approach proposed by
Sergiovanni (1984) where a focus on cultural forces is associated with excellence in
schooling. Within his model of leadership and excellence in schooling Sergiovanni
proposed that the cultural or "High priest” principal has the base skills required of the
technical, human, eduvcational and symbolic leaders. These leadership constructs included
communication skills; an ability to generate a cohesive group; staff supervisory skills;
professional knowledge and management skills; the ability to model personal leaming
processes and provide staff in-service; presence within the classrooms and an ability to
provide a unified vision. These are all components of the factor Principal as Nexus and as
such the findings lend support to Sergiovanni's proposal. When these listed component
skills and activities are present the leader can focus on generating the culture of the school
so that people within the school become believers of the school as an ideological system.
This belief becomes highly motivating for all of the members of the school community. A
central purpose, vision and goals were seen by all constituents as extremely important for

principal effectiveness and therefore, by implication, for school effectiveness.



Goal Emphasis
Goal Emphasis was a predictor of overall school effectiveness for principals and

parents. Johnson & Snyder (1985) and Rosenholtz (1985) have emphasized the necessity
for a collaborative approach for goal development and this is a feature of this factor. The
concept of collaboration for setting goals had very high agreement from all people
interviewed. Chapman (1986) found that six of the top ten factors which had a positive
perceived level of influence on the effectiveness of Victorian primary school principals
were associated with collaborative, participatory approaches to decision making and
management. In accordance with the research cited above, all constituents saw that the
principal was responsible for managing the goal setting process and the principal's personal
articulation of goals for the school was part of instigating the process and indicated a
commitment for the establishment of such goals. All saw that the achievement of goals
required team work. Purkey and Smith (1983) in their review of school effectiveness
research identified four cultural variables; (a) collegial relationships and collaborative work;
(b) a sense of community; (c) clearly defined goals and high expectations; and, (d) a sense
of order and discipline with little noise, distraction and risk. It can be seen that the first
three are supported by the processes within the Goal Emphasis factor and reinforced by all
constituent groups during the interviews. However, each group's responses to
questionnaire items indicated that this factor was either the least effective or second least

effective aspect of the operation of schools.

Academic Program Focus

Within the factor Academic Program Focus there were emphases on the development
of social relationships, the development of student creativity, and the coordination of
program continuity. Neither parents nor principals placed an equally high emphasis on two
other questionnaire items, students encouraged to strive for academic success and emphasis

on academic attainment, an. these two items were not in the forty most important items for

333



school effectiveness. This was in marked contrast to much of the literature on effective
schools where there is an emphasis on academic attainment. The social relationships that
students have with their peers and the nature of the relationship between teacher and
students was of prime importance to parents. Concerns in this area quickly motivated
parents to contact the classroom teacher or the principal. If the issue was not addressad to
their satisfaction they then sought the assistance of the superintendent for help in resolving

the issue.

Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Staff

The nine items within the factor Cooperative Improvement-Oriented Stqff indicate the
importance placed upon facets of the activities of staff, the majority of parents and
principals rated staff performance within the factor as highly or extremely effective.
Principal and superintendent responses gave the item, teachers engaged in school-focussed
professional development activities for the improvement of the school, the highest
effectiveness level within this factor with mean scores of 3.92 and 3.47 (on a five-point
scale) respectively. Parents rated the effectiveness of staff lower within this factor (sixth
overall) but the mean value calculated from their responses was 3.69. All constituent
groups reinforced the importance of a staff development program during interviews.
Parents saw it as a way to ensure that their children were taught by competent teachers with
current professional knowledge. Parents saw that demonstrated ongoing learning by
teachers was a professional responsibility. Principals and superintendents also saw that
teachers required a personal professional development program that focussed on addressing
areas of weakness while capitalizing on areas of strength. Both agreed that the maintenance
of such a program was an important component of the principal's role. The focus on staff
development that emerged during the study was in accordance with Purkey and Smith's
(1983) review of effective schools research, where staff development was one of the nine

structural variables associated with school effectiveness.
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Student Centeredness
Student Censeredness emerged as the first predictor used by parents when assessing

the overall effectiveness of a school and was ranked by both principals and superintendents
as the second highest effectiveness mean among the seven school effectiveness factors.
Only one item within this factor, a student behavior management program, was identified
by the Purkey and Smith (1983) review of school effectiveness research. Within this factor
parents, principals and superintendents were concemned with the processes used by schools
to assess and report on students’ work. Schools were seen by all groups to be much more
effective in reporting to parents than in their ability to give feedback and report student
progress to students. Given that parents, principals and superintendents see academic
attainment and progress for students while at school as one of the major purposes of
school, the perception of lesser effectiveness with staff in giving feedback to students
should be of concern to staff. Irrespective of this, one third of the parents interviewed
expressed concern with the processes used by schools. Parents consistently spoke of
(1) the lack of specific information given to them by teachers particularly when they were
proposing special remedial action for individual students, and (2) the lack of sufficient time
for parent-teacher interviews when they were conducted.

Along with academic attainment, student morale and satisfaction were also seen by
parents to be linked to the social interactions students had with their teachers and peers.
Concems in this domain quickly energized parents to contact the classroom teacher or the

principal of the school seeking resolution of the perceived problem.

Parental Support

Though Purkey and Smith (1983) found little evidence to support its inclusion, they
added parer.t support as one of the nine structural variables associated with effective
schools. Chapman (1986) found, in a survey of 100 primary school principals within

Victoria, that increasing parental participation in schools was the factor with the most



positive perceived level of influence on the effectiveness of a primary principal. Six of the
first ten factors she identified, that had positive perceived influence on the ¢ifectiveness of
primary principals, related to changed emphases between principals and parents. All
constituent groups in this study saw that increased levels of parental participation in the
management of schools were desirable. This indicates a move towards greater parental
control of education. Cullingford (1985) argued that discussions about the level of parental
participation are really discussions about control. The moves for increased parental
participation are congruent with the ideology of the Labor Party, currently the governing
political party within South Australia. The increased parental participation in all phases of
decision making within the management of schools will inevitably lead to a diminishing of
the buffers that have traditionally protected the core technology of the school, the teaching
processes within the classrooms. This may lead to challenges of the staff about the
methodologies that they employ. As one superintendent indicated, "if a school hasn't got
its curriculum management together, increased parental participation could be counter
productive and lead to staff feeling threatened." However, it is not just the local school that
may come under pressure. Some of the premises used by management personnel of a
school district as the basis for decision making, particularly those associated with school
closures, could come under attack.

The major area of difference in perceptions about the nature and degree of the parental
participation was in the area of curriculum management. Principals were sensitive to parent
participation in this area and cited the possible devaluing of teacher expertise. Principals
thought only a minority of parents wished to participate in curriculum decision making
while the majority of parents indicated that they wanted to participate in broad curriculum
guideline decision making but leave the specific content to the trained professionals. The
differences in perceptions about the appropriateness and willingness for involvement could

produce tensions.
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Under the factor Parental Support there was common agreement about the differences
between parental involvement and parental participation. Involvement implied that parents
were a resource to be used for activities within the school, to be consulted with when
decision were to be made but not necessarily playing a major part in the final decision
making. Participation was seen to extend to parents being considered as equal partmers in
the decision-making processes. Meyer, Scott and Deal (1983) proposed that schools live
or die according to their conformity to environmental rules rather than to particular output
demands. By implication therefore schools need to keep their environmental constituencies
happy and as such schools are most sensitive to dissidence and dissatisfaction. If the
parent organizations and the Education Department continue to actively promote increased
parental participation in the management of schools then principals could come under
pressure from their local parents. Parents interviewed readily discussed their perception
that their level of participation was dictated by the attitudes of the principals and staff. It
will soon be seen by parents that the rejection of their increased participation by some
principals is in conflict with the stated policy. However, the principals are the "street level
bureaucrats" responsible for the implementation of policy conceming parental participation
and will determine the form of the implemented policy. The perceptions of parents and
principals conflict and this could have implications for the development of parental
participation in the management of schools as currently proposed by the Education
Department of South Australia.

Payne (1987) in his study of parent control of principal work behavior in Alberta found
that the effects of parental influence could be seen in principal behavior. From an analysis
of his data he extracted fifty-four propositions but indicated that a major weakness of the
study was a lack of data from parents. Data gathered from parents in this study reinforce

and extend some of his propositions.

Proposition 4. Parents are exerting influence across a wider range of school
operations, but the influence is less acceptable to organizational
participants in core teaching and personnel matters.
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The discussion above supports this contention and it is the basis for the difference in

perception about the appropriate level of participation in the curriculum management area.
Proposition 19. The principal is of importance to, and responsible for, the school.
Proposition 20. Parents regard the principal as, in effect, the school.

Parents consistently articulated the importance of the principal's responsibility for the
school and non-effectiveness in many areas of school performance was seen to indicate an
ineffective principal. When commenting on the relationship between principal effectiveness
and school effectiveness parents were emphatic that it was a very strong positive correlation
and this could be summarized by the parent who said "many statements about the school
are really statements about the principal.”

Proposition 26. The}:' prilncipal decides how much influence parents will have in the
school.

Parents indicated that in spite of the policy for increased parental participation, the
actual level of their participation was dictated by the attitude of the principal and staff.
Where parents saw that their input was valued and acted upon the level of participation
quickly increased. However, where principals articulated the importance of parental
participation but their actions were not congruent with this, the level of genuine
participation was low.

Proposition 52. Provincial early childhood policies are a leading edge in the growth
of parental influence in schools.

Parents interviewed consistently indicated the level of their involvement, teacher
response to and encouragement for that involvement, was higher in junior primary
classrooms than in primary classrooms. Tl parents indicated that this was changing and

saw that their expectations about appropriate involvement had been shaped by the junior

primary experiences.
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Summary
The findings of this study add support to many of the factors identified by Purkey and

Smith's (1983) review of effective schools research. However, the identification of the
seven school effectiveness factors provides a focus for, and emphasis on the activities
undertaken by principals and staff in effective schools.

The premises against which school effectiveness judgements were made by each
constituent group were not specified ( e.g., reading attainment at specified ages). Rather
the position was taken, as was the case with Johnson's (1988) study in Alberta, that many
effectiveness criteria are only subjectively assessable and the judgements made are
dependent upon the circumstances, the constituency and the individuals whose perceptions
are sought. Concomitant with this is the idea that it is better to provide practitioners,
principals and superintendents, with tools for gauging and improving school effectiveness
rather than a specified master plan for action. These tools, the seven school effectiveness
factors, for improving effectiveness include the knowledge of important dimensions and

the task areas within each dimension plus their own and others' assessment of current

performance.

Constraints on the Attainment of School Effectiveness and Strategies Jor
Their Resolution
Constraints on the effectiveness of principals and schools are not well documented.

Renihan & Renihan (1984) identified four that inhibited the effectiveness of schools. They
referred to their first as displacement of "student-centered" goals by “soft-ware centered'
goals in education. This had occurred with recent concem for the quality of facilities and
standardized educational programs with a resultant depersonalization of education for the
students. Student Centeredness was one of the seven factors identified as important to
school effectiveness and the first predictor used by parents to judge the overall

effectiveness of a school. There were two related components within the factor. First a



concem for the monitoring of student progress and attainment with the results
communicated to both parents and students. Schools were seen to be relatively ineffective
by all constituent groups in reporting back to students. Given that this aspect relates to the
other focus, student satisfaction and morale, it would appear to be an area requiring
attention. The efforts being made and the processes currently used in reporting to students
could be counter productive for the generation of student morale and satisfaction.

The second constraint identified by Renihan & Renihan (1984) was "a climate of
territorialism" that caused competing interests to indulge in power games and inhibited
cooperation. The idea of cooperation between staff and the willingness of staff 1o work for
the improvement of the total school were aspects of the second factor Cooperative
Improvemens-Oriented Staff. Principals and superintendents gave great credeace to the
importance of staff having a focus that was wider than their individual classroom. If
teachers did not give cognizance to the needs of the staff as a collective and therefore the
necessity to pursue a common staff development program, it was seen to inhibit the
development of teamwork and the pursuit of school goals.

Their third factor was tradition which constrains attitudes and behavior. This was
mentioned by principals and superintendents as a constraint. Some expressed the need for
a complete rethinking of the concept of school and the mental imagcs that the word
produced. These common perceptions were perceived by some to be redundant and an
impediment to change. Parents were especially critical of the barriers between schools and
the parent community and the resultant inflexibility of schools. They indicated that the
education of the students suffered because many vazluable resources were not utilized in the
educational programs offered. Several parents and principals thought that the concept of
school evoking mental pictures of a series of classrooms with a teacher in each may be
anachronistic. Parents thought that the management structure of schools should be
reviewed and the arrangement of principal and deputy principal as the administrative arm of

the primary school may be redundant.



Fourthly, Renihan & Renihan (1984) identified the poor quality of leadership as a
construint on school effectiveness. Questionnaire responses from all groups in this study
generuted positive correlations between the effectiveness of principals and the effectiveness
of schools. The nature of the assessment of the correlations does not allow for generation
of a conclusion about causality in this relationship. However, the people interviewed
expressed strong opinions that good schools were that way because of good principals and
not the reverse. Some indicated that good schools quickly "loose their gloss" with
ineffective principals. This is a popular connection supported by many writets on effective
schools but must be tempered by the cautions of <ritics such as "(Bossert et al., 1982;
Clark et al., 1984; Hallinger and Mxui:by. 1978} [who] have emphasized that this
connection, while seemingly noasonable, has iequently and unjustifiably been inferred
from case studies and comlstiona tindings™ (Johnson 1988, p. 328). The interviewed
persons’ comments about the nature of the relationship between principal effectiveness and
school effectiveness adds to the weight of the qualitative evidence already gathered and
supported by so many writers on school effectiveness.

Supernintenden s acknowledged that they themselves were a constraint on school
effectiveness. They thought that principals required more specific assistance in aspects of
curriculum management and specifically in the coordination and continuity of the
curriculum. This had not been provided by superintendents. Superintendents also saw that
they were responsible for giving specific feedback to principals about their performance
and acknowledged that this had been done pooriy by them. Compounded with this,
insufficient attention had been given by superintendents to professional development
programs for principals and was an inhibitor to the attainment of school effectiveness. This
was in marked contrast 10 the findings of Hewstone (1983) who in a study of attribution
theory reported that persons who perceived a problemAailure blamed the environment or

other persons in the environment for those problems.



Parental Interventions and Responses to Them

Parents, principals, and superintendents were in agreement about the nature and cause
of parental interventions at the school but principals from schools in lower socio-economic
areas also indicated that parents came to see them to discuss problems that were not related
to school. These principals perceived that the parents did not know of other agencies
available and so came to the school because people there were seen to be approachable.

When approached by parents, principals tended to ask the parents if they had been in
contact with the teacher, while superintendents asked the parents if they had been in contact
with the school. Superintendents thought that it was a principal's responsibility to resolve
parent complaints and frequently indicated this to the principals. If a concem was not
satisfactorily resolved by school personnel superintendents then assisted with the resolution
of the difficulty. Fifty percent of parents interviewed, and who had contacted a school,
were not happy with the response of the school and thought that their problem had not been
resolved. Superintendents and principals indicated that they followed similar procedures
for resolving conflict. Parents who were happy with the resolution of a problem also
described such a process. This process included carefully listening to the complaint,
finding out how the complainant wished to resolve the issue, listening to and discussing the
issue with the second party to the complaint, negotiating with both parties the resolution of
the problems and strategies to ve followed, and following up in an appropriate form.

The resolution of complaints and the processes followed reinforced and extend some of
the propositions stated by Payne (1987, pp. 316-321). This includes the following:

Proposition 14. Parents exert considerable influence on teachers and their work.

Proposition 1i. Principals are highly responsive to parents, sensitive to parent
wishes, and try to keep parents satisfied with the school.

Principals frequently ask parents who come 10 see them if they have contacted the
teacher concemed. If not they usually ask them to do so or indicate that they will do so on

their behalf. This generates an ethos of teacher responsibility 1o parent concerns; in effect,



parents control the boundaries that define acceptable teacher actions. Principals indicated
that they placed high importance on satisfying parental complaints and most did not wish
for the superintendent to become involved. If they were contacted by a superintendent they
indicated that as principal of the school they would resolve the issue.
Proposition 12. Superordinates expect principals to resolve parent problems
without superordinates being involved, and principals see it in their
best interest to do so.

Proposition 28. Superordinates strongly promote school responsiveness to parent
expectations.

Proposition 37. Superordinates regard parents as the principal's responsibility and
they make this attitude clear to principals.

Superintendents indicated that, after receiving a complaint from a parent, they contacted
principals and advised them of their actions. They ask the principals if they wish to handle
the issue themselves or wish for the superintendent to reinain involved. Superintendents
indicated that principals invariably elected to handle the issues themseives.

Proposition 39. Complaint handling by superordinates demonstrates they expect
priority will be given to parent concems and that the principal will
satisfy parents.

Superintendents indicated that they give extremely high priority to handling parental
complaints; most attempt to respond to the parents on the day that the complaint is received.
Coupled with this, superintendents contact schools immediately after speaking with the
pe.sons making the complaint and as indicated above, expect principals to resolve the
issues. Parents in fact control superintendent work behavior and the immediacy of

superintendent response indicates to principals the priority that they need to give to such

issues.

Implications
The findings from this study have important implications for policy making and practice
as well as future inquiries into school effectiveness, parental interventions and resolution of

the issues raised during those interventions.



Implications for Practice

This study adds to the considerable literature on school effectiveness, and could appear
daunting for practitioners concemed with the improvement of personal as well as school
effectiveness. No cookbook approach is offered but the seven school effectiveness factors
do indicate the actions and focus for activities of principals and staff within effective
schools, as judged by parents, principals and superintendents. The words of Reid,
Hopkins, & Holly (1987, p. ii) could give solace to practitioners contemplating actions
aimed at improvement. The school effectiveness literature

is in agreement on two issues. First, positive features of 'effective schools' are to do
with process-type manifestations of schooling. . . . The second aspect on which the
literature is in agreement is that all of these features are amenable to alteration by
concerted action on the part of the school staff.
The following are implications for practice generated by the study and may be of use for
persons planning concerted action for improvement in the effectiveness of specific aspects
of a school or principal's operations.

Beyond the generally pleasing finding that parents, principals and superintendents were
moderately satisfied with both the effectiveness of principals and schools, a number of
implications emerged from the data. The factor Principal as Nexus was seen to be crucial
to the development of principal effectiveness and within this factor great emphasis was
placed by all constituent groups on the interpersonal skills level of the principa!. The
communication abilities of principals were linked with parental and superintendent concerns
about the approachability of principals. They thought that as well as being approachable
principals need to be able to listen carefully to parents without becoming defensive,
negotiate with all parties involved in the conflict, and ensure that agreed strategies were
implemented. With this in mind there may be cause to examine the pre-service training of
principals, and the in-service developmental courses available for principals. However, all

respondent groups thought that improving the interpersonal skills level of an individual was
extremely difficult and time consuming task and hence the interpersonal skill level of
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applicants may be a crucial facet requiring attention in the selection processes used to
appoint principals.

The superintendent's role within South Australia has recently been redefined and
principals and superintendents thought that it wus now appropriate for the new role to give
cognizance to the professional developraent needs of principals. Of particular concern were
the demands for courses in increasing principal skills in staff supervisionary processes with
an emphasis on giving meaningful feedback to staff. This wes an area of lesser

effectiveness for principals.

Parents, principals and superintendents were concerned about the coordination and
continuity of the instructional program between year levels. This area could be the focus of
curriculum management courses for principals as well as of concem to the various
committees responsible for the generation of curriculum documentation.

Parents were concerned that their children received an edrcation from competent
professionally current teaching staff. This reinforced principal and superintendent
ncreeptions of the importance of staff development programs. It was seen to be essential
that such programs have a dual thrust, personal development as well as a total school
development focus. This requires the provision of adequate time, which costs money, and
hence should be of concem to persons involved in budget formulation. Of further
implication to budget planners were the perceptions of all constituent groups for the need to
use teacher expertise outside of the classroom for the development and management of a
school. This may mean that classroom contact time for teachers may need to change.
Many parents and principals saw the need to review the management structure of primary
schools and thought that the concept of the principal and deputy principal being seen as the
administrative arm of the school may redundant.

All constituent groups saw the necessity for parents being involved in the process of
setting the goals of a school and saw that teamwork was necessary to achieve these school

goals. The public articulation of the plans for achieving school gc als and evaluating the



progress towards their attainment was seen to be of lesser effectiveness. Principals and
superintendents indicated that the total Education Department had provided very poor
modelling in this matter. In this light the Education Department needs to publicly declare its
goals for schools and the processes it will use to measure its own performance. Once this
has been done it can then train principals and assist schools to undertake a similar process.

The assessing and reporting procedures used by schools generated a large amount of
verbal data with ;approximately one third of parents interviewed expressing negative
o ‘ions. The concerns of all groups focussed on two main aspects, firstly, insufficient
ume was seen to be given to parent teacher interviews. This hindered the development of
meaningful dialogue and information sharing. Successful parent teacher interviews require
skilled sensitive teachers and as stressed here, sufficient time. The matter should be of
concem to school staff when planning to hold interviews and consideration could be given
to the amount of time allocated for each interview. Secondly schools were judged to be
less effective in giving feedback to students about their progress and attainment thon they
were in giving the same feedback to parents. Parents, principals and superintendents saw a
necessity for the students to fully understand the assessing processes used within a
classrocm and thought that children should be involved in negotiating aspects of the
process. Principals and superintendents thought that the link between teaching assessing
and learning should be the focus of any processes being used. Many principals indicated
that they and their staff were grappling with the issues and it appears to be an area requiring
continued developmental work.

Parents indicated that they give a great deal of attention to the class allocation processes
used by schools. If they perceived that a child was split from a friendship group or have
some concerns about the person who will be their child's classroom teacher they frequently
contacted the school. The principal of one school indicated that parental input is sought
prior to the finalization of class lists. This had the support of staff and has been very
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effective in diminishing the level of parental concern. It may be a process that would be of
benefit to other schocls.

The social interactions of children were of great concern to parents and one major facet
was the quality of the relationship between child and classroom teacher. When there were
problems in this area parents contacted the teacher or the principal seeking a resolution of
the difficulties. Many parents spoke with emotion and evidenced a degree of frustration
because they perceived that teachers usually see the students as the cause of the problem
and do not acknowledge that they could also be at fault. It may be of advantage for
principals to reflect on this matter and give cognizance to parent perceptions when dealing
with this issue.

Parents, principals and superintendents were generally impressed with the level of
effectiveness of schools in their presentation and upkeep of facilities. However, many
commented on the importance of the front office foyer and the greeting they received when
approaching staff. All wanted to see bright colorful displays of children's work with the
walls and decor reflecting brightness and happiness. Non-changing displays were seen to
be counter productive. Principals and staff could give attention to the manner in which
children's work is displayed and to the a manner and perceived approachability of the
person in the receptionist role. Personnel responsible for maintenance and painting of
facilities could give recognition to the recent research on color and the effects on mood and
purpose of people exposed to th2 colors, when writing specifications for maintenance
contractors.

Increased parental participation in decision making for all aspects of the management of
schools were promoted by all groups. However, concems were expressed by parents and
principals about the role parents should play in the area of curriculum management. The
differing perception need to be confronted and negotiation occur in relation to parental
participation in this area. The Education Department should give cognizance to the fact that

principal and staff attitudes were perceived to control the actual level of parental
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participation. Without addressing this issue the implementation of the current policy in its
present form, may be endangered. The suggestions by numerous principals and parents
for in-service activities, jointly spunsored Education Department and state wide parent
bodies, focussed on the parental participation policy appears to be a sound recommendation
and worthy of further investigation.

Some parents, many principals and most superintendents spoke about the changed role
for superintendents within South Australia. There was an expectation from these people
that the changed role would allow superintendents to focus on the personal and group
professional development needs of principals, provide superintendents with time to suppont
principals within their schools, and to give meaningful feedback to principals about their
performance. It would be wise for superintendents to acknowledge this percipience while
negotiating and clarifying actual role performance. However, superintendent accéptancc of
a basic educative leadership function could depend upon the production of evidence of links

to resultant school improvement.

Implications and Recommendations for Research

This study has contributed to the bady of knowledge on school effectiveness by
examining multiple constituent perceptions. This study for example, has highlighted the
focus areas and activities of principals and staff in effective schools. It has also highlighted
the breadth and complexity of educational leadership, a matter receiving much concerted
and systematic investigation. By contributing to this body of knowledge about effective
schools and effective principals this research can inform the persons responsible for the
development of preparation programs for school administrators as well as inform those
responsible for ongoing development corses for current administrators.

Perceptions of organizational effectiveness depend upon whose perspective, or which
constituency's point of view is being considered. An understanding of school

effectiveness is dependent not only upon performance but upon the respondents whose
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perceptions are used as a basis of measurement. Few researchers have giver this matter the
attention it deserves and as such the methodology employed in this study may be of
assistance in this regard. Given that the role of parents in the administration of South
Australian schools is changing, administrators who have relied upon the findings on
effective schools for policy development and practice may need to widen their perspective
to acknowledge the altemative viewpoints of parents presented in this study. As such,
research on schools where parent participatory processes work well may allay principal
fears and demonstrate that formal rcpresentation can work effectively in their interests.

Research is needed on how the multiple constituencies can best contribute to the
education of the children. Ways in which superintendents can work directly with
principals, school councils and parents need to be explored. This research could explore
the optimum balances of influences between local accountability and the educational
system's need for control. Principals are continually managing this balance but at the same
time if a school community identity is to be created, principals are required to establish
parental influence. Research could seek to establish the tensions, balances and checks
within this tripartite relationship of principals, parents and superintendents and the resultant
influences on the quality of the educational program for the children.

Research needs to be done with different levels of schooling as it seems clear that
parental influence can differ markedly across levels of schooling. If parent inflvence is
determined to be less significant at secondary school level, what are the reasons for this
difference? The extent to which parent influence penetrates the core technology of teaching
could also be explored. It was seen by respondents to be an area of tension within the
current policy development of parental participation within South Australia.

There is a need to fill the most obvious gap in this study by researching teacher and
student attitudes to school and principal effectiveness. Within that research attention could
be given to student concems about building and the maintaining social relationships with

teachers and peers. This was of prime importance to parents and of greater significance
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than an emphasis on academic attainment. There was a perception expressed by
superintendents that teachers who had not modified their teaching methodology to
incorporate negotiation of teaching, leamning, assessing processes and course content with
students were more dominant in the complaint scenario that those who had made changes.
This may be a fruitful area to research to see if links exist between methodological approach
and overall school effectiveness. One superintendent also had a perception that there was a
link between teacher methodology and teacher stress.

Student problems with social relationships were one of the most significant instigators
of parental intervention at the school or district level. This study has indicated that fifty
percent of parents who approach a school seeking resolution of perceived difficulties are
unhappy with the results of those interventions. Further research could seek to establish
whether the non-resolved concerns were linked to the approach taken by personnel at the

school or to the issues that were the bases of the interventions.

Concluding Remarks
A concept of effectiveness is inherent in every person's mental conception of a school.
Whether it is studied or not, parents, administrators and school staff will continue to make
formal and informal assessment of a school or school system's performance. Against these
judgements assessment of the quality of an administrator's work will be made. Continued
research into school effectiveness will give added clarity to the looking glasses used by
people. This will facilitate an improvement in the judgements being made and in the efforts

being expended to improve the overall effectiveness level of principals and schools.
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‘ Norlhem Areo
aa Education Otfice
Elzabeth Howse tducalion
Oxenham Drive
Elzobeth $112 Dapariment!

1 256 0111 of Soulh
g gt KX Australlo

NORTHERN AREA EDUCATION

TQ PRINCIPALS QF SCHOOLS IN THE NORTHERN AREA

During term three of this year Neville Highett will be working as a Superintendent of
Schools in the Norther Area. He has been studying in Canada for the last two years
and prior to that had been a Superintendent of Schools at Kadina since 1976.

While he is here h~ will:

work with the A/Director CASS and each Superintendent of Schools and a small
group of principals to initiate and aniculate a school development planning

process,
\
work with the Director of Personnel and a group of principals to plan a

professional development programme for schoo! leaders.
Further information on these activities will be forthcoming,

While Neville is in the Northern Area he will also collect data for his Doctoral
dissertation for the Faculty of Graduate Studies, Department of Educa.donal
Administration at the University of Alberta. His dissertation will be based on rescarch
of factors associated with school effectiveness and school ineffectiveness.

Most of the research in the area of school effectiveness is based on urban
schools in socially disadvantaged areas of North America. Hence your
involvement with and support of his research will enable the results of the
research and its South Australian perspective 1o be disseminated in North
American jouraals. Corizs of the {inal research wil! aleo be available for our
use.

A series of Nominal Group Techniques meetings are planned with principals
and superintendents. The data g.thered from these meetings will be used to
focus the developinent of a questionnaire. This questionnaire will then be
distributed to principals, superiniendents and parents.

I recommend the research 10 you and urge that you take this opportuaity + be involved.
Yours sincerely
Bonid Rutsd
Denis Ralph
DIRECTOR QF EDUCATION
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NE momsee &)

Elizabath House EdUCO"Oh
Bronamn S115° Dopariment
Telephons 256 811 of Soulh

Fox 256 8252 Australio

NORTHERN AREA EDUCATION

«name»
The Principal
«school»
ucourier»

Dear «addressee»

I am preparing to conduct research in schools within the Northern Area that contain
students in the R-7 range. I therefore seek your cooperation in this research which will
form the basis of my Doctoral dissentation for the Faculty of Graduate Studies, ﬁcpa.rtmcnt
of Educational Administration at the University of Alberta.

Linvite you to assist me with the commencement of this research by attending one of the
meetings detailed below. At the meeting you will participate in a data generating nominal
group technique process that will provide me with principals' perceptions of factors
associated with school effectiveness or school ineffectiveness. This data will be used 10
develop a questionnaire for distribution to principals, parents and superintendents in carly
September. The results of each meeting will also be collated and distributed to all
participants.

You will leave the meeting with a comprehensive set of notes on the Nominal Group
Technique Meeting process and should then be able to apply it and use it in your school
scting whenever you or your school community needs to deal with problems, set
priorities, find solutions or reveiw prdposals with a minimum of discussion.

The attached sheets vutline this research into factors associated with school effectivencss
and school incffectiveness. A more comprehensive document is available from the
Principal group contact person for your district.

The research area and the process to be used has been approved by my supervisory
committec and the research ethics committee at the University of Alberta. Denis Ralph,
Director of Education has also endorsed the research process for this area.



The NGT meetings will be held at the following times and locations:

Tuesday 2nd August, 8.30 am. to 10.30 am., Ingle Heights Primary School,
Fumer Avenue, Ingle Farm: focus on school effectiveness;

Tuesday 2nd August, 2 pm. to 4 pm., Broadmeadows Primary School, Heywood
Street, Elizabeth North: focus on school ineffectiveness;

Wednesday 3rd August, 8.30 am. to 10.30 am., Gilles Plains Primary School,
Beatty Terrace, Hillcrest: focus on school ineffectiveness;

Wednesday 3rd August, 2 pm. to 4 pm., Salisbury Downs Primary School,
Paramount Road, Salisbury Downs: focus on school effectiveness;

Friday 12 th August, 9am. to 11 am., Gawler Primary School, Nixon Terrace,
Gawler: focus on school effectiveness.

Groups of 10 - 15 are required for each meeting and to assist with planning you are
requested to telephone 256 8224 or 256 8230 at the area office to indicate. your atiendance
and preferred location.

Your cooperation «addressee» in being part of this research would be greatly appreciated
and I urge you to assist me by attending one of the meetings.

Yours sincergly

eyfe I*fighcu
Superintendent of Schools
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p ‘ E Northem Area @
AR Education Office

£izabath Houte
Oxenhom Drive Education
Eizabeih 8112 Doparimont
Tel ® 2568111 of South
Fox 256 8252 Ausiralla

NORTHERN AREA EDUCATION

«name»
uschool»
«couriers

Dear «addresseen,

I'am a Superintendent of Schools currently studying at the University of Alberta. As part of
my research I am investigating school effectiveness and school meffccuveness factors and the
interventions that various constituent groups make when they perceive a school does not meet
their criteria of effectiveness.

Twrite to seek your assistance in completing the enclosed questionnaire for principals. The
questions pay particular attention to effectiveness criteria developed by 73 principals within the
Northern Area at a series of meetings held earlier this term. As second part of this rescarch I
will interview parents, principals and superintendents of schools to obtain more detailed
information about important issues arising from the questionnaire responses. If you are willing
to be interviewed please indicate this on the attached response sheet.

I'realize «addresseen that this is a busy time of the term for you but I would appreciate you
spending the fifty five minutes required to complete the questionnaire. Please return the
completed questionnaire via the courier, in the envelope provided. The questionnaires are not
identified and all responses will be treated as stricily confidential .

At the conclusion of the research a copy of the report will be available in the Northern Area
Resource Centre and a summary report will be made available to each District of the Area.

Your cooperation in this study is greatly appreciated.
Yours faithfully

eyAle Highett
6th September 1988



NE waonssa &
y Educoalion Offico

Eizabeth House Education
Oxenham Drive

Eizabeth 5112 Doparimen!
Telo 2568111 of Soulh
Fox 256 8252 Australia

NORTHERN AREA EDUCATION

«nNaAme»
aschool»
«courier»

Dear «addressee»,

Near the end of last term [ sent you a questionnaire on school effectiveness. My records indicate
that you have not forwarded a response sheet and I therefore assume that you have not at this time
completed and forwarded a questionnaire

I'realize «addressee» tha  he end of last tenm was very hectic with the added administrative
requirements of the staffing exercise as weli as the myxigd other tasks and activities that reqrired
your attention. However I would value your responses on the questionnaire and urge you to assist
me by completing the questicnnaire this week and forwarding via the courier to the Area Office.

I realize that the questionnaires that you distributed for me, to the selected parents were difficult and
their completion was a time consuming task. However I would appreciate a follow up phone call
from yourself to the sample of parents, urging their cooperation in completing and forwarding the
questionnaires. The confidentiality process I used means that T have no way of knowing which
parents from your school have forwarded a questionnaire, hence [ need your assistance with the
follow up.

I'have completed irterviews of volunteer principals, superintendents and some parents. 1do
however have some parents continuing 10 interview other parents who volunteered for an interview
when they forwarded their questionnaires. These interviews should be completed by the end of
October.

As Ileave for Canada today, Helen Ellis has agreed to forward your questionnaire to me at the
University of Alberta and so have it included in the sample from the Area. Ivalue the support that
you have given me in this research by atiending the NGT m . :ting and the distribitior of the parent
questionnaires and hence 1 and look forward «addresseen to receiving your con

questionnaire.

17th October, 1988
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School Effectiveness
Questionnaire for Principals
Section A: Schoo! Effectiveness

Please assess the impostance of each of the following factors for achieving school effectiveness in schools containing

students in the CTC - 7 range, using the following scale:

Not Slightly Moderately Extremely
Important Importary Important Important
N S M E
Please assess the elfectiveness of your school for each question, using the following scale:
Non Slightly Moderotely Highly Extremely
Effective Effecuive Effective Effective Effective
1 2 3 4
\
Please answer all questions
Circle the selected letter and number Office
Importance for Effectiveness use
—_— School Factor School Effectivencss __of your school 1 only
Educational Program
1. School goals sct cooperatively with: 1(1-5)
(a) teaching stalf
or
(b) stafT and parcnts Please circle (a) or (b) NSME 12345 6,1.8
2. Joint principal - staff planning to accomplish school goals NSME 12345 9,10
3. A written public plan for achicving school goals NSME 12345 11,12
4. A written review and evaluation process Lo Monitor progress
towards achievement of school goals N M E 123435 13,14
. Schwol goals communicated 10 students NSME 12345 15,16
\
6. Academic subjects emphasized NSME 12345 1718
7. Students encouraged 1o strive for academic success NSME 12345 19,20
8. Swdents evaluated against national standards NSME 12345 212
9. Achicvement in language arts is emphasized NSME 123475 2324
10. The development of social skills is emphasized NSME 12345 2526
11. The development of student creativity is emphasized NSME 12345 2728
12. Coordination of the continuity of the instructional
program belween year levels NSME 12345 2930
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Coordination of the instructional program so that classes al
the same year leve's do the same work

Provision of extra-curriculs activities for students

. Recognition of individuals who have difTerent

cultures and values

Student Faclors

16.
17,

19.
20.

21,

22,

High student morale
High expectations of students

Monitoring of student progress and attainment
with feedback to the students

Smident progress and attainment is reporicd to the parents

A rewand structure that acknowledges the efforts and
achievements of students

High student satisfaction with the schoot

A student behaviour management program

Staff Factors

23.
24,

25.

26.
2.
28.

29.

30.

3.
32.
3.
M.

3s.

High stafl morale
Suff with knowledge of ncw wechnology

A rewand structure that acknowledges the work and
achievements of individual stafl members

Staff displaying commitment 10 the school
Staff keeping up to date with new teaching methods
Teachers willing to consider change

Teachers engaged in personal
professional development activities

Teachers engaged in professional development activilies
for the improvement of the school

Staff who display a high level of motivation 1o their work
Leadership roles shared among staff
Job satisfaction of individual staff 1aembers

The degree of trust between principalideputy principal
and other members of the staff

A decision making policy that is in operation

Communication - Community Faclors

36.

Clarifying the educational program w the parents

NS
NS

NS

NS
NS

NS
NS

zZ Z Z Z Z
7] 7]

zZ Z Z Z
(%]

ME
ME

ME

ME

ME

ME
ME

M E

M

m m m

ME

ME

ME

M E

ME

nn
KA

35,36

»ns
3940

4142

a4

45,46
4748

49,50

51,52

53,54

55,56
51,58
39,60

61,62
63,64

65,66
61,68
69,70

nmn

73,74
15,76

%1-5)
6.7

n



Please assess the importance of each of the following factors for achieving achool effectiveness in schools containing
students in the CPC - 7 range, using the same scale as before, namely:

Not Slightly Modentely Extremely
Important Important Imponant Important
N S M E
Picase also assess the effectivencss of your school for each question, using the following scale:
Non Slightly Moderately Highly Extremely
Effective Effective Effective Effective Effective
1 2 k] s
Impartnce for Effectiveness of
37.  Promoting the educational program of the schoo! to the
wider non parent community NSME 12345
38. Enlisting suppon of parent bodies NSME 12345
39, Maintaining communication with the wider \
non parent community NSME 12345
40. Identifying the expectations of the parent community NSME 12345
41.  Adapting policies and procedures o respond to the school
parcnt community expectations NSME 12345
Financial Management Factors
42. A school budget that is developed with .volvement of
() «caching stafl
or
(b) alt stalf
o
(c) staff and parcnts
Please circle (3) or (b) or (c) NSME 12345
43.  Gaining of addiional resources NSME 12345
44, Successful fund raising activities within the community NSME 12345
Physical Facility Factors
45, Well maintaned school grounds and facilities NSME 123 45
46.  School intesnal environment that indicates
care and altention 1o detail NSME 12345
Management Factors
47. Problems are regarded as opportunitics to seck improvement N S M E 12345
48.  Appoinunent of specialist teachers NSME

49, What specinlist eachess, if any, would you appoint to your school?

(Please indicate in priority order)

(a)

(b) ()

89

10,11

12,13

14,15

16,17

18
19,20

212

23,24

25,26

2128

29,30

3132

n



50. Mutual cooperation among people with different roles
within the school NSME 1234
$1. Clearly defined roles for administrative responsibilities NSME 123458
52. Utilization of the latest iachnology within the school NSME 12345
$3. The attraction of additional students to your school NSME 123458
$4. The number of sindents in the schoo! NSME
55. What is the enrollment in the ideal size school ? students
$6. What other factors that are not identified above, contribute to the effectiveness of schools?
(Please specify)
€. Z OO U P VPO
................................... . NSME 12345
(B) et st e
........................................................................... NSME 12345
({3 T ST OO SRR PPNt
........................................................................... NSME 123 4.
57. We: 'd you plcasc ratc the overall effectiveness of your school — ...veeeeiiennne 123 45
58. Whois the best person / group 1o judge the effectivencss of an individual school?

59.

What three key factors currently stop your school from achieving maximum efTectiveness?
(Plcase list them in prionity order)

...........................................................................................................................................

B
3336
3738
39,40
41
24

45

33



60. What are the three most imponant critena for assessing the effectiveness of a school with students

in the CPC - 7 range?
(Please list them in priority order)
(8) oo e e s b e s et s e s s
(D) ceeverrrsierisioresenssinsnnniessene cessssssssensesnasnenns .
[ {9 J retvevessressesstssennresatan ataeee setshtar et aertter RS ILeNEe S Lr et antShrea bt bens PR ORR TSRS RIS L 0O sesasersesane

.............................................................................................

Please fee! free to add any sdditional comments about any aspect of the sbove questions or to

make statements about the judgement of school ineffectiveness or school effectiveness.

Please turn over to Section B
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SECTION B: Principal Effectiveness

Please asess the importance of each of the following factors for achieving school effectiveness in schonls containing
smdents in the CPC - 7 range, using the following scale:

Not Stighuly Modenately Exgemely
Important Impostant Important Important
N S M E
Please also assess the effectiveness of your effectivencss as 8 leader for each question, using the following scale:
Non Slightly Moderately Highly Extremely
Effective Effective Effective Effective Effective
1 2 k) 4 s

Please answer all questions

Circle the selected letter and wumber \
Office
. Importance for Your use
— Principal Effectivepess Factor __ Schocl Effectivencss  Effectiveness — pnly
61. ‘The ability of the principal to dectare 8 personal set of 3(1-5)
goals for the school NSME 1 23 435 6,7
62. Principal acting as a role model NSME 1 23 45 8.9
63. Principal acting as instructional leader for the school NSME 1 2345 10,11
64. Principal actively involved in the curriculum development
activities of the school NSME 1 23 45 12,13
65. Principal keeping up 10 datc with new teaching methods NSME 1 2345 14,15
66. Principal is prepared (o leam new ideas, approaches NS E 1 23 45 16,17
67. Two way channels of communication with:
(a) all stall NSME 1 23 45 18,19
(b) students WNSME 1 23 45 20,21
(c) parents NSME 12345 22,23
(d) wider non parent community NSME 1 23 45 24,25
68. Supcrvising the work of professional staff members NSME 1 2345 26,21
69. Evaluating the performance of prol sssional
staff members NSME 12345 2829
70. Providing feedback to s1aff members NSME 12345 3031
71. Improving the work of staff members NSME 12345 3233
72. Fostering the professional growth of stalf members NSME 12345 H3s
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3.

4.

7s.
76.

.

8.
79.

80.

81

82.

83.

84,

8s.

86.

Maintaining high expectations of staff NSME 12345
The principal’s social relstionship with teachers
outside nf working hours NSME 12345
Maintaining an open school climate NSME 12345
Allocsting of teachers to clagses by the principal NSME 12345
Maintaining the day 1o day administrative operation of the
schvol NSME 12345
Recognizing the uniqueness of each school community NSME 12345
Promoting the school in the wider non parent community NSME 12345
Principal involvement in district / ares
decision making procestes NSME 12345
The principal's relationship with the
Superintendent of Schools NSME 12345
Principal participation in the selection of
professional staff members NSME
Would you please rate your overall effectiveness
as 3 principal

................. 12345

Whai are the throe most important criteria for assessing the effectiveness of a principal of a school
with students in the CPC - 7 range?
(Please list them in priority order)

...........................................................................

..........................................................................................................................................

...........................................................................................................................................

How important is the principal's ¢[Tectiveness for attaining overal! school effectivencss in a school
with students in the CPC - 7 range? (Please circle one leter)

N S M E
Not Slighuy Moderately Extremely
Important Important Important Important

Ia your opinion, what one aspect contributes most 1o a school principal's influence on the achievement
of schoo! goals?

3637

839
40.41

4243

4“uas
46,47

48,49

50,51

52,53

55

56
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87. What three key factors currently stop you frum gaining maximum personal effectivensss
within your schoo!?

(Please list them in priority order)

........................................................

.....................................................................

......................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................

m



Section C: Schoo! Data

Please check ( ) the approjwinte answer.

1. What year levels are in your school? (Please ingicate all)
CPC___ Reception __ Yearl ___ Year2 __ Year) __ Yeard __ YearS__ Year6___ Yer7 __|
2. Whatis your total stafT tareet? ( Include sl non formutae sialf)

3. Whatis your school enrollmeny?

Section D: Information about respondent

4. What is your gender? (MDfemale ____ (2)male ____
S.  What was your age on I January 1988?
(NDundec30___ (2)30-39___ (3)40-49 __
(4)50-59 (S)orolder

6. For how many years have you been in your present location?
(Count the current year as a full year)

7. For how many ycars have you been a principal?
(Count the cumrent year as a full ycar)

8.  How manv ycars since your first appointment in education?
(Count the current year as a full year)

Please return the questionnaire in one of the envelopes provided.
\

64

{181

1820

2

2

23,24

25,26

27128

Please complete the attached return slip snd return it in the other envelope. Please indicate on

the return slip if you are willing to be interviewed.

Separate envelopes are provided to ensure anonymity for your questionnaire response.

Thank you for your cooperation and the time
that you have spent on this task.
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Response Advice Sheet

Mr Neville Highett

Northern Area Education Office
Elizabeth House

Oxenham Drive

Elizabeth

R2737

Dear Neville,
I wish 10 advise you that I have today completed and forwarded the questionnaire
on School Effectiveness:

(please complete as necessary)

(2). lamnot available for interview

or

(b). lamavailable for interview and can be contacted at telephone number

Yours faithfully g

(please print name)

........ September, 1988
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
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K1)

Interview questions for R-7 School Principals

1. Describe an occasion when a parent had a reason/cause to contact the school.
Issues: What precipitated the contact?
What happened as a result of the contact?
Were you satisfied with the actions of the school?
Did you have contact with the parent about the same issue at a later date?
Repeat as necessary
2. Describe an accasion when you became concerned with some aspect of 8 teachers  perfarmance.
What did you do as a result of making that judgement?
Issues: What precipitated that concemn?
What happened as a result of the contact?
Were you satisfie:d with the resultant actions of the teacher?

Did you have contact with the teacher about the same issue at a later date?
Repeat as necessary
3. An important aspect to emerge from the NGT meetings held earlicr this term was "maintaining an

appropriate school climate.” What sort of climate do you consider to be "appropriate” for

achicving effectiveness in an R-7 school?

4, How important is frequent evaluation of students against defined standards for school effectivencss?

5. What form of student assessment and feedback to students and parents is followed by an cffective
school?

6. How important is parental involvement in the school decision making processes?

7. In your opinion what is the prime indicator of the effectiveness of an R-7 school?

8. What factor most inhibits the effectiveness of an R-7 school?

9. What suggestions d » you have for improving the effectiveness of R-7 schools?

10. Should the principal be the instructional leader of the school?

11. What criteria would you employ if you were able to select the principal of a school?

12. How important is the principals role in supervising the work of teachers for school effectiveness?

13. In your opinion what is the prime indicator of the effectiveness of an R-7 school principal?

14, What factor most inhibits the effectiveness of an R-7 school principal?

15. What suggestions do you have for improving the effectiveness of R-7 school principals?

16. What relationship, if any, is there between your effectiveness as a principal and the effectiveness of

your school?
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