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Abstract

The major purpose of this descriptive/analytical study was to explore the
perceptions of junior high school principals with respect to constraints on their
leadership effectiveness and the overall effectiveness of their schools. Ancther
purpose was to examine the relationships which exist among factors relevant to
both leadership effectiveness and school effectiveness. A third purpose was to
analyze the relationships between constraints on leadership effectiveness and
school effectiveness.

Data were collected using two instruments: () a questionnaire completed
by 87% of the 108 junior high principals in Alberta and (b) an interview
conducted with 10 of these principals. Information gained was analyzed using
various statistical techniques and content analysis of responses.

The factors most frequently listed as constraints on leadership effectiveness
were inadequate funding, time taken dealing with problem students, and
inadequate physical facilities. The factors considered to be the least important
constraints on leadership effectiveness were lack of support from the system
supervisor, too few students, and the principal’s teaching load.

The following factors were the most frequently listed constraints on school
effectiveness: (a) financial support by the province, (b) financial support by the
system, and (¢) ineffective leadership in the province. The following factors were
considered to be the least important constraints on school effectiveness: (a) the
amount of staff turnover, (b) the amount of time spent per day on core subjects,

and (c) the overemphasis on technology.



Relationships among responses to tactors yielded a great deal of
information about the association between respondent characteristics and
perceptions of constraints. Perceptions of respondents regarding constraints on
leadership effectiveness were substantially different based on the number of years
served as a principal, the type of school system, the number of students, and the
number of years the school had been in operation. With regard to perceived
constraints on school effectiveness, differences among response groups occurred
most frequently according to the type of school system, the number of years of
experience as a principal in the school, the number of years the school has been
in operation, and the highest degree obtained by the principal.

This study identified several implications for future research which could
involve similar schools in other provinces, schools with different grade structures,
and other respondent groups such as teachers or parents. Constraint-resolution
strategies recommended by respondents included redistribution of current budget
ailocations, initiation of business partnerships to supplement funds, revision of
principal placement and promotion policies, design of school behavior plans, and
modification of student discipline policies. The performance of school leaders
w1s confirmed to be critical to the effectiveness of their schools. The theoretical
framework proved to be an appropriate basis for analysis of junior high school
restructuring and leadership development.

The results of this study substantiate the exigency for reflective, critical
examination of constraints and thoughtful identification of resolutions for

enhanced effectiveness.
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Chapter 1
Overview of the Study

Although junior high schools have existed in North America for severa
decades, a limited amount of research has been conducted to provide specific
knowledge about this particular type of educational organization. If we assume
that characteristics, policies, personnel, and programs vary little from elementary
or senior high settings, this is an appropriate state of affairs. On the other hand,
if we consider that the junior high setting may differ markedly from other levels,
then it is an area of study which is worthy of further investigation. According to
the experience of many educators in the field, junior high schools appear to be
different from elementary and senior high schools with respect to their clientele,
program of studies, administrative leadership, and staffing requirements. Such a
view is supported by various authors including George (1990), Maclver (1990),
and Toepfer (1990).

Recent attention to the importance of leadership in the organizational
context of junior high schools suggested that an examination of various leadership
behaviors would be beneficial. Theories of effective leadership, such as Fiedler’s
Contingency Theory, House’s Path-Goal Model, and the Vroom and Yetton
Situational Model which were described by Johns (1987), provided valuable
insight into improving overall school effectiveness and identifying potential
constraints on administrators which reduce productivity and personal effectiveness.

A critical analysis of these two areas was expected to provide useful

information about constraints on the leadership qualities and the characteristics
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that are considered to be most effective in the junior high school setting. Further,
it was expected that the results of such an analysis would assist principals to
implement the characteristics of effective schools and effective leadership that are
highlighted in related literature.
Background to the Study

The theme of school effectiveness has received a great deal of attention by
researchers in the past two decades, stemming from the original focus on the
effectiveness of various structural arrangements to the more recent focus on the
network of situational elements and specified criteria.

Educators have gained ample informaticn regarding indicators of effective
leadership from such researchers as Fiedler and Garcia (1987), Frase and
Hetzel (1990), Kouzes arid Posner (1990), Manasse (1985), Smith and
Piele (1989), and Yukl (1981). Further, several researchers have provided insight
into effective school organizations, including Cuban (1983), Goodlad (1983),
Purkey and Smith (1983), and Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, and Smith
(1979). However, the recent thrust toward restructuring schools proposed by
authors such as Keefe, Jenkins, and Hersey (1992) and LePage (1987) indicated
that little of this information ha« been implemented on a permanent basis.
Various constraints exist to prevent principals and school stakeholders from
applying and implementing those qualities considered by researchers and
evaluators to be indicators of effective education. Few studies regarding
constraints on leadership and school effectiveness have been conducted:

Johnson (1988) and Murphy (1987) focussed on the elementary school setting
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while Sroypan (1988) concentrated on the junior high school level. Although it is
clearly a unique segment of the public education system, a minimal number of
researchers have focussed specifically on effectiveness of junior high schools.
Those who have written extensively in this area include Alexander (1988),
Alexander and George (1981), Capelluti and Stokes (1991), Garvin (1986),
Jackson (1990), and Toepfer (1990). The recent desire to determine the most
appropriate grade configurations has been a focus of research for Cawelti ( 1988),
George (1990), Lounsbury (1990), and Maynard (1986). The background research
marks an interest in this area and highlights the need for additional research in
junior high school settings.

Manitoba Education and Training (1992) has conducted a secondary school
review in the past two years which resulted in changes to the organizational
structure of their school system. Some school divisions are starting to incorporate
programs for kindergarten to grade 4, grades 5 to 8, and grades 9 to 12 (or Senior
levels 1 to 4) in the same facility; the majority of the urban school divisions
continue to have students in kindergarten to grade 6, grades 7 to 9, and grades 7
to 12. Schools that already housed grades 9 to 12 (Seniors 1 to 4) started the
revised credit system in 1992. With regard to their middle years program for
grades 5 to 8, the strategic plan proposed by government officials highlighted the
need for a focus on communication, critical thinking, decision-making, and study
skills. However, it was suggested that no perfect pattern of school organization,
environment, or programs would meet all needs of "middle year" students.

MclIntosh (1991) also proposed the establishment of an alternative grade



&4

organization for Edmonton Public Schools in future neighborhoods; he described
a plan to develop a two-tier grade configuration involving kindergarten to grade 8
in one facility and grades 9 to 12 in another. System consultants conducted a
cross-Canada survey of school boards with regard to grade organization which
confirmed that the philosophy and approach to adolescent programming was a
more important determinant of effectiveness than grade configuration. However,
results of this survey did have important ramifications for design and construction
and long-term use of facilities.

Schools can be classified as organizations because they are coordinated
groups of individuals who assemble to achieve official provincial goals and
operative system goals in an effective manner. Organizational effectiveness is a
multi-faceted variable which includes different characteristics; therefore, no single,
clear definition exists for this term. Certain researchers have defined it in terms
of goal achievement; Steers (1977) for example, indicated that effectiveness has a
variety of meanings according to the multiple goals possessed by individuals. Few
of these researchers have provided a specific definition of the term "school
effectiveness"; instead, they have chosen to list criteria which are evident in
schools that have been identified as being effective and successful according to
different stakeholders. Johnson (1988), for example, defined overall school
effectiveness as "a composite of performance on all criteria used in assessing
effectiveness in the various organizational dimensions” (p. 15). Sroypan (1988)
used a comprehensive definition which included diverse concepts of the broader

term "organizational effectiveness" or "the extent to which any organization as a



social system, given certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without
incapacitating its means and resources and without placing undue strain upon its
members" (p. 9). Similarly, authors such as Purkey and Smith (1983) and
Ratsoy (1983) suggested that the concept of school effectiveness includes criteria
such as goal achievement, academic success, curriculum articulation, maximized
learning time, and instructions! - zadership.

For purposes of this research, I have considered the characteristics
identified by Rutter et al. (1979) as those which are typically found in effective
schools: instructional supervision, effective leadership, a positive school climate,
goal orientation, a school-wide emphasis on basic skills, high expectations,
frequent assessment of student progress, and parental involvement. These criteria
became part of the conceptual framework as theories of practice or perceptions
about the characteristics of school effectiveness.

The concept of perception is germane to any analysis of effectiveness.
According to Johns (1987), perception is the "process of interpreting the messages
of our senses to provide order and meaning to the environment" (p. 81). One’s
personal interpretation of reality often determines the actions of an individual,
rather than reality itself. Johns’s definition, though deceptively simple, was
instrumental to this analysis of school effectiveness.

Another concept, constraints, formed the foundation for this research in
that analysis of potential constraints should reveal possible barriers to school and
leadership effectiveness within the school setting. Steers (1977) alluded to the

importance of identifiable constraints such as money, technology, and personnel



which could inhibit goal optimization and organizational effectiveness.

Eastcott, Holdaway, and Kuiken (1974) distinguished between constra’s
which are pervasive or "have a relatively consistent constraining influence on the
administrator regardless of the administrative task" (p. 43) and issue-specific
constraints, which are related to particular tasks or aspects of the role and are
determined by individual perceptions. They reinforced the fact that principals
could resort to satisficing behavior "to optimize desirable outcomes . . . while
reducing any undesirable outcomes resulting from constraints" (p. 44). They
highlighted the need for additional research regarding the outcomes of constraints,
the synergistic impact on administrative action, and the recommended strategies
for constraint resolution. To date, limited research has been conducied in these
areas.

Purposes of the Study

This study had three primary purposes: (a) to examine the perceptions of
junior high principals in Alberta with regard to constraints on school effcctiveness,
(b) to examine the perceptions of junior high principals in Alberta with regard to
constraints on their leadership effectiveness, and (c) to explore the relationships
between school effectiveness and principal effectiveness for junior high schools in
Alberta. A secondary purpose was to explore strategies that principals employ to
resolve the results of these constraints on their school and leadership
effectiveness. Another purpose was to clarify the specific elements of
effectiveness as they pertain to leadership and school operation at the junior high

level.



As indicated previously, a notable amount of research has been conducted
regarding leadership effectiveness in educational settings and effectiveness of
school organizations; this study examined these issues by exploring constraints
related specifically to the junior high setting. The integral role cf the principal
with regard to school effectiveness has been strongly documented in the literature
by such authors as Buell (1992), Lane (1992), Manasse (1985), Purkey and
Smith (1983), Renihan and Renihan (1984), and Rutter et al. (1979); this
relationship was examined in this study by analyzing perceptions of junior high
school principals. The theories outlined by Eastcott, Holdaway, and Kuiken
(1974) provided a base of knowledge specific to the principalship of schools
regarding constraints on effective leadership and organizational practices.

Significance of the Study

The significance of this study is described from the perspectives of theory
and practice.
Theoretical Significance

The results of this study were expected to make a contribution to the
iierature regarding school effectiveness, principal effectiveness, and the junior
h'3h school setting. A limited number of studies have provided information about
constraints related to actual and preferred effectiveness; this research was the
focus of work by Johnson (1988), Murphy (1987), and Sroypan (1288).
Furthermore, results of this research have not provided a detailed description of
the application of research regarding constraints on the junior high setting. As

Sroypan (1988) pointed out, "junior high schools are obviously different from



senior high schools in terms of such aspects as the maturity and attitudes of
students, and specialization in subjects" (p. 6). This study was expected to
advance the theoretical knowledge regarding junior high schools and to provide
information for comparison to the elementary and senior high settings. In this
regard, results were expected to be useful in providing information relevant to the
current middle schools debate between supporters of middie schools and
supporters of an elementary-junior high school organization.
Practical Significance

The importance of the leader in relation to organizational effectivencess has
been highlighted in studies conducted by Boyer (1988), Manasse (1985), Peters
and Waterman (1982), Purkey and Smith (1983), Rutter et al. (1979), and Steers
(1977). Focussing more specifically on the junior high setting, the role of the
administrator is clearly becoming more demanding as a result of the increasing
expectations of society, the varied responsibilities associated with this role. the
unique characteristics of adolescence, and the increased attention paid to school
effectiveness and accountability. The following authors have commented on the
increased complexity of the administrative role: Alexander and George (1981),
Capelluti and Stokes (1992), Cawelti (1988), George (1990), and Toepfer {1990).
Research regarding school effectiveness has provided a wealth of information
which can be used to identify characteristics considered to be essential for
effective schools and strategies for restructuring schools for increased productivity.
An investigation of the relevance and appropriateness of this information and

potential constraints upon implementation of recommended practices for the



junior high setting was conducted to provide insight for practitioners, central
office administrators, and elected officials. This knowledge could help to improve
the quality of program provided for students and the level of achievement at the
junior high setting.

With regard to the effectiveness of principals, Sroypan (1988) found that a
large discrepancy existed between the degree of effectiveness for the "actual
performance" by the principal and the "perceived importance" according to the
principal. Certain constraints appear to exist which prevent principals from
developing, implementing, and actualizing the qualities which they consider to be
most effective in their leadership roles. With regard to school effectiveness, a
large discrepancy also appears to exist between characteristics perceived to be
important for effective schools and the actual qualities evident in junior high
schools. Considering issues such as the foregoing, this study was expected to
provide information regarding the importance of potential constraints on
effectiveness and strategies used to overcome these constraints which are inherent
to the junior high level. An examination of these coping mechanisms derived
from the analysis of interviews with principals in this study was expected to
provide information regarding daily administrative performance. In addition,
findings could be of interest to administrators at elementary and secondary levels,
‘in that certain issues related to effectiveness are generic to school leadership and
organization at all levels. It was anticipated that results of this study could furnish
information for preparation of pre-service and in-service administrative training

programs.
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Goldsborough (1992) reported that the Canadian Education Association
had planned to conduct an extensive research project for Employment and
Immigration Canada which would analyze secondary schools across Canada that
had been identificd as exemplary. The purpose of this study was to determine
how the quality of the learning environment promotes student achievement and
retention, The results of this study will provide a great deal of information about
effective school characteristics which may be of value to the Canadian Education
Association study.

Definitions of Terms

The following definitions of terms were used in this study.
Junior High School

"Junior high school” refers only to schools with students in grades 7, 8, and
9 which are providing instructional programs authorized by the provincial
Department of Education.

School Effectiveness

School effectiveness is a multidimensional variable which includes various
characteristics; therefore, no single, clear definition exists for this term. Certain
researchers defined it in terms of goal achievement, while others focussed on the
organizational contexts. Johnson (1988) defined school effectiveness as "the
attainment of a school on each criterion by which success is judged. Overall
effectiveness was regarded as a composite of performance on all criteria used in
assessing effectiveness in the various organizational dimensions" (p. 15).

Sroypan (1988) used a comprehensive definition which included various concepts
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to define organizational effectiveness as "the extent to which any organization as a
social system, given certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without
incapacitating its means and resources and without placing undue strain on its
members" (p. 9). McNamara (1968) used his own definition but differentiated
between effectiveness of the school and that of the leader. Steers (1977)
indicated that effectiveness has a variety of meanings according to the multiple
goals of individuals. The concept of effectiveness results from a relatively high
output by the organization in relation to input, in order that an organization may
make good use of human and material resources. Steers (1977) defined
organizational effectiveness in terms of "an organization’s capacity to acquire and
utilize its scarce and valued resources as goals" (p. 3).

For purposes of this study, the basic definition proposed by Steers (1977)
was used, and schools were considered to be "effective" if the following
characteristics, as identified by Rutter et al. (1979), were present: instructional
supervision, effective leadership, a positive school climate, a school-wide emphasis
on basic skills, high expectations, frequent assessment of student progress, and
parental involvement.

Perception

Perception was defined by Johns (1987) as the "process of interpreting the
messages of our senses to provide order and meaning to the environment" (p. 81).
He indicated that there are three components to a perceptual event: (a) a
perceiver who is affected by experience, motivational state, and emotional state;

(b) a target that is being perceived and its characteristics; and (c) a situational
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context. Various biases can affect the validity of our perceptions: (a) privacy and
recency effects, (b) reliance on central traits, (c) implicit personality theory,

(d) projection, and (e) stereotyping. Perception is the key to attitudes, motivation,
and behavior in human beings; the importance of analyzing the context in which
behavior occurs as a means of interpreting behavior cannot be overstated.
Johnson (1988) considered the definition which Shaver (1981) proposed to be the
clearest and most useful; it focussed on "the understanding of the world that you
construct from data obtained through your senses" (p. 837). This definition was
used for purposes of this study. Shaver (1981) indicated that perception assists
individuals to organize and sort input received by our senses so it becomes
meaningful to them. He described it as a construct composed of aspects
assembled in an interlocking manner to form an overall view; therefore, the
interpretation of reality often determines the actions of an individual, rather than
reality itself.
Leadership

Johns (1987) indicated that formal leadership "occurs when particular’
individuals exert influence upon others in an organizational context" (p. 309). As
Duke (1986) pointed out, "leadership seems to be a gestalt phenomenon, greater
than the sum of its behavioral parts. ... [It] is first and foremost, a perception
invested with social meaning and value" (p. 212). He concluded that it could be
seen as the essence of adding meaning to relationships between individuals and

lzrger entities such as schools, communities, or systems, Alternatively,

Bennis (1990) focussed on the traits of leaders indicating that excellent leaders
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are "thoughtful, intense, and involved. They are also able to reflect, to reframe
problems, and to let the situation talk back to them” (p. 17). Kouzes and
Posner (1990) extended this description to suggest that leadership begins where
management cnds because it allows for an innovative, individualistic, creative
approach to the organizational role, rather than the stable, orderly systems
approach often identified in traditional management theories.

Terry (1960) defined leadership as "the activity of influencing people to
strive willingly for group goals" (p. 442). Terry’s (1960) definition, which is
appropriate for a school setting, was used for the purposes of this study. Like
many subjective concepts, it is difficult to convey an exact meaning for this term.

In addition to formal leadership, informal leadership exists when
individuals influence others by going beyond formal role requirements.
Sergiovanni (1990) maintained that genuine leadership only occurs if the leader
has a sense of purpose and "relies on values and ideas and when properly
understood and practised engenders followership feelings and behaviors in
teachers and students" (p. 10). The elements of informal leadership were assumed
to be included as part of the definition of leadership for purposes of this study.
Constraint

The final concept which formed the foundation of this study was the term
“constraint." Steers (1977) alluded to the importance of identifiable constraints
such as money, technology, and personnel which could inhibit goal optimization
and organizational effectiveness. He categorized the major factors which were

identified in his research: (a) organizational characteristics, (b) environmental



14
characteristics, (c) employee characteristics, and (d) managerial policies and
practices (p. 7).

It was concluded that there were several possible ways of categorizing the
constraints or roadblocks for this study depending upon the results of the
interview sessions: (a) saliency, to determine which constraints are more
significant; (b) susceptibility to policy intervention, to analyze which constraints
could be resolved by a change in system or school policies; and (¢) situational
elements, to determine whether constraints are internal aspects related to the
individual leader and school or external aspects related to the system or provincial
environment. Analysis of the findings revealed information in all three categorics.

Eastcott, Holdaway, and Kuiken (1974) defined a constraint as "any mare
or less constant restriction upon an administrator’s action or potential action; in
some way the constraint prevents or impedes administrator action from being in
line with the theoretical principles” (p. 41). Further, they identified three
categories of constraints: (a) personal, such as age or education; (b) intra-
organizational, such as physical facilities or communication patterns in the school;
and (c) extra-organizational, such as school regulations or availability of resources.
This last definition is the most comprehensive and appropriate for purposes of
this study since this research was designed to identify and analyze constraints upon
the application of knowledge, enhancement of competencies, and execution of
specific desired behaviors which are related to school and leadership effectiveness.
Thus, analysis of these constraints could have revealed potential causes of

ineffectiveness and promoted implementation of effective leadership and school
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practices.

If we assume that constraints are endemic to an organization, then
administrators should take the position that constraints must be managed in order
that changes are implemented to resolve the potentially negative result of these
barriers to effectiveness.

Discrepancy Theory

This theory contends that job satisfaction "is a function of the discrepancy
between the job outcomes a person wants and the outcomes that are perceived to
be obtained" (Johns, 1987, p. 129). Williamson and Johnston (1991) indicated
that it is this discrepancy between the actual and ideal which arouses the need for
change. Consequently, this theory was used in the analysis of constraints for
purposes of this study.

Research Questions

This study had three general purposes. The first was to describe which
leadership competencies of principals were considered to be the most effective at
this level. The second was to describe which characteristics of effective schools
were considered by principals to be the most significant in the junior high setting,
The third purpose was to explore the relationships between leadership
effectiveness and school effectiveness in junior high schools in Alberta. The basic
purpose of the study was to obtain information related to the following general
research question:

What constraints upon the effectiveness of Alberta junior high schools and

their principals are perceived as being the most important?



Several specific questions were used as guides for developing the
questionnaire which was sent to all junior high school principals in the province
and interview schedules which were used with 10% of these principals. In
addition, these questions formed the basis for establishing the parameters and
basic framework during the initial phases of the study, directing the research
methodology, analyzing and measuring the data, and discussing the findings.

These questions were grouped into two specific areas: (a) leadership
effectiveness and (b) school effectiveness.

Leadership Effectiveness Questions

1. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about their own
leadership competencies?

2. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about internal and
external constraints on leadership effectiveness?

3. To what extent are the constraints perceived to influence leadership
affectiveness?

4. Which constraints do principals consider to be the major barriers to
leadership effectiveness?

S. What are the principals’ perceptions about the relationship that exists
between the leadership competencies of the principal and the overall effectiveness
of the school?

6. To what extent are the constraints on the leadership effectiveness of the
principal perceived to be related to the constraints on school effectiveness?

7. Which leadership competencies are perceived to be consistently related



to overall school effectiveness?

8. What are the implications of this knowledge for system and school-
based administrators?
School Effectiveness Questions

1. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about the major
discrepancies that exist between "ideal” and "actual” school effectiveness criteria?

2. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about the internal
and external constraints upon their "actual" school effectiveness?

3. To what extent do each of the constraints influence the effectiveness of
the school?

4. What constraints do principals consider to be the major barriers to
school effectiveness?

Assumptioas

The main assumptions underlyirig this study are outlined below:

1. The junior high school is a form of educational ofganization which
differs substantially from elementary and seninr high schout sttings.

2. The role of the principal in a junior kgl setting dife - i scme
importaint ways from that of principals at cther levels.

3. Information about perceptions regarding schoo} sifz¢iiveress and
principal effectiveness can be attained by means of an inter.r-.

4. Principals will provide accurate responses to the im view.

5. The instruments which will be used to measure school and princi;zal

effectiveness are appropriate for these purpocses.



6. The respondents will provide valid indicators of schoul and principal
effectiveness.

7. The constraints on school and principal effectiv. nes- can be categorized
in a fashion which provides increased information abowi the implementation of
effective school practices.

Limitations of tde xindy

Three major limitations were involves = this study.

The first limitation highlights the types of data collection procedures used.
According to Kidder (1981, p. 150), the use of interviews presents the following
concerns: (a) reduced anonymity, (b) pressure on the respondent for an
immediate response, and (c) limited number of participants. However, interviews
can compensate for the limitations of other research strategies in four main ways:
(a) immediate responses are available, (b) responses do not depend on the
motivation and ability of respondents to provide information independently, (¢} a
greater depth of response is possible, and (d) an opportunity exists to obtain
complete answers through clarification. Further, the use of a questionnaire
presents certain disadvantages in that the reliability and validity of an individually
designed instrument cannot be established completely, except through the results
of the pilot and main studies. However, Kidder (1981, p. 148) listed several
advantages for questionnaires: (a) they are less expensive to administer than
interviews so a larger group may be surveyed, (b) interviewer bias can be avoided,
(c) there is greater confidence in anonymity, and (d) there is less pressure for

respondents to respond immediately. The use of both types of data collection



procedures was designed to combine the maximum advantages of each strategy.

This study was also limited in that the responses to the interview and
questionnaire items are dependent upon the perceptions of the respondents at the
time they participated in the study. This was an important consideration in that
accuracy and stability may vary greatly according to situational factors such as
staffing concerns, economic difficulties, union agreements, and personal problems.
Requesting information regarding school and personal data during the structured
portion of the interview and questionnaire assisted in identifying these situational
factors. Therefore, the relationships identified between variables which were
measured in a particular situation would not be affected. In addition, follow-up
contact with a small sample of respondents was used to clarify interview responses
and results of the data analysis as required.

A final limitation was related to the size of the respondent population.
Approximately 10% of the total population of junior high principals in the
province were selected for the interview in order to provide additional
information and clarification. However, all respondents in junior high schools
received a copy of the questionnaire. Principals were the only stakeholder group
involved as respondents due to the importance of their role in effective school
operation as indicated by such authors as Manasse (1985), Purkey and
Smith (1983), Renihan and Renihan (1984), and Rutter et al. (1979). It was
recognized that there were limitations created by precluding other stakeholder
groups (i.e., teachers, support staff, parents, and students). However, the addition

of such groups was considered inappropriate for a study of this nature. In order



to increase reliability of the data, a semi-structured format was used with a
representative sample of respondents for both instruments.
Delimitations of the Study

This study was delimited in four main ways:

1. This study featured junior high schools in Alberta with grades 7, &, and
9 only.

2. The interview was delimited to 10% of the population of principals,
whereas the questionnaire was sent to all principals in the province.

3. The focus was on school effectiveness and effective leadership
competencies as the two major elements selected from the literature.

4. Principals were selected as the respondent group for the pilot study,
questionnaire, and semi-structured interview.

Organization of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into chapters based on specific themes. Chapter 1
contains an overview of the main elements of the study, including the background,
purpose, significance, assumptions, conceptual framework, limitations, and
delimitations. In addition, a list of research questions which formed the basis for
the study and definitions of key terms used in the study are provided.

Chapter 2 is comprised of a review of the related literature on three
themes relevant to this research: (a) school effectiveness, (b) leadership
effectiveness, and (c) junior high school organization.

In Chapter 3, the research methodology is reported by outlining the

research instruments, the data-collection procedures, and analysis conducted on



interview and questionnaire results.

Chapter 4 presents a profile of the respondents by describing
organizational and professional characteristics of the respondents as well as a
profile of the principals selected for the interview.

A description of the constraints on leadership effectiveness is presented in
Chapter S which includes the most important and least important constraints.

The constraints on school effectiveness of principals are outlined in
Chapter 6, once again through an analysis of the most important and least
important constraints.

In Chapter 7, the relationships among demographic variables and
constraints for leadership effectiveness are provided and described.

The relationships among demographic variables and constraints for school
effectiveness are outlined and analyzed in Chapter 8.

In Chapter 9, the summary, discussion, implications, and conclusions
regarding the major findings are presented.

The final section contains a complete bibliogr .phy of all resources utilized
during this research study as well as appendices which contain the questionnaire,

interview schedule, and relevant correspondence.



Chapter £
Review of the Related Literature

The literature which is relevant for this research study can be divided into
three general topics: (a) organizational and schoo!l effectiveness, (b) leadership
and leadership effectiveness, and (c¢) junior high schools. The major references
analyzed in this literature review represent an extensive examination of
contemporary research. Information gained from this literature search was uscd
to indicate directions for the data collection, analysis, and interpretation of
research results for this study.

Organizational and School Effectiveness

Introduction

Organizational effectiveness has been a focus of increased attention in the
past decade. In the field of educational administration, Miklos (1990) indicated
that the effectiveness of various structural arrangements was a theme for
approximately 10 studies conducted between 1958 and 1990 at the University of
Alberta, Edmonton. As a specific topic within the theme of organizational
effectiveness, school effectiveness has been examined by many researchers in
relation to other variables. The following review of relevant literature provides a
global appraisal of knowledge in this field.
Influence of Perception in Analyzing Organizational Effectiveness

The influence of perception is closely related to the use of paradigms in
creating our ideals of school effectiveness. All practices in schools are guided by

perceptions of individuals in relation to experiences with colleagues, students,
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parents, community members, policies, philosophies, and practices.
Johnson (1987, p. 208) stated that "perception occurs only after sequential
transformation stages: stimulus, sensory store, perceptual image, memory, and
response.” The stimulus creates a specific sensory activity which is then compared
with memory and attribution of cause, thus forming a perceptior; or impression
which dictates a specific response. Perceptions, then, are an approximation of
reality which may or may not be recognizable to the individual but which
determine attitudes and behavior. Similarly, Bartley (1980), Bruner (1957),
Johns (1987), and Johnson (1987) maintained that perception is a vitally
important influence in organizations.

With regard to educational settings, Johnson (1987) reminded practitioners
that they should be aware of factors which could possibly bias their analysis of
events and personal actions. In addition, they need to test their perceptions
through honest, open communication with stakeholders and colleagues. He also
recommended that the development of skills in critical thinking and analysis is
crucial for those working in educational organizations.

Gunn and Holdaway (1986) examined the perceptions of senior high school
principals with respect to their leadership effectiveness, their influence, and the
organizational effectiveness of their schools in relation to the construct of job
satisfaction. They concluded that "particular affective reactions to their
perceptions . . . may be unique to persons who are leaders of organizations”

(p. 61); so they inferred that researchers need to understand the needs, motives,

and values of school administrators if they are to make accurate recommendations
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related to improved school and leadership effectiveness.
Theoretical Models of Organizational Effectiveness

Much rhetoric has surrounded the concept of organizational effectiveness
in recent years. Steers (1977) believed that organizational effectiveness was a
multidimensional concept comprised of four major factors which contributed to
the successful goal optimization of an organization: (a) organizational
characteristics such as the extent of decentralization or the degree of formality of
interpersonal interactions, (b) environmental characteristics such as the economy
or the societal elements, (c) employee characteristics such as attitudes or needs,
and (d) managerial policies and practices which promote goal attainment such as
rewards and motivational strategies. He designed a process model or open
systems theory of organizations which examined effectiveness by jointly
considering the following three related concepts: (a) goal optimization, (b) a
systems perspective, and (c) an emphasis on human behavior in organizational
settings. As Kast and Rosenzweig (1970) pointed out, the open systems model
highlights the importance of human involvement in the various steps of the
process and allows for the impact of numerous environmental forees.

Similarly, Harrison (1987) presented an analysis of the open system model
as an approach which is applicable to any type of organization. The main
elements, as outlined below, can be used to diagnose aspects of schools as
effective organizations: (a) inputs or resources, (b) outputs, (¢) technology,

(d) environment, (e) purposes, (f) behavior and processes, (g) culture, and

(h) structure. Diagnosis of these organizational elements is essential if the
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organization is to grow and to enhance its performance.

Peters and Waterman (1982) also highlighted the importance of
environmental elements and interpersonal interaction. They conducted an
extensive analysis of excellent companies which resulted in a recommendation of
eight practices which are considered to be characteristic of successful
organizations: (a) a bias toward action, (b) closeness to the customer,

(¢) autonomy and innovation, (d) human resource productivity, (e) shared values,
(f) a tendency to "stick to the knitting," (g) minimal bureaucracy and staff, and
(h) balance between autonomy and control. These basic principles of
organizational effectiveness provide a model which can be applied to the school
setting due to the focus on interpersonal relationships among all representatives
from various stakeholder groups.

Ratsoy (1983), after surveying various models of organizational
effectiveness, concluded that the lack of agreement regarding the actual meaning
of organizational effectiveness as indicated by assessment criteria and the
procedures for achieving increased effectiveness necessitates the use of a
contingency approach. Such an approach would allow for the adaptation of the
specific requirements of each particular situation.

Evolution of Research on School Effectiveness

The general pessimism about the quality of schooling of the early 1970s
was stimulated by Coleman’s (1966) analysis of equality of educational
opportunity in the United States; it presented the view that schooling cannot

compensate for the inequality that existed within the economic and political
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structures of society. After an extensive survey of 645,000 students in 4,000
elementary and secondary schools, Coleman et al. (1966) concluded that
educational achievement and developmental growth of children were basically
independent of the schooling process due to the predominant effects of society.

The first major concern of these theories resulted from the equally
extensive research project conducted by Rutter et al. (1979) in England. They
noted that children spend over 15,000 hours in scheol from the age of five until
they leave school. This fact suggested the need for additional research to
determine which particular features of school organization and functioning would
offer maju. contributions to individual student success. Unlike the Coleman
Report, R ..tter et al. (1979) believed that school quality should be measured by
the degree of growth in achievement through repeated measurements for the
same group of students at different stages in their school career, rather than vsing
verbal ability as the only measure of knowledge attained. Rutter et al.
(1979, pp. 177-178) proposed several conclusions which formed a foundation for
future research and practice; to illustrate, they concluded that differences among
schools were related to characteristics of the school organization, such as the
degree of emphasis on academics, the instructional strategies used, the availability
of incentives and rewards, and the degree of responsibility givenv to students.
They concluded that the quality of life within the school organization dees have
an effect upon the behavior and growth of tlie students.

Despite the convincing nature of these findings, there was no evidence of

constructive change for American schools in the early 1980s. Consequently, the



27
United States Department of Education report, Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Reform (1983) provided recommendations for reform at the secondary school level
which were designed to resolve the sense of mediocrity which was seen within the
educational system by members of the commission and to enhance America’s
international standing in education. The Commission concluded that a variety of
changes in the educational system are essential, including the following:
(a) establishment of a merit pay schen:e, (b) implementation of a longer school
year, (c) improved curriculum requirements regarding foundation courses for
diplomas and college entrance, and (d) more rigorous and measurable standards
of achievement.

Clauset and Gaynor (1982) employed a systems approach to the study of
effective schools in an attempt to extract the essential indicators and to combine
them to form a conceptual schema. Several implications resulted which are
consistent with related research conducted by Murphy and Hallinger (1985),
Purkey and Smith (1983), and Renihan and Renihan (1984). Clauset and
Gaynor (1982) proposed that the interactive nature of school variables and the
importance of understanding the relationships among leadership, expectations,
climate, instruction, and achievement was key to policy development and effective
school operation.

Subsequently, Goodlad (1983) conducted an in-depth study to provide a
"thick" description of a representative sample of elementary, junior, and senior
high schools which included observations, interviews with principals, teachers,

parents, and students, and an examination of system policy statements for 50



states. His analysis of these extensive data indicated that school improvement
would not be successful unless major changes occurred in the current situation,
because practices were geared to the lowest common denominators.
Consequently, he identified the need for schools to assess their effectiveness in
relation to these research findings regarding the essential school characteristics
and to implement appropriate change.

Unlike Goodlad (1983) who presented the results of his own research,
Purkey and Smith (1983) conducted the first comprehensive critical review of the
literature on school effectiveness, indicating that it presented narrow, simplistic
recipes for school improvement based on nonexperimental data. Despite their
criticism of the methodologies used, they cautioned that the theory regarding
identification of certain characteristics of effective schools should not be
discredited. Purkey and Smith (1983) then integrated these findings with theories
of ‘6rganizational change and implementation by educators such as Fullan (1982)
in order to provide a more cumplex picture of effective schools and restructuring.
They listed a number of school practices which were predominant in higher
achieving schools, including the following: (a) a clear sense of purpose, (b) a
positive school climate, (c) high expectations, (d) school-site management,

(e} staff stability, (f) instructional leadership, (g) parental involvement, (h) a sensc
of community, (i) curriculum articulation, (j) maximized learning time, (k) a safe
and orderly learning environment, and (I) recognition of academic success.
Subsequent research (Murphy and Hallinger, 1985; Renihan & Renihan, 1984)

produced similar lists of essential elements for effective schools.
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Rowan, Bossert, and Dwyer (1983) and Ralph and Fennessey (1983) also
conducted a systematic review of empirical research on effective schools. They
argued that the effective schools perspective is a strategy for reform. They
identified several shortcomings in this field of research: (a) a lack of empirical
evidence, (b) failure to distinguish between studies based on statistical data and
those based on impressions, (c) the overzealous tone of certain research which
resulted in false expectations of effectiveness, (d) failure to control for school
demographics, () questionable generalizability, and (f) inclusion of uncertain
causal and temporal relationships.

During the same time period, Cuban (1983) identified several additional
problems with the accumulated research on effective schools. He noted that no
clear set of guidelines exists to create effective schools and that language used in
this area is unclear because it refers to such concepts as climate and leadership
which are undefinable and based largely upon perception. Further, he proposed
that effectiveness is a constricted concept which ignores many skills that cannot be
assessed by clear-cut methods, such as the development of self-esteem, higher
level thinking, and decision-making abilities. Cuban (1983) also revealed that
research has been done mainly in elementary schools which vary greatly from
junior and secondary schools.

Later, Orlich (1986) reported on another widespread study that was
conducted by the Carnegie Foundation; it emphasized the need for increased
empowerment of teachers as the chief strategy for improving student achievement.

Similarly, Radwanski’s (1988) research in Canada concluded that the following
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recommendations proposed in previous effective school research had still not been
implemented: (a) a clear sense of purpose, (b) a safe and orderly environment,
() a positive school climate, and (d) recognition of academic success. He
suggested that the need for restructuring was evident in the increased sense of
alienation felt by students and the increasingly higher drop-out rates.

These findings challenged the existing views of effective schools and the
preoccupation with instructional leadership, highlighting the need to examine
paradoxes that exist in effective schools research. As Johnson (1988)
acknowledged, "effectiveness is a universal concern among organizational
administrators. . . . Yet, dimensions and criteria for gauging the quality of
performance in schools remain problematic” (p. 1). He obtained perceptual data
from Alberta elementary schools in relation to levels of effectiveness and the
importance of various effectiveness indicators, the most important of which
involved climate, degree of community support, and promotion of academic
success. However, his study revealed that indicators such as the amount of
teacher collaboration and the transmission of goals to students were not perceived
to be important indicators, a finding which was in contrast to previous studies
conducted by Rutter et al. (1979) and the review of research conducted by Purkey
and Smith (1983).

Sroypan (1988) performed a provincial study which examined the
perceptions of school effectiveness and satisfaction for principals in Alberta junior
high schools, in order to obtain information about perceptions of critical aspects

of effectiveness. Her review of the literature led to the implication that criteria



was selected according to alternative viewpoints from stakeholders within the
organization. An analysis of the six items with the greatest degree of variation for
each component (i.e., leadership and school effectiveness) from Sroypan’s (1988)
study provided relevant information for this study. The discrepancies shown in
Tables 2.1 and 2.2 were noted in the results from her analysis of school
effectiveness and overall effectiveness of principais.

Sroypan (1988) concluded that "the most important criteria for assessing
the effectiveness of junior high schools were perceived to be related to school
goals, expectations, climate, morale, satisfaction, and achievement. . . ." (p. iv).
The high return rate of 89% for principal questionnaires allowed these results to
provide a useful source of data which provided further information about
potential constraints on school and leadership effetiveness.

Subsequently, Highett (1989) related perspectives on organizational
effectiveness and school effectiveness by analyzing the perceptions of parents,
principals, and superintendents. His study suggested that the role of the principal
and the degree of student centredness are important variables to consider in
determining the overall school effectiveness.

More recently, Fox (1992) provided a comprehensive review of the
knowledge, skills, and strategies required to promote change in educational
organizations. He cautioned educators to become aware of the following types of
limitations of research on effective schools: (a) narrow definitions of an effective
school based on standardized achievement tests, (b) lack of a uniform

methodology, (c) biased measures focussing on urban elementary schools, and



Table 2.1

The Six Most Effective Aspects and the Six Most Important Criteria
for Judging Overall Effectiveness of Junior High Schools,
as Obtained by Sroypan (1988)

School
effectiveness
level Importance
Criterion Mean Rank Mean Rank
#12 Maximizing the morale of the 5.02 18.5 3.95 1.0
staff as a group
#13  Acknowledging the achievements 5.12 14.0 3.94 2.5
of staff and students
#14 Displaying leadership by the 5.15 13.0 3.93 5.0
principal
#15 Maximizing the job satisfaction 4.88 28.0 3.89 7.0
of individual staft members
#16  Setting sc«o! goals 5.06 17.0 R Wiy

#17 Using appropricic cuct. 4 methods 4.99 20.5 3.80 100

Source: Sroypan (1988), Table 6.9



Table 2.2

The Six Most Effective and the Six Most Important Criteria for
Judging Overall Effectiveness of Principals,
as Obtained by Sroypan (1988)

Principal
effectiveness
level Importance
Criterion Rank Mean Rank Mean

#8  Promoting high expectations 5.17 &5 3.88 4.5

among staff members
#11 Providing feedback to staff 5.13 11.5 3.86 1.5
#12 Improving the performance 4.95 17.0 3.88 4.5

of staff
#13  Obtaining qualified staff 4.93 20.0 3.88 6.0
#14 Fostering high morale 5.12 13.0 3.86 1.5

among staff and students
#15 Coordinating the development 5.07 14.0 3.81 9.0

of school goals

Source: Sroypan (1988), pp. 102 and 117.
(d) failure to analyze relationships among school-level variables. These concerns
highlighted the need for thoughtful implementation of change within schools.
Criteria for Assessing School Effectiveness

Research conducted in the field of school effectiveness indicated that a
specific set of criteria as listed previously are considered to be characteristic of
effective schools. Although not all factors are found in all effective schools, the

potential list provides a global appraisal of knowledge from this field.



The first set of variables proposed by Purkey and Smith (1983) centered
upon the notion of "process variables" which include "characteristics that need to
grow organically in a school and are not directly susceptible to bureaucratic
manipulation" (p. 444) so they precede the development of culture and climate.
An analysis of findings from several researchers indicated that the following
organization-structure variables were considered to be most significant:

(a) school-site management, as noted by Levine (1985) and Purkey and

Smith (1983); (b) instructionai leadership by the principal, which was a factor that
arose from research conducted by Blum (1984), Duren (1992), Fiedler and

Garcia (1987), Fullan (1982), Huddle (1984), Knoop and Wagner (1986),
Manasse (1985), Mintzberg (1973), Norris (1990), Renihan and Renihan (1984),
Rutter et al. (1979), Sergiovanni (1982), Smith and Piele (1989), and Yukl (1981);
(c) staff stability, which was identified by Purkey and Smith (1983); (d) curriculum
articulation with a core set of standards for diverse academic programs in all
subject areas, which was proposed by Eubanks and Levine (1983), Holdaway and
Ratsoy (1991), Murphy and Hallinger (1985), and Purkey and Smith (1983);

(e) parental involvement and support for student achievement, which was
advocated by Blum (1984), Eubanks and Levine (1983), Huddle (1984), and
Purkey and Smith (1983); (f) schoolwide recognition of academic success, which
was listed by Eubanks and Levine (1983), Huddle (1984), McCormack-Larkin and
Kritek (1982), Manasse (1985), Purkey and Smith (1983), and Rutter et al. (1979);
(g) maximized learning time with an emphasis on basic academic skills, which was

proposed in research conducted by Blum (1984), Duren (1992), Eubanks and



Levine (1983), Huddle (1984), Levine (1985), Manasse (1985), Murphy and
Hallinger (1985), Purkey and Smith {1983), Renihan and Renihan (1984), and
Rutter et al, (1985); and (h) district support through assistance with change, which
was identified in the summary of effective schools research by Purkey and

Smith (1983).

The second set of variables identified by Purkey and Smith (1983) is
related to the concepts of school culture and climate as they support academic
performance and interpersonal goals. Therefore, attempts to increase
effectiveness by imposing a set of required characteristics necessitate changing the
attitudes, organizational structure, and norms.

The following recommendations from various researchers can be included
in this category as culture variables: (a) a safe, comfortable ervironment where
students understand the school’s expectations for academic success, which was
recommended by Blum (1984), Duren (1992), Eubanks and Levine (1983),

Fullan (1982), Huddle (1984), Levine (1985), Manasse (1985), Murphy and
Hallinger (1985), Peters and Waterman (1982), Purkey and Smith (1983), and
Rutter et al. (1979); (b) collaborative planning which promotes unity, high staff
morale, collegiality, and improved communication, which was proposed by

Blum (1984), Eubanks and Levine (1983), Fullan (1982), Holdaway and

Ratsoy (1991), Huddle (1984), Levine (1983), and Purkey and Smith (1983); (c) a
sense of community with a high degree of interaction, communication, and
recognition which indicates that members form a supportive, unique group, which

was affirmed through research conducted by McCormack-Larkin and



Kritek (1982), Murphy and Hallinger (1985), and Purkey and Smith (1983);
(d) clear goals, a mission, and a sense of purpose which is cooperatively shared,
reinforced, planned, and used as a prevailing norm to guide activities; these
characteristics were identified by Blum (1984), Buell (1992), Eubanks and
Levine (1983), Fullan (1982), Johnson (1988), Levine (1985), Murphy and
Hallinger (1985), Purkey and Smith (1983), Renihan and Renihan (1984), and
Sroypan (1988); (e) order and discipline through the creation of reasonable, fair
rules of conduct that promote learning, are fairly enforced, and reduce behavior
problems; these specific aspects were affirmed through research conducted by
Fullan (1982), Murphy and Hallinger (1985), Purkey and Smith (1983); (f) high
expectations for academic achievement and educationai excellence, which was
identified as important by Blum (1984), Eubanks and Levine (1983), Holdaway
and Ratsoy (1991), Johnson (1988), Ralph and Fennessey (1983), and
Sroypan (1988); (g) multiple opportunities for student responsibility, a sense of
individuality, leadership, and meaningful involvement; this set of qualities was
suggested by Johnson (1988), Murphy and Hallinger (1985), and Purkey and
Smith (1983); and (h) establishment of culture through effective use of traditions,
myths, and legends; this recommendation was derived from research conducted by
Levine (1985) and Rutter et al. (1979).

The research findings of Renihan and Renihan (1984) identified two
additional areas of emphasis to consider when applying the institutional image
concept to the school setting and to aspects of school effectiveness. The first arca

of emphasis that they identified was the "cosmetic care" dimension which refers to
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"a deliberate, systematic, ongoing attempt on the part of the principal to keep the
school in high profile . . . in the public eye" (p. 4). This focus on growth was
reiterated by Gellman (1992) who postulated that team approaches are far more
flexible than the traditional organizational structure because they “focus on team
learning, human networks, and the effective nse of information technology"
{p. 11). Recently, Mitchell and Tucker (195.) conducted studies of the
relationship of principai and superintendent effectiveness to teacher behavior and
performance in California schools. The'« results support the concept of the
culture of the school in that cultures "create social norms and draw attention to
opportunities for action" (p. 31), thus providing a guide for behavior and thought
patterns.

The second area was the "pastoral care" dimension, which Renihan and
Renihan (1984) defined as "the conscious attention given to meeting the social,
emotional, psychological, and academic needs of each student" (p. 4). In order to
support the network of relationships that exist in the school setting, it is necessary
to establish a climate of respect, openness, and support for students, staff, and
parents. More recently, Lawton (1992) agreed that an effective school is one
which programs for all types of student needs. Due to the special needs of
adolescents, the importance of responding to these needs cannot be overstated
when seeking school improvement.

Potential Constraints on School Effectiveness
It became apparent to analysts that restructuring and improvement based

on a set of school effectiveness criteria was not a simple process, due to the



formidable barriers or constraints which restrict implementation of
recommendations from researchers.

Harrison (1987) outlined categories of constraints which could impinge
upon organizational effectiveness and therefore must be considered when
determining the appropriateness of specific interventions. These categories
provided a useful structure for analyzing constraints on school effectiveness
presented during the collection of data in this study: (a) organizational size and
complexity, (b) overall purpose, (c) institutional setting, (d) routineness of
procedures, (€) workforce composition, (f) degree of bureaucratization, (g) stage
in the organizational life cycle, (h) strategy for coping with the environment, and
(i) environmental predictability and competitiveness. These generic contingencies
were considered as initial types of constraints due to the comprehensive nature of
Harrison’s (1987) categories.

Several well-qualified educators and res2archers have investigated the
potential impact of constraints on effectiveness in school organizations. Renihan
and Renihan (1984) outlined the following categories of constraints based on their
extensive review of the literature regarding effective schools and their own
research project conducted in Saskatchewan: (a) groupthink and the seduction of
technology, (b) power games and territorialism, (c) tradition, and (d) ineffective
leadership.

Murphy (1987) also highlighted the following range of barriers that can
reduce effective leadership and thus negatively impact the overall effectiveness of

the school: (a) lack of firm knowledge base related to the role due to inadequate
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training, (b) nature of curriculum and instruction issues since it is often not clear
how students learn, (c) norms of professionalism which create isolation and
individualism, (d) district expectations, (e) nature of the role since principals are
expected to be all things to all people, and (f) ambiguous nature of the concept of
instructional leadership. He proposed three considerations for reducing the
constraining impact on leadership effectiveness: (a) development of policies to
provide structure and facilitate appropriate change, (b) refocussed training during
pre-service related to curriculum and instructional supervision, and (c) research
into current theories.

Goodlad (1990) provided two additional constraints in his summary of the
findings of a five-year study of teacher education across the United States. He
suggested that the following conditions would create little opportunity for
coordinated action toward renewal or application of effective secendary school
characteristics: (a) low prestige or low status for teachers, and (b) unclear
mission and identity.

Highett (1989) described perspectives of organizational effectiveness and
school effectiveness by analyzing the perceptions of parents, principals, and
superintendents in South Australia. His summary suggested that two of the key
aspects of effectiveness were the extent to which the school was student-centered
and the degree to which principals provided effective structure; two major
constraints on school effectiveness that he noted were the lack of teamwork and
inadequate finances. The role of the principal is certainly crucial to the

effectiveness of the school as an organization.
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Leadership and Leadership Effectiveness

Introduction

Ovard (1990) attested to the complexity of the principal’s role when he
alleged that "never in the history of education has so much been expected from
the principal” (p. 1). Williamson and Johnston (1991) also acknowledged that
principals have a multi-faceted role because they must possess knowledge of
curriculum, instructional supervision processes, and positive climate but they must
also demonstrate interpersonal, communication, decision-making, and
management skills. Increased understanding of this prominent role within the
school organization was gained by exploring the research findings and theoretical
models which highlight essential characteristics of effective school leaders.
Role of Perception in Analyzing Leadership Effectiveness

Perception plays a major role in the study of leadership effectiveness within
school organizations. As Richardson, Wynne, and Miklos {1988) pointed out,
each of us lives with several paradigms which are constantly undergoing change
based on our beliefs, culture, knowledge, and past experiences. Theorists were
persuaded to abandon former conceptualizations of leadership effectiveness as a
measure of rationality, adherence to policy, achievement of results, or uniformity
in behavior in favor of the emerging perspective proposed by Blumberg (1989),
Bruckner ai.d Jones (1990), Duke (1986), Frase and Hetzel (1990), and
Sergiovanni (1990) who described the effective principal as a value-oriented
leader capable of adapting to various situations, empowering followers, and

reflecting on daily practice. Perceptions permit individuals to discover,
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understand, and react to their environment and to the individuals within it.
Consequently, an underlying purpose of this study was to provide a global
appraisal of knowledge regarding leadership effectiveness within educational
organizations through an examination of the burgeoning research conducted in
this area.

Theoretical Models of Effective Leadership

According to Johns (1987), "leadership occurs when particular individuals
exert influence upon others in an organizational context" (p. 309). The position of
the principal in a school setting can be described as formal leadership due to the
fact that authority is attached to such a position. In the past, traits or personal
characteristics such as intelligence, courage, and self-confidence were considered
by some theorists to be crucial for both formal and informal leaders. However,
this approach failed to take the situational aspects into account and neglected the
possible development of such traits as a result of leadership opportunities.

Lavery (1973), Manasse (1985), McNamara (1968), Mulhauser (1982),
Pitner and Hocevar (1987), Sergiovanni (1989), and Yukl (1981) are among the
researchers who have stated that an examination of the situation or organizational
setting is relevant to the analysis of variations which exist in schools. Two
theories outlined by Johns (1987) consider these situational variables. Fiedler’s
Contingency Theory was based on the presumption that some situations are more
favorable for leadership than others, so they require different orientations by the
leader including the following characteristics:

1. Leader-member relations. Several leadership effectiveness criteria
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highlight the importance of interpersonal skills and personal qualities in the
developing of a positive school climate. These criteria were identified by
Bennis (1990), Chance and Grady (1990), Farmer (1979), Harper and
Holdaway (1978), Huddle (1984), Kouzes and Posner (1990), Lavery (1973),
Manasse (1985), McNamara (1968), Mulhauser (1982), Mintzberg (1973), Pitner
and Hocevar (1987), and Sergiovanni (1984). Some of these skills and qualities
include promoting innovation, solving problems, encouraging participation in
decision making, praising appropriate performance, and demonstrating
consideration of others.

Johns (1987) suggested that "the range in size and organization of schools
makes it unlikely that a single, uncomplicated theory of principal leadership
effectiveness will apply to all schools" (p. 3).

2. Task structure. Leaders should be able to exert more influence over
the group when the task is extremely structured. According to researchers such as
Farmer (1979), Huddle (1984), Kouzes and Posner (1990), Manasse (1985),
Murphy (1987), and Murphy, Hallinger, and Peterson (1985), this necessitates
clear goals, established procedures, and performance measures.

3. Position power. The leadership situation is thus more favorable when
more power is granted to the particular position within the organization. Many
researciers, including Benveniste (1989), Crowson and Porter-Gehrie (1981),
Farmer (1979), Hall et al. (1984), Hanke (1988), Huddle (1984), Katz (1975),
Murphy (1987), ivicEvoy (1987), Pitner and Hocevar (1987), Sergiovanni (1984),

and Sergiovanni (1990), failed to identify this as a separate element of
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importance, either as a contributing factor or as a constraint upon effectiveness.
Instead, they chose to focus on leadership skills, behavioral factors, and
competencies which are required regardless of the power base attached to the
position.

House’s Path-Goal Model, as described by Johns (1987), is the second
major theory of relevance to this issue; it is based on the belief that "the effective
leader forms a connection between subordinate goals and organizational
goals . . . [so] leader behavior must be perceived as immediately satisfying or as
leading to future satisfaction" (p. 322). According to this theory, different types of
subordinates need different types of leadership. The other set of situational
factors involves environmental aspects suc’: 25 the clarity of tasks and the degree
of redundancy in daily routine.

Although Creed (1973) did not find reliable support for this theory of
leadership in his study of the relationships between leader behavicrs and the
satisfaction of subordinates for English schools in Quebec, the analysis of his
results indicated that there zre three aspects of leader behavior worthy of
consideration: (a) participative behavior, (b) achievement-oriented behavior, and
(c) directive behavior. His findings suggested that differences in relationships
between the leader and the subordinates emanated from dsiferent perceptions of
roles associated with specific types of leader behavior.

The third model of importance is the Vroom and Yetton Situational Model
described by Johns (1987); it highlights the importance of participation in decision

making because it recognizes that various degrees of participation by subordinates
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should be employed to respond to different problems. Their decision tree
approach allows for a continuum from totally autocratic to totally democratic
decision making according to the particular situation and probiem.

Miklos (1983) proposed another leadership model which advocated a
proactive orientation to the leadership role in educational organizations. His
theory proposed the following images of the principalship: (a) manager,

(b) facilitator, (c) politician, and (d) leader. As Miklos (1983) suggested, "the
definition of a role is a dynamic statement of how a person should lead a life, not
an impersonal set of prescriptions” (p. 277). However, he cautioned that
constraints are imposed on the definition of a role by the requirements of the
organization, the expectations of the members, and other situational factors.

Similarly, Bredeson (1985) identified metaphors for school leadership from
the literature and described them in the statements, values, and daily routines of
five school principals. He based his research on the findings of effective schools
research, including the conclusions recommended by Lipham (1981) which
indicated that the "behavior of the principal is the single most important factor
supporting high quality educational programs" (p. 1). Bredeson (1985) outlined
the following metaphors for the principal’s role: (a) maintenance, (b) survival,
and (c) vision. According to Bredesor | 1985), this final metaphor has the most
positive orientation but is the most problematic due to the negative effect of
system constraints such as policies, salary agreements, and traditional procedures
which prevent principals from having adequate time, resources, and energy to

create visionary possibilities. Like Miklos (1983), Bredeson (1985) contended that
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the school leadership role is a dynamic, creative process which is constantly
undergoing change in relation to various situational elements.

Recognizing the need for better information about the leadership role of
principals, Hall, Rutherford, Hord, and Huling (1984) conducted research in
Texas to identify the specific kinds and combinations of behaviors principals
should exhibit daily to improve schools. They concluded that three main styles of
school leadership exist: (a) initiator, (b) manager, and (c) responder.

Hall et al. (1984) analyzed several dimensions for each style including
vision and goal setting, organizing the school as a workplace, managing change,
collaborating and delegating, decision making, and structuring the leadership role.
They concluded that although more research is clearly needed to fully understand
the criteria and functioning of the principal as an effective leader, "the key
appears to be in the blending, matching, and sequencing, rather than striving to
maintain a particular snapshot” (p. 28).

Duke’s (1986) analysis of these contemporary theories about leadership
concluded that the study of leadership required a new approach which supported
the development of an aesthetic-based leadership model. Such an approach
would focus on the meaning attached to leaders by their followers and on what
they do rather than merely on what they achieve. He recommended that the real
key to feadership effctiveness was the ability to make activities meaningful for
individuals in the organi-ation b giving them a se: > of understanding about
their behavior.

Griffiths (1988) aazlyzed research results and theo: .- 5 proposed througi
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the 1990s. He also addressed the question of the generalizability of theories in
relation to the various types of organizations and cultures in educational settings.
He provided strong support for theorists who take a realist, positivist approach to
issues because people and organizations do exist as concrete entities. Griffiths
(1988) favored the use of variou: .ipproaches to leadership.

Sergiovanni (1984) promoted a similar interactive approach in his theory of
leadership at this time. He identified the following five leadership forces:

(a) technical, (b) human, (c) educational, (d) symbolic, and (e) cultural. He
maintained that the first three forces are required for competent school leadership
but excellent leadership was characterized by the inclusion of the last two
qualities. Bennis (1990) also reinforced the importance of vision as the ability of
the leader to communicate views about the desired state of affairs, thereby
inducing members to share these views.

In a later text, Sergiovanni (1990) rejected the traditional views of
leadership as following directions instead of solving problems. He focussed solely
on the theme of value-added leadership as a synthesis of traditional management
theories, social science implications, and recent research on effective schools.

His theory was that leadership is comprised of nine value-added dimensions and
two corollaries. In addition, he indicated that there are four stages of leadership
for school improvement: (a) initiation, (b) uncertainty, (c) transformation, and
(d) routinization. It was Sergiovanni’s (1990) belief that "the best principals are
not heroes; they are hero-makers" (p. 152).

More recently, Mitchell and Tucker (1992) also condemned the supervisory
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role proposed by many earlier researchers who focussed on leadership
effectiveness. Based on studies with principals and superintendents, they
proposed a theory which supported the importance of school culture in
determining appropriate leadership orientations. They suggested that two types of
leadership exist: (a) transactional, and (b) transformational. They indicated that
transactional leadership is most appropriate for "settlement cultures” in well-
established schools that have standardized patterns of behavior, whereas
transformational leadership is more effective in "frontier cultures" where
individuals are establishing a new school culture or undergoing a change in goals
and incentives. Mitchell and Tucker (1992) maintained that the current thrust
toward school improvement and restructuring require this latter type of leadership
which highlights creativity, personal commitment by staff, and flexible belief
structures.

Similarly, Sagor (1992) summarized his research with the Collaborative
Action Research program in 50 Washington schools by stating that without
transformational leadership, it is not possible to have exemplary schools. He
proposed that there are three essential qualities of this type of leadership: (a) a
clear and unified focus, (b) a common cultural perspective, and (c) a constant
push for improvemcist.

Furthermore, Baskett and Miklos (1992) conducted interviews with four
principals who had been nominated by fellow principals and by associate
superintendents in the three large urban school jurisdictions in Alberta as being

highly effective. This provided an in-depth examination of leadership practices
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and philesophies. A common focus for the beliefs and actions of all four
principals was the concern for students. With regard to leadership, the focus was
on relationships with various groups of stakeholders. Baskett and Miklos (1992)
concluded that "analyses of effective schools will likely lead to a consideration of
school leadership. The school context and the performance of the principal are
difficult to separate" (p. 8). Dealing with a wide variety of diverse and
ever-changing role requirements and prioritizing these needs was a key skill for
principals in this study.

Evolution of Research on Leadership Effectiveness in School Organizations

The literature is full of statements about what ought to be done by
principals if they are to operate effectively within the school organization. A
chronological review of this research will provide a critical overview of these
findings.

Several major studies compleicd in the department of Educational
Administration at the University of Alberta reported interesting results regarding
the leadership role of school principals. Keeler’s (1961) study of Alberta schools
was one of the first to support the relationship between leader behavior and
school productivity. Miklos (1963) analyzed Alberta prircipals and concluded that
situational factors such as the degree of consensus about the role and the extent
of teacher-principal agreement regarding the definition of the role had a
significant effect on leader behavior. McNamara (1968) analyzed Fiedlei’s theory
of leadership effectiveness in Alberta schools. He found that the leadership

variable had significance for school effectiveness and that the length of time the
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principal had been in the school was tae most important situational factor.

In addition, several major research studies were conducted in the United
States during the 1980s. Blumberg and Greenfield (1980) studied 80 highly
effective principals in Hlinois to conclude that they used vision to create an
environment where their personal values provided a foundation for the school.
Mulhauser (1982) presented the first review of the literature on the principalship
which yielded interesting implications regarding leadership issues such as selection
and training, the importance of instructional leadership, and the prominence of
situational factors. Another issue investigated by Mulhauser (1982) indicated that
"people problems" take most of the principal’s time, especially if no priorities are
established for problem resolution in advance. He summarized
Mintzberg’s (1973) managerial roles and Yukl’s (1981) observational data of
principals in Chicago to confirm the density of encounters in a principal’s work
day, the multiple roles to be juggled, and the importance of situational variables
in enhancing or diminishing principal effectiveness.

Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie (1982) ailso summarized the
voluminous literature on the principalship, concluding that it tended to be
prescriptive and exhortatory in nature rather than descriptive and empirical, as is
evidenced in the writings of Mintzberg (1973) and Hersey and Blanchard (1976).
They conducted a long-term study during which they "shadowed" 24 principals in
Chicago from 1977 to 1980 in order to compile a picture of their workday. The
principal’s time was typically spent in many activities of very short duration, with

considerable variety and sudkizn shifting gears throughout the school day (p. 7).
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Due to this hectic pace, little time was allowed for rank-ordering of priorities or
serene reflection and thorough decision-making processes. This finding was later
substentiated by McEvoy’s (1987) analysis of over 1,000 hours of observations and
ineierews with principals, teachers, and students in Kansas which concluded that
60% ., 70% of the principal’s day involved informal, brief, fragmented
communication.

Further, Smith and Piele (1989) conducted an extensive review of school
effectiveness studies w! .. -oncluded that the role of the principal is critical in
the movement toward schooi effectiveness. They highlighted the following aspects
of this role: (a) strong principal leadership, (b) principal participation in the
instructional program, {c) high expectations by the principal for all staff and
students, and (d) a need for increased control by principals over the functioning of
the school.

Keefe, Clark, Nickerson, and Valentine (1983) reported on another
comprehensive national study of 50 middle school (i.e., intermediate, middle, and
junior high school) principals in the United States who were identified as being
effective by regional and state leaders. The selected group represented various
school populations, minority cultures, community sizes, and religions. Their
analysis (p. 71) resulted in several noteworthy findings, including the following:
(a) these principals worked an average of 62 hours per week compared to 52
hours for "typical" principals, (b) they valued their job highly, (c) they perceived
their inability to provide teachers with time for planning and professional

development as a major roadblock, (d) tney viewed climate as an essential aspect
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of an effective working relationship, and (e) they were perceived as the primary
change agent in the school.

With a similar focus, Dwyer (1984) talked to 42 principals in San Francisco
from various types of organizational settings who were nominated by fellow
administrators as successful. He concluded that although a simple formula for
successful instructional leadership did not exist, the success of the principals was
related to their ability to connect instructional leadership activities to the system
philosophies and to their visions.

Manasse (1985) also summarized the cumulative research on effective
principals to uscertain certain recurring patterns and solid descriptive data about
what principals actually do on a daily basis. Although he noted that no single
definition of principal effectiveness existed due to situational variations, one
commonality became evident: effective principals had visions of schools that
reflected established, publicly stated values.

Hostetler (1986) broke with the tradition of previous researchers to explore
the ethical use of power in the position due to his concern that principals were
acting in ethically questionable ways in order to improve school effectiveness. He
concluded that the focus on effectiveness and excellence had caused principals to
"ose track of the ethical side of leadership . . . [or] more specifically, the respect
for people" (p. 31).

Similarly, Pitner and Hocevar (1987) agreed that the research into
principal effectiveness had a considerable number of drawbacks. They suggested

that it had failed to produce adequate ways of quantifying leader behavior due to



the following reasons: (a) the impact of situational factors, (b) the lack of
congruence between views expressed by teachers with those of other staff
members, (c) the inability of single-dimensional measures to quantify daily
administrative activities, and (d) the limitations of dominant leadership theories in
school settings.

More recently, Johnson (1988) conducted a comprehensive survey of
elementary school administrators, associate superintendents, and teachers which
indicated that maintenance of an appropriate school climate w: » the most
important criterion for school effectiveness. He suggested nat various types of
factors affect the perception process: (a) prior social and cultural experience,

(b) organizational factors, (c) personality characteristics, and (d) additional person
perception factors. These factors contribute to the formation of perceptions of
principals with regard to their own leadership effectiveness and the organizational
effectiveness of their schools. In addition, he analyzed the data to determine
factors which served to constrain the effectiveness of principals; these will be
outlined later. Concurrently with Johnson’s (1988) study, Sroypan (1988)
conducted a descriptive study that surveyed a sample ¢! teachers, principals, and
area superintendents for all junior high schools in Alberta. Her results indicated
that the best predictor of job satisfaction was the indivicual’s sense of
accomplishment, while the most important criteria for assessinz principal
effectiveness were decision making, communication ability, and expectations of
staff performance. Her findings suggested that a strong relationship exists

between overall school effectiveness and overall effectiveness of principals, which
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was supported by previous authors in this field such as Calabrese (1986),
Cuban (1984), Hall et al. (1984), Frase and Hetzel (1990), Fullan (1982),
Johnson (1988), Kouzes and Posner (1990), Purkey and Smith (1983), and
Renihan and Renihan {i984). It would appear, therefore, thut knowledge of
possible constraints or barriers to leadership effectiveness would have substantial
implications for overall school effectiveness, particularly at the junior high level
where minimal research related to school effectiveness has been conducted.

Sergiovanni (1989) criticized the existing status of these previous studies in
educational administration because applied science was the dominant metaphor;
such a focus, he maintained, used a set of standardized skills and then proceeded
to search for contexts in which to implement them. A further problem that he
identified in relation to applied science was that stability was required if these
strategies were to work; this logically did not fit the complex variety of tasks, the
uniqueness of situational factors, the uncertain nature of daily activities, and the
value conflicts experienced by school principals. Sergiovanni (1989) concluded
that it may be more acceptable to view the principal’s role as a logical process of
problem solving. Using categories provided by Kozlov (1988), he sorted principals
into three categories: (a) "mystics," (b) "neats," and (c) "scruffies.”
Sergiovanni (1989) concluded that effective«ess in the principal’s role is

characterized by reflective practice wherc
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administrators seek to maximize certain (often competing) values

within a highly dynamic context with costs and benefits of pattern

emphases changing from moment to moment. All of the knowledge

available to the applied scientist is important to the reflective

practitioner . . . [who] needs to ride the wave of the pattern as it

unfolds (p. 10).

As indicated earlier, Sergiovanni (1990) revised his views to formulate a
theoretical model which promoted value-added leadership. More recently, in an
interview with Brandt (1992), Sergiovanni indicated that the general conception of
leadership as direct and interpersonal was an outdated view; he proposed that we
view schools as loosely structured communities with specific cultural identities
rather than as formal organizations. Brandt (1992) summarized Sergiovanni’s
viewpoints by indicating that the main change in the leadership role was to
supplement the traditional sources of authority (i.e., bureaucratic, psychological,
and technical-rational) with two more crucial sources, competence and virtue.

Chance and Grady (1990) reviewed findings reported by Blumberg and
Greenfield (1980) and Manasse (1985) which highlighted the importance of
establishing a vision as a prominent trait of high performing principals; this vision
is "a powerful force that guides, cajoles, directs and facilitates accomplishment”
(p. 14) by all members of the school organization.

Lane (1992) also rejected the effective schools research which supported
the importance of instructional leadership in favor of a more expansive concept of
cultural leadership. He emphasized the importance of variables that form
barriers to this role, such as fragmented, unpredictable routines; management-

focussed training and evaluation; on-the-job learning obstacles; role ambiguity;

lack of support from supervisors; resistance from teachers; and role-constraining
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teacher contracts (pp. 86-87). Lane’s (1992) position recognized the importance
of environmental variables and pressures which required administrators to act as
"hrokers" who "serve not only to protect instructional improvement . . . but also to
promote and disseminate the power of a self-renewing school culture" (p. 95).

Drucker (1992) referred to the previous research on leadership as a
combination of gradual improvement, managed evolution with one innovation
leading to another, and change which ensures systematic use of opportunities for
improvement. He proposed that systematic feedback is the key to effective school
operation, indicating that “information up" rather than “information down" is
crucial (pp. 329-331). Moreover, he recommended that executives must practice
management by walking "outside" rather than "around” in order to forecast
changes in needs of our clients (pp. 111-112).

A survey of the research on effective school leadership is beneficial in that
it serves to accentuate the positive aspects in a profession plagued by uncertainty
and imprecise measures of success. As Miklos (1990) advised, "perhaps the major
contribution that these studies have made is to confirm the complexity of this
[leadership] phenomenon and the limitations of theories and survey instruments”
(pp. 3-12). This conclusion would support the need for additional investigation
into the construct of leadership and leadership effectiveness. Further, it indicates
that an examination of constraints on effectiveness could provide a unique
opportunity for increased knowledge.

Criteria for Assessing Leadership Effectiveness

The literature in the field of school leadership abounds with studies which
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attempt to pinpoint the crucial qualities and traits of effective school principals.
In order ‘o present a global picture of results from previous research, each major
trait will be described with reference to research findings from the past two
decades. Logically, no sequential listing ranked in order of importance will be
attempted due to the wide variation which exists with regard to the comparative
relevance of various traits.

The following qualities were considered by researchers to be significant
factors in effective school leadership: (a) integrity--Bennis (1990) and Kouzes and
Posner (1990); (b) dedication or a passionate belief in values--Bennis (1990),
Duke (1986), Farmer (1979), Frase and Hetzel (1990), Huddle (1984), Kouzes
and Posner (1990), Martin and Willower (1984), McEvoy (1987), and
Sergiovanni (1990); (c) magnanimity--Bennis (1990); (d) willingness to try new
things, tolerate ambiguity, and reject stereotypes--Bennis (1990), Duke (1986),
Haughey and Rowley (1991), Kouzes and Posner (1990), and Manasse (1985);
(¢) empowerment or enabling others to act by fostering
collaboration--Duke (1986), Fullan (1982), Haughey and Rowley (1991), Kouzes
and Posner (1990), Leithbwood and Montgomery (1986), Martin and
Willower (1981), Smith and Scott (1990), and Walker (1989);

(f) humility--Bennis (1990); (g) educational training and experience--

Farmer (1979), Hanke (1988), and Kouzes and Posner (1990); (h) productivity
and efficiency--Farmer (1979) and Martin and Willower (1981); (i) leadership,
governing, or management through (% appropriate use of authority--Farmer

(1979), Kouzes and Posner (1990, and McEvoy (1987); (j) political and fiscal
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astuteness—-Benveniste (1989), Duke (1986), Farmer (1979), Levine (1985), and
Martin and Willower (1984); (k) ability to maintain a high degree of stability and
control over the external environment--Crowson and Porter-Gehrie (1981); and
(1) interpersonal skill--Grab (1991), Hershey and Blanchard (1977), Katz (1975),
and Mintzberg (1973).

Although they imposed the caveat that effective principals do not need to
possess all of these skills, subsequent researchers reinforced the importance of the
aforementioned skills. Lambert (1988) emphasized the need for the leader to
develop a school culture which is based on a strong, clearly communicated vision
and interactive empowerment for staff. As Johnson (1988) concluded, this
multidimensional set of attributes or competencies recommended by researchers
as essential for leadership effectiveness spans an extremely varied set of criteria.
Similarly, Huddle (1984) concluded that the actions of effective principals "are
made up of a myriad of little touches, each one seemingly meaningless, but taken
together and viewed from a distance forming a surprisingly sharp picture" (p. 66).

Boyan (1988) examined the literature regarding the variety of skills used by
administrators in order to explain the rationale for various administrative
behaviors. He pointed out that limited research had been conducted regarding
the interaction of personal and situational variables in the study of school
administrators at work. With regard to personal variables, Boyan (1988,
pp. 81-82) criticized previous research for its focus on describing traits and
characteristics rather than analyzing the relationship between personal variables

and administrative behavior.



Altogether, the exploration of the association of personal variables

with administrator behavior must be assessed as disappointing,

especially because of the heavy loading over a long time of status

studies of administrators’ traits and characteristics. . . . The

descriptive rather than analytic bent . . . has to date contributed

remarkably little that enlightens present understanding and/or

directs further study of administrators at work.

Holdaway and Ratsoy (1991) summarized research studies to conclude that
effective leadership is crucial for school effectiveness; they indicated that although
various descriptors of effective leaders were proposed, substantial agreement
existed about the following dimensions: vision; proactive stance; structured roles;
emphasis on goals and production; skills in curriculum and instruction; human
relations, communication, and decision-making; encouragement of high
expectations; fostering of high morale; understanding of their schools; courage,
judgment, and group leadership skills (p. 4).

Although they supported previous standards of leadership excellence as
outlined here, Faidley and Musser (1991) cautioned that a process of gradual,
incremental, continual improvement should be employed by principals because
excellence is never fully attainable. Brown (1991), on the other hand, contended
that educational leaders must acquire new human interrelationship and
management skills if they are to deal effectively with the restructuring and major
organizational change required to meet the needs of the information age.
However, Grab (1991) considered the most important skill for cducational leaders
to be effective communication.

Thomas and Vornberg (1991) also examined the changing role of the

principal in their study of 46 individuals in Texas who were recognized for their
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expertise as principals. They designed an evaluation model which outlined
specific standards regarding goal setting and implementation, supervision of staff,
promotion of positive expectations, evaluation of progress toward goals,
organizational ability to accomplish goals with available resources, ability to
withstand pressure, and interpersonal competence.

Williamson (1991) focussed more on the junior high setting because he
used the recommendations from Turning points: Preparing American youth for the
215t century to describe the administrative role for junior high school leaders.

This description was comprised of three roles: (a) inspirational leader, (b) human
resource developer, and (c) change agent. He listed the following skills as
essential for success: (a) understanding adolescents, (b) understanding effective
middle level practices, (c) solving problems, (d) tolerating ambiguity,

(e) monitoring and adjusting as required, (f) decision making, (g) bringing out the
best in people, and (h) balancing daily routines.

Likewise, George and Grebing (1992) reported on an earlier study by
George and Anderson (1989) which analyzed 154 administrators from exemplary
middle schools in Colorado to determine which strategies will promote long-term
effectiveness of middle schools. Participants recommended various strategies
including the following: (a) participatory decision making, (b) leadership and
philosophical vision, (c) staff selection skills, (d) public relations skills, (e) ability
to network, and (f) awareness of the process of change.

In opposition to the belief that traditionally accepted leadership qualities

exist, Miller and Hanson (1992) studied four groups of leaders with major
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responsibilities from various fields. They concluded that these organizations had
selected leaders according to the following behavioral characteristics: (a) ability
to influence others, (b) ability to communicate effectively, (c) desire to perform a
combination of roles, and (d) desire to fulfill a specific role as part of a team.
Although this study was not conducted in an educational setting, the results
highlight interesting information regarding leadership effectiveness.
Potential Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

In order to identify the constraints which impinge upon leadership and
school effectiveness, it is useful to differentiate between principals’ perceptions of
"actual” and “ideal" effectiveness. Fennell (1992) provided an excellent illustration
of how restrictions affect administrative behavior: "Principals are expected to
operate their schools effectively and efficiently. At the same time, principals
appear to be under pressure to provide high degrees of autonomy to teachers’
(p. 8). Johns (1987) described this process as a discrepancy theory because
"satisfaction is a function of the discrepancy between the job outcomes that are
perceived to be obtained" (p. 129) and those actually obtained. His model
indicated that individual values and beliefs lead to specific desired job outcomes
that result in a knowledge of actual achievements. Eastcott, Holdaway, and
Kuiken (1974 listed these five potential benefits of identitying constraints:
(a) developr:»ut of a new perspective on the principal’s role, (b) assistance in
minimizing inapgropriate action and conflict, (¢) increased success in limiting the
negative etfects of tizese barriers through establishing more appropriate policies or

avoiding imminent constraints, (d) enhancement of the decision-making process,



and (e) reduction of conflict within the organization. Clearly, analysis of
constraints is worthy of consideration and further study.

The following constraints have been identified by a thorough review of the
related literature:

1. Nature of the role: this was highlighted by Morris et al. (1982). Due to
the hectic pace of the principal’s day, little time is available for rank-ordering of
priorities or critical reflection and thorough decision making. Sweeney (1986),
Martin and Willower (1981), and Mulhauser (1982) reinforced the constraining
effect of the multiplicity of excessive administrative demands. Valentine, Clark,
Nickerson, and Keefe (1981) reported on the results of the first phase of a survey
on middie school principals from each geographic region in the United States.
One conclusion of their study indicated that the most frequently reported
constraint was the time taken by administrative detail and apathetic or
irresponsible parents; time spent with problem students was the next most
important factor but the size of the school was not considered tc be an important
factor. Their list of variables (p. 43) was useful in designing the questionnaire for
this study.

Similarly, a study of high school leaders randomly drawn from all American
schools was conducted by Pellicer, Anderson, Keefe, Kelley, and McCleary (1988);
results indicated that the most frequently listed internal constraints were the
following factors: (a) the amount of time spent on administrative duties, (b) the
lack of time to fulfill job requirements, (c) the inability t acquire funds,

(d) apathetic parents, (e) new state requirem.its, and (f°  lack of time to



administer student activities. There were also several important external factors
listed by respondents: (a) the personalized education movement, (b) child abuse,
(c) community participation, and (d) teen sexual activity.

However, Corwin and Borman (1988) focussed their attention on structural
constraints affecting the ability of administrators to control the following types of
structural constraints or incompatibilities: (a) dilemma of control in that central
office advninistrators are legally and politically responsible for education,

(b) dilemma of autonomy because teachers have independent control in the
classroom, (c) occupational status which is related to professional norms,

(d) order which must be maintained in the process of education, (¢) equity which
must be used to classify students, and (f) career patterns for teaching. They
examined these dilemmas or constraints created by the structural incompatibilities
of school systems and proposed that major organizational reforms were required.

Murphy (1987) also discovered that principals are often expected to he “all
things to all people” so their average day is characterized by a variety of
fragmented or unpredictable activities, brief attention paid to issues, and lack of
control over how they spend their time. Similarly, Bennis’s (1990) self-analysis
concluded that "routine work drives out nonroutine work and smothers to death
all creative planning, [and] all fundamental change” (p. 15).

2. Degree of stress associated with the role: this was noted by Lyons (1990)
who indicated that several aspects of the principal’s role resulted in a high level of
individual stress, including role conflict, instructional leadership, the high activity

level, external political pressures, the need to resolve problems, and the demand



for efficient time management. Furthermore, Mulhauser (1982) and Martin and
Willower (1981) maintained that it is not uncommon for principals to feel
inadequate and overwhelmed due to the great disparity which exists between the
theoretical role description provided in the literature and the actual daily
experiences in thcir schools.

3. Isolation from teachers: Huddle (1984) concluded that isolation created
difficulties in developing a strong set of beliefs and a collaborative approach to
goal attainment. Mulhauser (1982) also alluded to the constraints created by the
relationship between the princirzal and subordinates due to the power held by the
principal to evaluate and reward. Similarly, Benveniste (1989) listed physical
constraints which induced this isolation in addition to other constraints such as
lack of adequate resources.

4. Provincial legislation and district expectations: this was highlighted by
Lavery (1973) who identified the difficulty of promoting excellence through
creativity and choice when curriculum requirements, operational guidelines, and
policy mandates control individual actions. Murphy (1987) contended that district
expectations can serve as constraints due to the multiplicity of roles principals
fulfill as building managers, political representatives, and instructional leaders.
Benveniste (1989) also described political constraints which often cause principals
o rejéct important factors in favor of measurable, tangible activities such as
evaluation procedures.

S. Skills, attitudes, and effort extended by subordinates: this was reflected in

Mulhauser’s (1982) and Benveniste’s (1989) findings which indicated that



ineffective performance by subordinates who work within the school organization
creates a constraint for the leadership effectiveness of the principal in that extra
support, supervision, assistance, direction, and resources are required to improve
their performance. According to Murphy (1987), this situation is compounded
due to the fact that often minimal rewards or sanctions can be used by principals
to promote effective performance.

6. Lack of a firm knowledge base regarding the nature of curriculum and
instruction: Murphy (1987) alleged that principals often have inadequate training,
time, and knowledge to deal appropriately with supervision of instruction,
although research studies which focus on effective school criteria placed a high
degree of importance on this aspect of the principal’s role.

This brief summary of related literature indicates a need for more rescarch
regarding constraints on leadership and potential resolutions for these aspects of
the principal’s role.

Junior High Schoels
Introduction

Since the inception of designated schools for adolescents, various terms and
grade configurations have been explored throughout North America. The term
“junior high school" is commonly used in Canada to refer to a school which offers
programs for students in grades 7 to 9, whereas the term "middle school” which is
often used in the United States to refer to a school which offers programs for
students in grades 5 to 8, grades 4 to 7, or grades 5 to 7. Due to the overlap of

grades, literature from schools with all types of grade configurations for
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adolescents had relevance as a partial foundation for this study.
Characteristics of Adolescents

Practitioners are well aware that the junior high school presents an
educational setting which differs significantly from the elementary and high school
levels.

Due to the extreme variations in maturity and vast amount of change they
experience, adolescents have a fragile emotional and psychological state which
requires a school climate geared to respond to their needs for acceptance,
belonging, responsibility, and recognition. Maynard (1986) referred to adolescents
as "transescents" because they are in a constant state of change between childhood
and adulthood in all areas of growth. He indicated that intellectually they vary
"from the pre-operational cognitive level through the concrete level to the formal,
mature level of abstract thinking" (p. 21) and emotionally they are in a constant
state of flux ranging from confidence and independence to inferiority and
insecurity. Maynard (1986) recommended that junior high schools capitalize on
the diversity of "transescents" which included such strategies as developing
decision-making skills through specific instructional sessions. He emphasized the
importance of a variety of teaching methods, materials, styles, and philosophies.

Williamson and Johnston (1991) and Mosher (1980) agreed that the junior
high school is a transitional setting which required a program that meets the
personal and educational needs of adolescents. They highlighted several
developmental needs as being prominent for educators, including a sense of

independence, body change, self-concept or individuality, and diversification of
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interests.
Strategies for Meeting Adolescent Needs in Junior High Schools

Recent studies on the middle school have recommended a host of useful
ideas for reforming the education of young adolescents. Jackson (1990) based his
response on the findings of the Carnegie Council of Adolescent Development
(1989); he identified characteristics of school organization and leadership which
would be effective at this level. He attested to the merit of tracking by
achievement level through various program offerings, providing advisor groups
where students and adults could create meaningful personal relationships, and
developing partnership programs designed to re-engage schools with communities.

Research has also been conducted by Alexander (1981) and Toepfer (1990)
to investigate the characteristics of middle schools with various grade
configurations in relation to meeting the needs of adolescents and to provide
information about the establishment, characteristics, and goals of middle schools
and their administrators. Results of this research indicated that junior high
schools were established to bridge the gap between student-centered elementary
and subject-centered high schools, to serve the unique needs of this age group,
and to solve administrative problems regarding excessive enrollment in each
facility. There are no conclusive results to support any particular grade
configuration as being the most appropriate. Recent studies by Alexander and
McEwin (1989), Koerner (1989), Lounsbury (1990), Smith and Scott (1990),
Maclver (1990), and Quattrone (1990) have identified potential areas of reform

required by middle schools if they are to meet adolescent needs including revised



67
in-service and pre-service for teachers, increased involvement with the larger civic
community, greater focus on personal and social aspects of development, creation
of a community orientation in schools rather than an impersonal bureaucratic
approach, and inclusion of reflective dialogue opportunities for all stakeholders.
Williamson (1992) maintained that middle schools with students in grades 6 to 8
were far less successful than junior high schools because socialization and
maturation needs for students in grades 7 to 9 are more homogeneous. The focus
on a need for reform in the junior high setting indicates that characteristics of
effectiveness could be specific to this level and worthy of further investigation.

Furthermore, Eisner (1991) postulated that junior high schools with
departmentalized structures lack the counselling capacity for appropriate pastoral
care which he considered crucial in a society where "25% of school-aged children
are raised in single-parent homes" (p. 16). Earlier, Epstein and Toepfer (1978)
had also highlighted the need for a learning environment that caters to the
adolescent need for "social and emotional self-clarification and growth as a basis
for working to maximize cognitive learning during these years" (p. 656).
Evolution of Research on Effective Junior High Schools

In response to concerns regarding academic adequacy, standards of
behavior, and the need to address higher level thinking strategies, several recent
studies on the middle school have recommended a host of useful ideas for
reforming the education of young adolescents.

Johnston and de Perez (1985) summarized the characteristics of effective

schools as noted previously by focussing on the aspect of climate. After studying
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schools in four American states, they proposed that there are four climates to
consider in promoting the characteristics of effective schools: {a) physical,

(b) academic, (c) social-emotional, and (d) organizational. Similarly,

Garvin (1986) explored the common denominators through his study of 261
effective junior high schools in New England which resulted in a very similar set
of characteristics to those identified earlier in effective schools research: (a) a
clearly defined and articulated mission; (b) effective leadership based on human,
management, and technical skills; (c) student-centered teachers; (d) strong parent
involvement; (e) ongoing goal development and evaluation; and (f) a quality of
life which promotes happiness, pride, and confidence.

The first major research project conducted on schools for adolescents in
the United States, entitled Turning points: Preparing American youth for the 21st
century, was prepared by the Carnegie Council on Adolescent
Development (1989). It recommended the following essentials for improving
junior high schools: (a) ensuring success for all students, (b) creating a
community for learning, (c) empowering teachers and administrators, (d) teaching
a common core of knowledge, (¢) preparing teachers for the middle grades,

(f) reengaging families in the education of adolescents, (g) connecting schools with
communities, and (h) improving academic performance through better health and
fitness. Stephens (1991) commented that these suggestions are in fact not new but
had been the hallmarks of effective programs for adolescents for the past three
decades, so he supported their use for promoting the required school transition.

Gill (1992) extended these findings by conducting a study to determine the
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perceptions of principals in "schools of excellence" as identified by the
Department of Education with regard to the importance of recommendations
from the Turning points reports. The above-mentioned list is organized according
to his results, with the first item being the most important based on viewpoints of
his respondents.

However, Sizer (in Waiberg and Lane, 1989) cautioned that although no
blueprint existed for a "model" school, there are several common principles of
nessential schuols.” These included aspects such as focussing on essential skills
and areas of knowledge in language and mathematics, using a generalist approach
to instruction, personalizing programs for adolescents, helping students learn how
to learn, and providing time for collective planning by staff.

Williamson and Johnston (1991, p. 72) later summarized different research
articles on effective junior high school programs to provide a list of common
elements which includes the following aspects: (a) a comprehensive academic
program that stresses skill development, (b) exploratory and enrichment program
offerings, (c) various instructional methods such as individualized instruction,
independent study, and inquiry-oriented sessions, (d) flexibility in scheduling and
student grouping, () cooperative planning and team teaching, (f) planned advisor
programs, (g) cooperative rather than competitive activities, (h) interdisciplinary
program offerings, (i) emphasis on student independence, (j) opportunities to
formulate personal values and standards, and (k) physical and health education
programs. Wilmore (1992) reiterated several of these elements in her summary of

keys to establishing an effective school climate.



Vatterott (1991) focussed on a more generic element of Missouri schools
for adolescents when she proposed an atmosphere of pervasive caring because
"teacher behavior is by far the most influential factor in creating student beliefs
and behaviors that enhance achievement" (p. 3). Her list of practices and
indicators promoted a collaboration among school staff members, principals, and
students where students contribute as key members of the school community.

With a similar focus on climate, Eisner (1991) postulated that junior high
schools with departmentalized structures lack the counselling capacity for
appropriate pastoral care which he considered crucial in a society where "25% of
school-aged children are raised in single-parent homes” (p. 16). George and
Grebing (1992) agreed that the characteristics of adolescents and the
developmental changes which occur during junior high school years require a
great deal of energy, enthusiasm, and empathy for educators.

Urquhart (1985, p. 1) provided this summary of the essential elements to
consider in junior high schools:

If students are to emerge from the chaos of adolescence as mature,

responsible, and independent adults, it is imperative that the home

and school share the responsibility for providing appropriate

learning experiences . . . designed to allow students to explore

themselves, their world, and the people in it, and develop the skills

and attitudes that will enable them to meet and adapt to the

unknown challenges of tne future with confidence in themselves and

their abilities. Delivered in a positive and supportive environment,

appropriate learning experiences will maximize the potential for
individual growth.
Conceptual Framework

The study of perceptions regarding effectiveness of principals and schools

as organizations is an area of extreme interest due to the implications for all



organizational members. Figure 2.1 presents a conceptual framework based on an
outline proposed by Sergiovanni (1989, p. 15). It was designed to incorporate all
interrelated components of the school organization into the analysis of constraints
on effective administrative leadership and school operation. The major purpose
of this conceptual framework was to provide a basis for the collection, analysis,
and interpretation of data so it was refined as insights were gained.

There is a dynamic interplay among all major elements of the model
because the outlined process is progressive and interdependent. Each member of
a school organization possesses certain antecedents for action which are
comprised of background knowledge, values, philosophies, and general abilities.
This foundation is in a constant state of flux because one’s knowledge is
constantly expanding as a result of daily experiences within the school
organization. These antecedents formulate the individual theories of practice for
school leaders to develop perceptions regarding experiences within the
organization. Perceptions of overall school effectiveness and effective school
leadership are formulated by each individual in the organization. Logically, the
antecedents and theories of practice combine to dictate individual actions.
Unfortunately, constraints imposed on these actions may operate to prevent
individuals from performing their roles according to their intentions, therety
restricting the application of background theories, understanding, and perceptions.
Therefore, analysis of constraints and consequences of actions in relation to

beliefs and knowledge is an essential stage in all professional practice.



Figure 2.1

Formulation of Effective/Reflective Practice in School Organizations
(Adapted from Sergiovanni, 1989, p. 15).
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Ultimately, this analysis and reflective practice should serve as a catalyst to
promote change in actions designed to meet organizational and personal goals.
Analysis of the incremental changes which result should expand the knowledge,
values, abilities, and philosophies of the individual. Through this process,
individuals such as principals are able to increase their effectiveness and
ultimately contribute to increased overall effectiveness for the organization.

The exploration of constraints upon effectiveness of principals within a
school organization is a deceptively simple and yet potentially powerful source of
information which could lead to a major improvement in the quality of education
provided within our schools.

Summary

This section of the thesis presents an extensive review of literature
regarding the themes of school effectiveness, leadership, and junior high schools.

Closely related to each of these themes is the influence that perception has
in analyzing characteristics and illustrations of effectiveness. With regard to
school effectiveness, perceptions of all stakeholders are formed in relation to
previous experience, knowledge, and critical analysis; these perceptions heavily
influence attitudes and behavior. Researchers need to fully comprehend the
perceptions of administrators if they are to accurately analyze the essential
qualities of school effectiveness. A number of different theoreticai models
highlight the multi-dimensional nature of the concept of school effectiveness.
Consequently, a process model or open systems theory of organizations is the

most appropriate when analyzing effectiveness; the impact of human involvement



and numerous environmental factors cannot be overlooked. An analysis of these
models led to the conclusion that no consensus existed with regard to the actual
meaning of school effectiveness. The evolution of research in this area was
initiated with studies conducted by Coleman (1966) who proposed that schooling
cannot compensate for economic and political inequality. Certain studies
highlighted criticisms of previous research on effective schools. For example,
Cuban (1983), Rowan et al. (1983), and Ralph and Fennessey (1983) conducted
extensive reviews of related literature and concluded that no clear set of
guidelines exists to create effective schools due to the lack of generalizable
empirical evidence.

The results obtained by Sroypan (1988), who studied junior high schools in
Alberta, presented a useful foundation for this research. She reported that the six
most important criteria for evaluating junior high school effectiveness were school
goals, staff morale, display of leadership by the principal, staff job satisfaction,
acknowledgement of achievement, and use of appropriate teaching methods. In
terms of judging overall effectiveness of principals, she found that the six most
critical factors were promotion of high expectations among staff, pr()visi'()n of
feedback to siaff, improvement of staff performance, selection of qualified staff,
fostering of high morale, and coordination of school goals.

Further, the following process variables were identified as critical elements
of effective schools by such researchers as Purkey and Smith (1983), Renihan and
Renihan (1984), and Duren (1992): (a) school-site management, (b) instructional

leadership by the principal, (c) staff stability, (d) parental involvement and



support, (¢) curriculum articulation, (f) schoolwide recognition of academic
success, (g) maximized learning time, and (h) district support through assistance
with change. In addition, culture variables were recommended by several
researchers, including Fullan (1983), Murphy and Hallinger (1985),
Johnson (1988), and Blum (1984), as being required for effective organizational
change and goal attainment: (a) a safe, comfortable environment;
(b) collaborative planning; (c) a sense of community; (d) clear goals and purposes;
(e) order and discipline; (f) high expectations for achievement; (g) multiple
opportunities for student involvement; and (h) establishment of a specific culture.
No attempt to assess the importance of each variable was made because
situational elements were considered to be so influential in determining the value
of each characteristic.

Moreover, various research studies conducted by such individuals as
Harrison (1987), Renihan and Renihan (1984), Murphy (1987), and
Goodlad (1990) emphasized the significance of the following types of constraints
on school effectiveness: (a) organizational size and complexity, () overall
purpose, (c) institutional nature of the setting, (d) routineness of precedures,
(e) workforce composition, (f) degree of bureaucratization, (g) stage in
organizational life cycle, (h) strategy for coping with the environment,
(i) competitiveness and public support for education, (j) the seduction of
technology, (k) power games and territorialism, (1) tradition, and (m) ineffective
leadership.

With regard to leadership, the second area covered in this review, it is



imperative to understand the role that percepuion piays 1 lierpreung pataugius
of effective leadership. Conceptualizations of leadership effectiveness have
changed from the former focus on characteristics such as rationality, adherence to
policy, and achievement of results to the emerging perspective where effective
leaders are viewed as value-oriented individuals who empower followers and
adapt to a wide variety of situations or changes. Sergiovanni’s (1984) description
of five leadership forces (i.e., technical, human, educational, symbolic, and
cultural) was one of the theoretical models of leadership which offered a
pragmatic approach. The different images presented by Miklos (1983) also
attempted to explain how administrators make a contribution to effective school
operation (i.e., manager, facilitator, politician, and leader). Several models
incorporated the impact of situational elements on leadership effectiveness
(McNamara, 1968; Mulhauser, 1982; Pitner & Hocevar, 1987; Sergiovanni, 1989).
They outlined the following characteristics which affect the favorableness of a
situation based on Fiedler’s contingency theory (Johns, 1987): (a) leader-member
relations, (b) task structure, and (c) position power.

The evolution of research regarding leadership effectiveness from the early
1960’s until the present time is worthy of analysis. Research findings such as
those reported by Keefe, Clark, Nickerson, and Valentine (1983) can be
synthesized into a list of leadership traits, skills, and abilities that are considered
to be essential for effective school leaders, including the competencies of goal
setting, monitoring, evaluating, communicating, scheduling, staffing, modelling,

governing, and providing instructional leadership. Furthermore, there was support



voiced for inclusion of the following leadership qualities by several researchers
including Bennis (1990), Frase and Hetzel (1990), Kouzes and Posner (1990), and
McEvoy (1987): (a) integrity, (b) dedication to values, (c) magnanimity,
(d) willingness to try new things and rejéct stereotyp:2s, (€) empowerment,
(f) humility, (g) educational training and experience, (h) productivity and
efficiency, (i) leadership through appropriate use of authority, (j) political and
fiscal astuteness, (k) ability to maintain a high degree of stability, and
(1) interpersonal skill.

The third area of the literature review centered around junior high schools.
The following characteristics were identified in several research studies
(Lounsbury, 1990; Smith and Scott, 1990; Johnston and de Perez, 1985) as being
camion denominators of effective junior high schools: (a) a clearly defined and
articulated mission, (b) effective leadership, (c) student-centered teachers,
(d) strong parent involvement, () ongoing goai development and evaluation, and
(f) a quality of life which promotes happiness, pride, and confidence.

With regard to implications related to grade configurations, the consensus
of different school systems and researchers was that no specific grade pattern (i.e.,
two-tier or three-tier systems) was found to be the most effective. Rather, specific
schoo! characteristics and qualities such as those identified previously, were a
more crucial determinant of success and effectiveness. The evolution of research
findings conducted in this area commenced with The Carnegie Council on
Adolescent Development (1989) Turning points: Preparing American youth for the

21st century which was the first major research project conducted on schools for
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improving junior high schools: (a) ensuring success for all students, (b) creating a
community for learning, (c) empowering teachers and administrators, (d) teaching
a common core of knowledge, (e) preparing teachers for middle grades,
(f) reengaging families in the education of adolescents, (g) connecting schools with
communities, and (h) improving academic performance through better health and
fitness. Subsequent authors such as Williamson and Johnston (1991),
Vatterott (1991), and Eisner (1991) included additional elements such as emphasis
on student independence, planned advisor programs, variety of instructional
strategies, collaboration among stakeholders, and pastoral care and counsclling.
The conceptual framework (Figure 2.1), based on an outline proposed by
Sergiovanni (1989), highlights the essence of the dynamic interplay among all
major stakeholders in educational organizations and all elements of school
operation. The significance of constraint identification and resolution in the
enhancement of school and leadership effectiveness forms the foundation for this
thesis. In organizations, conflicts between personal philosophies and system
philosophies are probably common and need to be acknowledged when models of

this nature are interpreted.
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Chapter 3
Research Methodoiogy

This chapter provides information avout the {ollowing aspects of this study:
the research instruments, the data-collection procedures, and the data-analysis
methods.

The Research Instruments

According to the typology provided by Miklos (1990), this study is
descriptive/analytical because the purpose is "to go beyond description 10 probe
for similarities and differences, to identify trends, and to offer possible
explanations of findings" (p. 2-2).

Multiple methods of data collection are fregaently used to enhance the
validity of the data collected. This study relied o twe major forms of data
collection: (a) a questionnaire, and (b) a semi-struciured interview associated
with a school tour.

The Questionnaire

Kidder (1981) outlined several major benefits gained by using mailed
questionnaires: (a) low cost, (b) anonymity, (c) lack of pressure on the
respondent for an immediate response, (d) reduction of interviewer bias, and
(e) increased potential for surveying a large number of respondents. The use of
questionnaires furnished a means of receiving information from all junior high
school principals in the province with regard to their perceptions regarding
consiraints on effectiveness.

The questionnaire provided the following types of data: {u} personal data
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regarding age, experience, amount of time spent at the current school, and
training; (b) school data regarding type of school system, type of community, and
the number of students; (c) information about the extent to which various factors
served as o constraint on their role as a principal; (d) information about the
extent to which various factors served as a constraint on the effectiveness of their
school; and (e) an opportunity to provide additional comments regarding this
topic. The items on the list of constraints on principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness were selected according to results of the pilot study, an initial
analysis of related literature, and conversations with colleagues.

The questionnaire was administered only to principals because a review of
the literature indicated that the role of the leader in school organizations was
extremely important for overall school effectiveness.

"*he Semi-Structured Interview

The advantages of interviews listed by Kidder (1981) were relevant for this
study: (a) the response rate is often larger for interview formats than for
questionnaires, (b) the opportunity exists for obtaining greater detail in the
information provided, (c) increased freedom is present for respondents to express
their views, and (d) the inability of certain respondents to complete questionnaires
is resolved. Interviews provided a means of clarifying, expanding, and enriching
upon the information from previous research studies and questionnaire results
which were summarized in the literature review.

A semi-structured interview was administered to a sample of 10 junior high

principals in Alberta. The schools for the interviews were selected to represent a
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sample of public and separate schools in the two major urban districts and the
rural districts. Individuals were selected based on conversations with district
office personnel. Each interview was conducted on the school site and recorded
with permission for transcription; furthermore, additional information was gained
by observing daily operations in each school setting, including school climate,
interaction among stakeholders, communication patterns, student behavior, and
physical setting. This information was acquired by the researcher during time
spent at each site through conversations with students, staff members, parents, and
community members, and through personal observations. In order to maintain
confidentiality, responses were summarized, specific situational data was
eliminated from the results reports, and personal information was omitted.

The nature of the questions used in the interviews provided the following
types of data: (a) personal data regarding age, experience, amount of time spent
at the current school, and training; (b) school data regarding type of school
system, type of community, and the number of students; (c) goals identificd for
the term; (d) opinions regarding criteria for judging school effectiveness;

(e) criteria for judging leadership effectiveness; (f) constraints on identified goals;
(g) strategies used to resolve constraints on school effectiveness; (h) strategies
used to resolve constraints on leadership effectiveness; and (i) one iltustration of a
goal, plan, constraints, and resolutions. In addition, responden.., had the
opportunity to elaborate on specific issues throughout the interview session and
school tour. Each interview and tour lasted approximately three hours. Some of

the respondents were contacted again following analysis of the questionnaire and
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interview data in order to clarify specific comments or issues raised during data
analysis.

The Pilot Study

A pilot study of the interview and questionnaire items was conducted using
a small sample of five respondents from an urban school setting. This study was
undertaken to attain the following goals: (a) to explore unforeseen aspects of the
data-collection methodology; (b) to assist in development of in-depth interviewing
skills; (c) to explore potential strengths, weaknesses, and concerns in relation to
the proposed methodology; (d) to gather information related to constraints on
school and leadership effectiveness; (e) to provide information about the
feasibility of the study; and (f) to identify possible characteristics of leadership and
school effectiveness. Semi-structured interview questions were divided into the
following categories: (a) personal data regarding age, experience, amount of time
spent at the current school, and training; (b) school data regarding type of school
system, type of community, and the number of students; (c) perceptions regarding
constraints on school effectiveness; (d) perceptions regarding constraints on
principal effectiveness; (e) perceptions regarding the relationship that exists
between principal and school effectiveness; (f) proposed strategies for increasing
effectiveness by resolving constraints; and (g) additional comments. Schools for
the pilot study were selected to ensure representation in relation to school size,
socioeconomic environment, speciality program, age of the principal, and logistics.
Content analysis was conducted on the responses and comments from the

respondents were assessed in relation to information from the literature review,
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assessment comments made by the advisor, personal impressions, and comments
made during an informal pilot survey conducted with graduate students in
Educational Administration at the University of Alberta.

Validity of the Instruments

Kidder (1981) referred to validity as "the capaci* ¥« megsuring
instrument to pred:.t what it was designed to prai . {in order to determine]
the accuracy of observations” (p. 450). With regard to the semi-structured
interview and questionnaire, several procedures were used to improve the
accuracy and representativeness of the data-collection processes. Initially, a pilot
study was conducted to ensure that the structured portion of the interview and
questionnaire contained all potentially relevant constraints upon school and
leadership effectiveness. A review of relevant literature and an examination of
related research studies were used in addition to conversations with practitioners
and graduate students in the preparation of the pilot study. Second, items were
written in a manner which was intended to be as clear, concise, and complete as
possible in order to obtain full, detailed, accurate responses. During the
interviews, the researcher orally rephrased, repeated, and summarized comments
made by the respondents to ensure that their respbnses were accurately recorded
and represented. Further, the researcher conducted follow-up telephone
conversations with respondents in order to clarify specific issues resulting from
data analysis. In addition, Sroypan’s (1988) survey of junior high schools was used
in establishing parameters for this study in that other aspects of effectiveness were

explored. Advisors also assessed the appropriateness of the data-collection
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instruments to ensure that they were technically accurate and their input was
solicited in designing strategies for avoidance of potential interviewer bias.
Reliability of the Instruments

Kidder (1981) presented a continuum to differentiate reliability and
validity; it provided a correlation between maximally similar measures and
maximally different measures of validity. Various strategies were used in the
data-collection process to enhance the transferability of the interview and the
questionnaire in order to ensure that the same information would be provided
from one measurement situation to the next. Urban and rural schools from
various districts were selected for the interview and all junior high schools were
selected for the questionnaire in order to receive data from as many different
settings within the province as possible. Transferability was facilitated by
formulating a "thick" description for each respondent interviewed, as
recommended by Lincoln and Guba (1985). Situational elements were identified
clearly and detailed observations were made during the school tour in order to
determine whether results may be generalizable to any particular organizational
setting.

The Guttman Split-Half reliability analysis correlates the results which have
been obtained from two halves of the same research instrument. This technique
was used to assess the reliability of the questionnaire items; items for both
Questions 10 and 11 were divided into the first half and the second half for this
calculation. The following coefficients were obtained:

1. Constraints on leadership effectiveness: 0.90
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2. Constraints on school effectiveness: (.87
These results indicated that the instrument was highly reliable because the two
halves for each question had similar results.

Data Collection

A questionnaire and a semi-structured interview wiin a school tour were
used to collect data from principals of junior high schools in Alberta. The
timeline, population, interview sample, and procedures used for distribution and
collection of questionnaires are outlined below.
Timeline

The study was conducted according to the timeline outlined below:
1. November, 1991: Pilot study;
2. January - February, 1992: Data collection--questionnaires;
3. February - March, 1992: Data collection--interviews;
4. April - August, 1992: Data analysis;
5. September - December, 1992: Preparation of first draft; and
6. January - August, 1993: Revisions and preparation of final draft.
The Population

For the questionnaire, the respondent group included all junior high
principals in the province; a total of 94 individuals responded which represented
87% of the principals. In addition to providing personal data and school data, the
principals were asked to rate various constraints on principal and school
effectiveness from a list compiled with information from the pilot study and

related literature. The researcher selected principals as the only group of
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respondents for two reasons: (a) the importance of the role of the principal in
promoting school effectiveness, according to findings from researchers such as
Boyer (1988), Manasse (1985), and Peters and Waterman (1982), and (b) the
opportunity to expand upon recent research conducted in Alberta with principals.
The Interview Sample

The respondent group for the interview was composed of 10 principals,
which represents approximately 10% of the junior high principals in the province.
A purposive sample of principals was selected in order to provide a cross-section
according to geographic location, number of years of administrative experience,
size of school, religious affiliation of the school, and type of district. Three
principals from the two large urban boards and four principals from rural boards
were selected. The characteristics of the respondents were identified as personal
data for each interview.

Distribution and Collection of Questionnaires

A Research Ethics Review Application was submitted and approved by the
Department of Educational Administration at the University of Alberta in
December, 1991. In January, 1992, a Research Application Form was submitted
and approved by the Field Experiences Department of the Faculty of Education
at the University of Alberta. Applications requesting permission to conduct the
study were made to central office personnel for four of the districts whicit require
formal approval for all research projects.

In January, 1992, a letter requesting assistance in completing the

questionnaire (Appendix C) was nziled to the majority of principals in the
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province with a copy of the questionnaire (Appendix A), a response form
(Appendix C), and two self-addressed envelopes. Because principals in one
district were temporarily on strike, the same package was mailed in February to
principals of that district. The purpose of this letter was to solicit their assistance,
outline the purposes of the study, describe procedures used to ensure anonymity,
and explain plans for conducting the interviews. The separate response form was
designed to allow for anonymity but to determine who had not responded to the
initial request. In early February, 1992, a follow-up letter (Appendix C) with a
response form, two self-addressed envelopes, and a questionnaire (Appendix A)
were mailed to non-respondents. In late February, 1992, a similar package was
mailed for the second time to non-respondents.

For the interview, participants were contacted by telephone to explain the
purposes of the interview, outline the procedures planned, solicit their
participation, and arrange for an appropriate time. A letter (Appendix D) was
mailed to all interview participants in early February; the purposes of this letter
were to thank them for agreeing to participate, to reinforce the confidentiality of
responses, and to confirm details regarding the date and time of the interview and
school tour.

By the end of March, 1992, all interviews were completed and 99 response
forms were returned for the questionnaires; five principals refused to participate
in the study indicating that they lacked sufficient time to do so; therefore, 94
questionnaires out of a total of 108 were completed, which reflected an 87%

return rate.
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Data Analysis

The major goal of this study was to determine constraints involved with
implementation of the criteria considered necessary by researchers in this field for
effective school operation and effective leadership, and to determine the
relationship between these two concepts for junior high schools in the province of
Alberta. Therefore, the data were analyzed in relation to the following purposes:
(a) to summarize the data related to the characteristics of effectiveness considered
to be most important in junior high schools, (b) to summarize the data related to
effective leadership competencies for principals in junior high schools, and (c) to
describe the constraints which are associated with the differences between actual
and preferred levels of school and principal effectiveness, as perceived by
principals. Content and statistical analyses were used to interpret data from the
interviews and the questionnaires.

Harrison (1987) described organizational diagnosis as a process which
"involved the use of behavioral science knowledge to assess an organization’s
current state and to help discover routes to its improvement” (p. 1). This research
study was based on a diagnostic approach in that identification of current views of
actual and theoretical effectiveness were analyzed to determine potential
constraints which need to be averted for enhanced effectiveness. Harrison (1987,
pp. 15-16) divided this facet of the diagnostic process into five main stages:

(a) interpreting the initial statement of the problem, (b) redefining the problem,
(¢) understanding the current state, (d) identifying the forces for and against

change, and (e) developing workable solutions. These stages are inherent in the
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analysis of potential constraints on principal and organizational effectiveness at
the school and system levels.

Harrison (1987) provided support for the research methodology used in
this study by highlighting the special circumstances involved when identifying
constraints:

Because actual organizational practices often run counter to official

mandates, it is usually necessary to gather data on them through direct

observations, intensive interviewing, or the analysis of organizational
records. . .. Open or semi-structured interviews should obtain explicit
descriptions of how the respondents act in a range of work situations,
rather than generalizations or expressions of attitudes, because explicit

behavioral reports are somewhat less subject to bias (pp. 85-89).

Harrison (1987) summarized his recommendations by indicating that diagnosis is

an essential strategy for improving organizational effectiveness. If individuals use
the diagnostic feedback constructively and plan to implement appropriate actions,
then the potentially negative effect of constraints on effectiveness can be reduced
or eliminated.

Statistical Analysis of the Questionnaire Data

Several techniques were used to analyze data collected from respondents
who completed the questionnaires. Initially, variables were ranked from lowest to
highest according to the means for responses regarding constraints on school
effectiveness and constraints on principal effectiveness. This provided information
about the factors which were considered to be the most and least important as
constraints on both school and principal effectiveness. In addition, percentages of

responses for each category were compared to determine which factors formed

clusters of similar responses; identification of clusters provided information about
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which factors were uniformly selected or not selected by a large number of
principals within the province. Subsequently, a descriptive analysis of means was
conducted to determine substantial (> 0.5) differences based cn the following
personal and school-related data: (a) highest degree for educational training of
the principal, (b) years of experience as a principal in the school, (c) years the
school has been in operation, (d) age of the principal, (¢) type of school system,
(f) type of community in which the school is located, (g) total number of years
served as principal, and (h) number of students enrolled in the school.

Content Analysis of the Written Responses From the Questionnaire

Content analysis was conducted on the written responses and comments
completed with the questionnaires. Comparisons and summaries of the types of
information included were outlined in relation to the compilation of results for
questions related to constraints on school and leadership effectiveness (i.e.,
questions #10, #11, and #12). The conceptual framework was used as the basis
for analysis and key themes were identified in relation to findings from a review
of related literature. Illustrative comments which substantiated questionnaire
findings were included with the data analysis. Sample responses were used to
iflustrate main conclusions resulting from data analysis.
Analysis of Interview Data

Each interview was tape-recorded and transcribed in order to summarize
key issues raised by the respondents regarding constraints and characteristics of
school and principal effectiveness according to respondent perceptions. Sample

responses were also used to illustrate major conclusions of this research study.
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Summary

Two main strategies were used to collect data from respondents: (@) a
questionnairg, and (b) a semi-structured interview. Initially a pilot study was
conducted in order to gather data regarding construction of the questionnaire and
the interview instruments. The questionnaire was mailed to all junior high
principals in the province; the first section requested information regarding school
and personal characteristics. It also included a list of variables which were to be
ranked in terms of importance as constraints on principal effectiveness and
another section of variables to be ranked in terms of importance as constraints on
school effectiveness. Various methods of data analysis were used to summarize
information regarding variables perceived to be constraints on school and
principal effectiveness, including the following: (a) comparison of percentage
distributions for responses to each question, (b) comparison of means, (c) factor
analysis, and (d) content analysis for written responses or comments made by
respondents on the questionnaire.

In addition, a semi-structured interview was used with 10% of the
principals in the province to provide in-depth information regarding constraints on
effectiveness. Content analysis was used to summarize information gained from

analyzing interview transcripts.
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Chapter 4
Profile of the Respondents

This chapter provides a summary profile of the principals who responded
to the questionnaires and interviews as part of the data-gathering process for this
study. A total of 94 principals responded to the questionnaire and 10 principals
were interviewed. First, the personal characteristics of the respondents are
described, followed by the professional and organizational characteristics of the
principals involved in the questionnaire. Finally, information about the personal
and organizational characteristics of principals and schools involved in the
interviews is summarized.

Personal Characteristics of the Questionnaire Respondents

Information about personal characteristics of schools for principals who
responded to the questionnaire is provided according to sex and age. The
frequency and percentage frequency distributions of these personal characteristics
is provided in Table 4.1. A total of 90.3% of the respondents were male and
9.7% were female. The majority of the respondents were between 46 and 55
years of age; none of the principals were younger than 36 years of age. A total of
7 principals were 56 years of age or older; S5 were between 36 and 40 years of age.

Professional Characteristics of the Questionnaire Respondents

The professional characteristics of the respondents are described in relation
to the following aspects: (a) number of years served as a principal, (b) number of
years served as the principal of the current school, and (c) the highest

qualification earned for professional training.



Table 4.1

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative Percentage Frequency

Distributions of Personal Characteristics of Principals

93

(n=94)
Personal characteristics f %f Cum %f
Sex
Male 85 90.3 90.3
Female 9 9.7 100.0
Age
36-40 5 5.3 5.3
41-45 19 20.2 25.5
46-59 31 33.0 58.5
51-55 32 34.0 92.6
56 or older 7 7.4 100.0

Number of Years Served as Principal

The numbers of years served as principal are summarized in Table 4.2.

The majority of the principals had from 4-6 years of experience and from 10-12

years of experience. A total of 4.3% of the principals had 1 year of experience

and 2.1% had 24 years or more of experience.
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Table 4.2

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative Percentage
Frequency Distributions for Years Served as Principal

(n=94)
Years of experience f %of Cum %f
as principal
1 4 4.3 4.3
2-3 10 10.6 14.9
4-6 18 19.1 34.0
7-9 13 13.8 47.9
10-12 18 19.1 67.0
13-15 7 7.4 74.5
16-18 8 8.5 83.0
19-21 10 10.6 93.6
22-24 4 4.3 97.9
24 or more 2 2.1 100.0

Number of Years Served as Principal of Current School

The frequencies and percentage distributions of years served by principals
at their current schools are outlined in Table 4.3. The highest frequency of the
respondents, a total of 31.9%, had spent from 2-3 years at the current school
while only 4.3% had spent more than 13 years at the current school. A total of

92.6% of the principals had spent between 1 and 9 years at their current schools.
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Table 4.3

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative Percentage Frequency
Distributions of Years Served as Principal of Current School

(n=94)

Years of experience as

principal in current school f %f Cum %f
1 20 21.3 213
2-3 30 319 532
4-6 22 234 76.6
7-9 15 16.0 92.6
10-12 3 3.2 92.6
13-15 1 1.1 96.8
16-18 2 2.1 98.9
19-21 1 1.1 100.0

Highest Qualification of the Principal
The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the highest
qualification attained by the principals are reported in Table 4.4. A total of
47.9% of the respondents had a master’s degree, and 2.1% had a doctorate degree
as the highest degree attained.
Organizational Characteristics of the Schools Involved in the Questionnaire
The organizational characteristics of the school were identified by
describing the following elements: (a) age of the school, (b) type of school

system, (c) type of community in which the school was located, and (d) number of



Table 4.4

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative Percentage Frequency

Distributions of Highest Qualification of Principals

96

(n = 94)

Highest degree f Yot Cum %f
BEd 19 20.2 20.4
Diploma 27 28.7 49.5
Masters 45 479 97.8
Doctorate 2 2.1 100.0

students who were enrolled in the school.

Age of the School

The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the number of

years the school has been in operation are reported in Table 4.5. The majority of

the schools involved in the study had been in operation for 25 years or more; one

school had been in operation for 7-9 years and one school had been in operation

for 13-15 years.
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Table 4.5

Frequency, Percentage Frequency Distribution, and Cumulative
Percentage Distribution of Age of the School

(n = 94)
Number of years of operation f Yot Cum %f
23 4 4.3 4.3
7-9 1 1.1 5.3
10-12 6 6.4 1.7
13-15 1 1.1 12.8
16-18 6 0.4 19.1
19-21 -7 7.4 26.6
22-24 12 12.8 394
25 or more - 57 60.6 100.0

Type of School System

The frequency and percentage frequency distributions of the types of
school systems for schools involved in the study are provided in Table 4.6. Of the
schools involved in the study, 70.2% were from public systems, whereas 10.6%
were from each of the Catholic separate systems and county systems; 8.6% of the

respondents were from other types of school systems.
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Table 4.6

Frequency and Percentage Frequency Distribution
of Types of School Systems

(n = 94)

Type of school system f %ot
Public 66 70.2
Catholic separate 10 10.6
Protestant separate 1 1.1
County 10 10.6
Division 6 6.4
Other 1 1.1
Total 94 108.0

Type of Community

Table 4.7 provides a summary of the types of communities in which schools
involved in this study were located. Most schools involved in this study (i.e.,
67.0%) were located in large urban communities, whereas 19.1% were located in
small urban communities and 13.8% wer¢ located in rural communities.
Mumber of Students

The number of students enrolled in schools for this study is reported in
Table 4.8. 26.6% of the schools involved in this study had from 400-499 students
enrolled for the current term. A total of 10.6% of the schools had 199 students or

fewer enrolled for the current term and 17.0% had 600-699 students enrolled.
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Table 4.7

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative
Frequency of Types of Communities

(n=94)
Type of com-munity f Yof
Large urban 63 67.0
Small urban 18 19.1
Rural 13 13.8
Table 4.8

Frequency, Percentage Frequency, and Cumulative Percentage Frequency
of Number of Students Enroiled in Schools

(n=94)

Number of students

enrolled in school f %of Cum %
199 or fewer 10 10.6 10.6
200-299 11 11.7 223
300-399 15 16.0 383
400-499 25 26.6 64.9
500-599 17 18.1 83.0
600-699 16 17.0 100.0

Profile of Principals Participating in Interviews
This section provides a description of the principais and the organizational

characteristics of the schools involved in the interview component of this study.
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Tables 4.9 and 4.10 provide a summary of the frequencies for each of the
characteristics of the principals and characteristics of the organizations of each
school.

The second data-collection procedure involved 10 principals of junior high
schools in a semi-structured interview setting; one female and nine males
participated. The age of the interviewees varied from the 36-40 year category to
the 51-55 year category. One individual had spent 13-15 years as principal, while
three had served 10-12 years. Most principals had spent seven to nine years at
their current schools. None of the interviewees had a doctoral degree, seven had
completed a master’s degree, one had a post-bachelor’s diploma, and two had a
bachelor’s degree.

With regard to the organizational elements, four public schools, two
Catholic separate schools, one Protestant separate school, and three county
schools were selected for the interviews in consultation with central office
personnel for each district. Of these schools, six were in large urban settings from
the two largest centres (Edmonton and Calgary), two were in small urban settings,
and two were in rural settings; this distribution was chosen to match that of the
questionnaire in terms of urban-rural balance. The largest schools involved in the
interview component of this study had 600-699 students, while the smallest school
had 200-299 students; the most common school size category was 400-499

students.



Table 4.9

Frequencies of Personal and Professional Characteristics

of Principals in the Interview Sample
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(n=10)
Characteristic f
Sex
Female 1
Male 9
Number of years as principal
7-9 6
10-12 3
13-15 1
Number of years as principal of this school
1 1
7-9 5
10-12 3
13-15 1
Highest qualification
BEd 2
Diploma 1
Masters 7
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Table 4.10

Frequencies of Organizational Characteristics of
Schools in the Interview Sample

(n=10)
Characteristic f
Type of system
Public 4
Catholic separate 2
Protestant separate 1
County 3
Type of community
Large urban 6
Small urban 2
Rural 2
Number of students enrolled
200-299 1
400-499 5
500-599 2
600-699 2
Summary

The majority of the questionnaire respondents were male: 85 males and 9

females. A total of 67% of all questionnaire respondents were between the ages
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of 46 and 55. With regard to the number of years of experience, the most
common categories were 4-6 years and 10-12 years; 67% had 12 years of
experience or less in their leadership role. A large number of respondents
(31.9%) had spent 2-3 years at their current schools while 76.6% had spent six
years or less in their current locations. Many principals had attained a master’s
degree; 45 individuals or 47.9% of the respondents had attained a master’s degree
as their highest qualification.

In relation to the organizational characteristics of schools involved in the
questionnaire, the majority (60.6%) had been in operation for 25 years or more.
A total of 66 schools (70.2%) were from public systems, while 10 were from
Catholic separate systems and 10 were from county systems. Similarly, over half
of the schools (63 in total) were from large urban settings and most had a mean
population size of 400-499 students.

The principals involved in the interview were selected to closely represent
similar proportions to the sample who responded to the questionnaire. Nine
males and one female between the ages of 36 and 55 were interviewed. All of
them had served as a principal for seven to nine years or more; they had been in
their current schools as principal from one year to nine years. Seventy per cent of
the interviewees had a master’s degree. The majority of schools involved in the
interviews were large urban public systems and half of the schools had between

400 and 499 students.
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Chapter 5
Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the analyses of
questionnaire and interview data in relation to the following research questions:

1. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about internal and
external constraints on leadership effectiveness?

2. To what extent are the constraints perceived to affect leadership
effectiveness?

3. What constraints do principals consider to be the major barriers to
leadership effectiveness?

4. What are the principals’ perceptions about the relationship that exists
between leadership effectiveness of the principal and the overall effectiveness of
the school?

5. To what extent are the constraints on the leadership effectiveness of the
principal related to the constraints on school effectiveness according to the
respondent group?

The first section provides information from previous studics regarding potential
constraints on leadership effectiveriess. Information is supplied about the
variables considered by principals in this study to be least and most important as
constraints on leadership effectiveness. Written comments added to the
questionnaire and those made during the in-depth interviews are reported in

relation to the summary of specific quantitative findings from the questionnaire.
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Variables Perceived as the Most Important Constraints
on Leadership Effectiveness

Several variables were perceived by respondents to be important
constraints on leadership effectiveness. The variable that was considered to be
the most important constraint by respondents was inadequate funding; 20.4%
rated it as a "very important" constraint and 49.5% rated it as a "highly important”
constraint; therefore, it had the highest mean of 3.01. Further, the amount of
time taken in dealing with problem students was considered to be the most
important constraint by 37.2% and as "very important" by 26.6% of the
respondents. The next four variables were considered to be "highly important”
constraints by respondents: (a) inadequate physical facilities (mean 2.25), (b) lack
of time for supervising staff (mean 2.18), (c) lack of staff mobility (mean 2.13),
and (d) the amount of time required for administration (mean 2.12).

These variables which were identified, through analysis of data, as major
constraints were supported through comments provided on the questionnaire and
in the interviews. With regard to inadequate funding (mean 3.01), a few
respondents commented that additional funding would provide more time for
principals to be instructional leaders. For example, one individual in a rural
setting suggested that "with more funds, we could have more administrative time
to assume various required roles." Similarly, the principal of a large urban public
school with over 600 students indicated that "the problem is one of dealing with
morale as the government increasingly leaves funding to local taxpayers by means

of city taxes." A principal with 13-15 years of experience from a large urban
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setting agreed that "the need to be involved in fundraising to ‘drive’ programs
[and] philosophies” was created by insufficient funding.

In relation to the variable viewed by respondents as the second most
important constraint, (i.e., time taken dealing with problem students), several
individuals commented that the requirements placed on themselves and their
schools by integration of special needs students was a major concern. One
individual from a small urban county school of 500-599 students indicated that
"more accent on protecting the rights of students and less accent on
responsibilities [with] less power to remove disruptive students from the system"
was problematic to both school and leadership effectiveness. Another principal
from a rural school with 200-300 students remarked that dealing with problem
students is "a part of the job but it almost eliminated the opportunity to work with
program design, change, or evaluation." Similarly, the principal of a large urban
Catholic separate school with fewer than 200 students suggested that "the greatest
constraint to all of education is the behavioral student. . . . It is time-consuming
and often creates a huge distraction to the education of others. The integration
of special needs [students] has placed a stress on all classes . . . [resulting in] too
much mixing of politics rather than good sound educational policies." These
comments reflect on the amount of time required for administrative tasks (mean
2.12) ahd the lack of time to supervise staff (mean 2.18) as well.

In relation to inadequate physical facilities (mean 2.25), a principal in a
small rural school of less than 200 students maintained that "budget cut-backs

allow little room for innovation so [purchasing] technological equipment and
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minimal hiring of newly trained staff' create constraints on school and leadership
effectiveness.

No specific comments were made to illustrate the importance of lack of
staff mobility (mean 2.13), although many comments are reported in Chapter 6
with regard to the constraints on overall school effectiveness created by specific
concerns regarding teacher performance.

Other Variables Perceived as Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

The six variables with the highest means and with the lowest means have
been described; means for all other variables ranged from 1.98 for the variable
described as insufficient space to 1.12 for flexibility of system policies. Comments
by questionnaire respondents and interviewees provided additional support for
these variables. With regard to the variation in teaching ability of the staff,
several respondents indicated that the inability to terminate ineffective teachers
created extra work for themselves as administrators and thus reduced the
effectiveness of their schools and their leadership performance. For example, one
male respondent in a large urban setting at a school with over 500 students
commented that

the role of administrators is to see that the best people are dealing with

our kids and that the administrator must be available to (a) recognize and

reward good teachers, (b) facilitate the professional growth of good

teachers, and (c) facilitate program development. At this point, we in our

schools are prevented, as administrators, in doing the above because of

(a) students experiencing difficulties in social and emotional growth and

(b) dealing with less effective staff, i.e., 90% of our time is spent with 10%

of our staff and students.

Similarly, a principal in a large, urban public school with approximately 400

students listed the general professional attituge of teachers as a major constraint,
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pointing out that "there still exists a very significant number of teachers who are
too comfortable in their ‘permanent/certificated/continuous contract’ roles to feel
any need to address the challenges of today’s educational scene. . . . Maybe
permanent certification without any evidence of upgrading is an archaic model."
Another respondent agreed that the inability to terminate ineffective teachers was
an additional constraint to leadership effectiveness.

In relation to the constraint created by policies in the school system
(mean 1.41), several respondents observed that system constraints prevented
optimum effcctiveness as a leader. To illustrate, two respondents with four to six
years of experience as principals in rural school settings proposed that the lack of
long range planning by the system was a constraint to their leadership
effectiveness due to the large number of meetings they were required to attend.
Further, a principal with 4-6 years of experience in a large urban public school of
more than 600 students described additional constraining variables to leadership
effectiveness as the system requirement to make changes without sufficient lead
time and the excessive number of meetings scheduled for principals. Similarly, an
administrator with 10-12 years of experience in a small urban county school of
600-699 students suggested that "trustees trying to be administrators created a
constraint" since they attempted to introduce "pet campaigns" which may not have
been educationally essential.

Pressures from the community (mean 1.27) were substantiated as a
constraint by several individuals who commented on the changing nature of

adolescents which has created major alterations in society and has had a negative
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impact on both leadership and school effectiveness. One respondent with 10-12
years of experience in a small urban setting indicated that the "social and
emotional problems of students are hindering the ability of the schoot to maintain
academic learning." This individual also suggested that the weakening of the
family as an institution in society is a major constraint: “family mobility, one-
parent families, emotionally and socially strained children, along with the lack of
motivation to read or to be a learner are causing the sch()(;ls to grind to a halt."
Other individuals also highlighted the lack of support for schools in today’s
society. A principal in a large urban public setting with over 600 students
suggested that "high expectations, relatively low pay and esteem, and increasing
work loads are literally killing staff. In addition, there has been a significant
increase in the frequency and severity of behavioral problems among students.”
This individual commented that our role as administrators was to help teachers
perform their essential duties, rather than become distracted by additional
expectations of society.

In relation to the lack of flexibility in applying system policies (mean 1.12),
one principal in a large urban public school of slightly less than 400 students
maintained that a need exists "to make each school more independent of
bureaucratic constraints, to have fewer management people, and to have more
educationally productive people working directly with students.”

The individual comments generally provided strong support for the
variables identified as major constraints on principal effectiveness and illustrated

how each variable served as a constraint in individual school settings.
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Variables Perceived as Minor Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

‘Table 5.1 presents a summary of variables listed from high to low by mean
which represents the average calculated by dividing the values of all responses by
the total number of respondents. The valid percentages reported in each category
are also provided. A five point scale was used ranging from "not at all important”
("0") to "highly important” (4). Six variables were not considered by questionnaire
respondents to be important constraints on their effectiveness. Commencing with
the factors which had the lowest means, 65.6% of the principals considered too
few students and 61.3% considered lack of support from the system supervisor as
unimportant constraints. Furthermore, 59.6% of the respondents perceived their
teaching load not to be an important constraint. The ineffective communication
from central office staff to the school was not considered as an important
constraint by 33.7% of the principals. The lack of flexibility in applying system
policies was perceived not to be an important constraint by 29% of the
respondents. No specific comments were made by respondents in relation to all
variables with the lowest means.

Analysis of Interview Data Related to Leadership Effectiveness

Interview data provided individual comments to illustrate key points related
to constraints on leadership effectiveness. Illustrations offered information about
strategies used by respondents to resolve these constraints. A semi-structured
interview was used to ensure that a uniform set of questions was utilized for all

interviewees.



Table 5.1

Percentage Frequency Distribution and Means of Importance

of Variables as Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness
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Importance -- %f Mcan
Factor Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very  Highly
0 1 2 3 4
1. Inadequate funding 54 15 17.2 204 40.5 301
2. Time taken in dealing with problem 53 11.7 19.1 26.6 372 279
students
3. Inadequate physical facilitics 140 18.3 22.6 19.4 25.8 2.25
4, Lack of time for supervising staff 99 28.6 143 28.6 18.7 2.18
5. Lack of staff mobility 12.8 20.2 27.7 202 19.1 2.13
6. Amount of time required for 13.8 19.1 24.5 26.6 160 2.12
administration (management tasks,
details)
7. Insufficient space 213 17.0 234 19.1 19.1 1.98
8. Lack of time for your professional 12.8 217.7 24.5 24.5 10.6 1.93
growth
9. Lack of time for planning 12.8 319 223 223 10.6 1.86
10. Lack of time for administering 15.1 24.7 323 21.5 6.5 1.80
student activities
11. Resistance to change by staff 12.8 33.0 24.5 223 14 1.79
12. Variations in teaching ability of 215 23.7 24.7 258 43 1.68
certificated staff
13. Provincial requirements/regulations 15.1 323 34.4 14.0 43 1.60
14. Lack of parental support 269 323 18.3 11.8 10.8 147
15. Policies of your school system 17.2 39.8 30.1 10.8 22 141
16. Lack of opportunity to select staff 29.8 351 16.0 12.8 6.4 1.31
17. Pressures from the community 234 383 29.8 53 32 1.27
18. Variations in ability of support stafi 33.0 309 223 11.7 2.1 1.19
19. Lack of flexibility in applying school 29.0 40.9 20.4 8.6 1.1 1.12
system policies
20. Ineffective communication from central  33.7 39.1 163 109 0.0 1.04
office staff to your school
21. Too many students 58.7 217 9.8 6.5 33 0.74
22. Your teaching load 59.6 19.1 10,6 9.6 1.1 0.73
23. Too few students 65.6 14.0 8.6 7.5 43 0.7
24, Lack of support from system supervisor  61.3 21.5 15.1 22 0.0 0.60)
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Criteria for Judging Effectiveness as a School Leader

Several respondents commented that they perceived a great overlap
between their effectiveness as a leader and the effectiveness of their schools;
comments were added related to ways in which the leadership of the principal
affected teacher actions with regard to school goals, parent attitudes and
behaviors in support of goals, and interaction with students which supported
increased achievement and a sense of well-being for students. To illustrate, one
principal of a large urban public school related that "I judged my success in terms
of the success of the school." Five principals noted a major sign of their
effectiveness was their ability to "get the best out of people" in promoting the
goals and philosophy of the school. The principal of a large urban school stated
that "the main purpose focusses on causing others to do what 1 want them to do,
not from a directive way . . . I am the keeper of the vision . . . and actions of
others should address that vision. . . ."

In addition, several principals highlighted the importance of decision-
making skills, which one individual defined as "the ability and the guts to make
decisions when you have to" and another principal described by saying "it’s
important to be able to look at problem-resolution successfully." The principal of
a large, urban school suggested "I have to have expertise in all areas . . . conflict
situations, resource problems, or program related problems." Furthermore, three
respondents highlighted the importance of their organizational skills; to illustrate,
the principal of a large urban public school used these questions in evaluating

leadership and school effectiveness: "How are things operating? Do things seem



to run smoothly or is there great confusion? Is everyone working toward the
same goal?"

Eight of the respondents listed as one criterion of effectiveness some aspect
of interpersonal skills with parents, students, community members, and staff
members. This criterion was described as "the spirit there is among people” or as
a "team approach” which relies on "trust and honesty elements." Similarly, the
principal of a large urban public school described this aspect as "the ability to
collaborate and work with other people . . . and to delegate effectively."

Only one principal mentioned the importance of instructional supervision
skills which were described as "the understanding of pedagogy or the
understanding of good teaching and learning skills and practices." However,
several comments were made in relation to "the degree to which staff put an
effort into the goals," which could infer the importance of this aspect of the
principal’s role.

Constraints on Goal Attainment by the School Leader

Financial constraints were listed as extremely important by four of the
respondents in relation to provision of resources, technological upgrading,
adequate support staff, and ample opportunities for professicnal growth. No
specific comment was made regarding whether provincial or local support was the
problem.

A constraint noted by five respondents dealt with the managerial tasks or
"paperwork resulting from the visions and initiatives of district office." The

principal of a small urban school focussed on the multitude of changes created by
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the provincial government while another individual from a small urban setting
commented about being constrained by the fact that "the system generates a lot of
work for people to do; we serve on a lot of committees . . . [and] that takes time
away from what we’re doing; these outside influences are the greatest constraints."
One respondent in a large, urban setting suggested that "a barrier [to the
leadership function] has been an overemphasis on the importance of the
managerial function; despite the fact that the instructional leadership function in
terms of school board policies and the school act is the one we’re accountable for,
unfortunately the managerial role tends to take up the time." Two individuals
indicated that the excessive number of managerial duties required that principals
become effective time managers who are able to prioritize and allow time for
relevant tasks such as monitoring, teaciing, anc dealing with crisis situations.

The characteristics of students create:d &y chunging lifestyles, families, and
societal elements such as the Young Offendeis A«t also preseated a major
constraint for three of the respondents. One principal inn a large urban setting
commented that "school systems are getting more and < dysfunctional
students . . . [so] we need specialists who are able tc ke ¢ them witl: counselling
and to help parents"; provision of support and prog-«:. ming s -t-risk students is
very time-consuming for principals, according to this inicrviewee. Sisnilarly,
another individual noted that "distrist requirements to make individud p+ sgrams
for each integrated student was a ivajor ¢oastraint” in that extensive resources are

essential for each school.



Strategies for Resolving Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

The most common solution proposed kv interviewees involved promotion
of a team-oriented approach which was su:.amarized by the principal of a rural,
county school as the ability to "designa’:. delegate, and work as a team.”
Although three individuals indicated that they worked many more hours to resolve
constraints, they also indicated that they tried to "work smarter not harder" by
"training the administrative team . . . [so they] can multipty efforts through
networking and can accomplish much more." A similar comment was made by
the principal of a large, urban school who expressed the rationale for this
approach: "I believe the teachers are the most important part of the program for
the kids. I've got to empower them to do their job through teamwork."

Several principals indicated that they also simplified their role "reducing
the number of optional managerial functions such as committee work” or by
"replying minimally to tasks where you could do a lot more." As one principal
from a small urban county system indicated, "with experience you sift through the
important materials to reduce extra tasks from central office. . . ."

Three principals recommended that professional development was a key
solution. To paraphrase one principal in a large urban school, you have to be an
effective time manager and to learn the skills, attitudes, and background
knowledge that enable you to do your job effectively; as well you must keep
abreast of all kinds of things in the literature through workshops and training

seminars.



116
Relationship Between Resuits of Research and Literature Review

A number of interesting compzrisons can be made between the results of
this research study and information related to this topic gained from a review of
the literature. The respondents in this study found inadequate funding to be the
greatest constraint on leadership effectiveness; this was also identified by Pellicer,
Anderson, Keefe, Kelley, and McCleary (1988) who studied high school leaders;
the inability to acquire funds was one of the most frequently listed internal
constraints. Benveniste (1989) listed lack of adequate resources and insufficient
physical resources which induced isolation as constraints on leadership. "Time
taken dealing with problem students" had the second highest mean in this study;
Valentine, Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe (1981) also indicated that time taken by
irresponsible parents and problem students was the second most important
constraint in their study (with "time taken by administrative detail” being the mu-:
frequently reported constraint). The third most important constraint in this study
was "inadequate physical facilities" which was not identified as a constraint by
previous studies. "Lack of time to supervise staff’ was the fourth most important
constraint for respondents in this survey; similarly, Mulhauser (1982),
Murphy (1987), and Benveniste (1989) identified time for supervision of staff as a
constraint. "Lack of staff mobility" was considered to be an important constraint
in this study but was not indicated as a variable in previous research. Substantial
support was identified in the literature and in this study for the amount of time
required for administration (including management tasks and details).

Sweeney (1986), Martin and Willower (1981), and Mulhauser (1982) reinforced
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the constraining effect of excessive administrative demands. Likewise, Valentine,
Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe (1981) concluded that time taken by administrative
detail was the most frequently reported constraint. Pellicer, Anderson, Keefe,
Kelley, and McCleary (1988) also listed the amount of time spent on
administration duties as being one of the most frequently listed internal
constraints. As well, Bennis’s (1990) self-analysis identified routine work as a
major constraint.

In terms of variables which were not identified as major constraints, there
was a fair degree of agreement. The variable with the lowest mean was "lack of
support from system supervisors" in this study. Benveniste (1989) was the only
author to identify political constraints as a variable which caused principals to
reject important variables in favor of measurable activities such as staff
evaluation. "Too few students" and "too many students" were variables which were
not reported to be constraints in this study; likewise, the size of the school was
not considered to be an important variable in the results presented by Valentine,
Clark, Nickerson, and Keefe (1981).

In this study and in previous research, the teaching load was not listed as a
constraint. Similarly, ineffective communication from central office was not
considered as an important constraint in this study or the literature. "Lack of
flexibility in applying system policies" was a variable which had a mean of 1.12 in
this study. However, Lavery (1973) identified provincial and district expectations
as being a constraint in promoting excellence through creative application of

curriculum requirements, operational guidelines, and policy mandates.
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Murphy (1987) and Benveniste (1989) also suggested that district expectations
were a constraint due to the multiplicity of roles they created.

In conclusion, there was support in the literature for variables identified as
constraints on leadership effectiveness by respondents in this study.

Summary

Information was reported using means with regard to the six variables (or
25% of the variables) which were perceived to be the least constraining, the six
variables (or 25%) which were perceived to be the most constraining, and those
variables which were in the mid-range. Comments from written interviews and
semi-structured interviews were used to provide illustrations of constraints and to
further explain various variables. The two variables which were considered to be
very important by respondents were inadequate funcing (mean 3.01) and time
taken dealing with problem students (mean z./9). Several variables were viewed
as moderately important (i.e., rneans ranged from 1.79 to 2.25). Most of these
variables were related to the amount of time available for specific administrative
tasks, while two of them focussed on physical facilities and one dealt with
resistance to change. Several variables (means ranging from 1.04 to 1.68) were
considered somewhat important as constraints on leadership effectiveness. These
variables were related to provincial or system policies, parent and community
support, variations in staff ability, and communication from central office. Four
variables were not considered as important constraints (means 0.60 to 0.74); these
were related to size of student population, teaching load, and support from the

system supervisor.
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The following six variables were identified through the questionnaires as
those with the smallest means and thus were considered to be the least
constraining variables for leadership effectiveness: (a) lack of flexibility in
applying system policies (mean 1.12), (b) ineffective communication from central
office staff to your school (mean 1.04), (c) too many students (mean 0.74),

(d) your teaching load (mean 0.73), (e) too few students (mean 0.71), and (1) lack
of support from system supervisor (mean 0.60).

The following variables were identified through the questionnaire as the six
variables (or 25% of all variables) with the largest means; they were perceived by
respondents to be the greatest constraining variables to leadership effectiveness:
(a) inadequate funding (mean 3.01), (b) time taken in dealing with problem
students (mean 2.79), (c) inadequate physical facilities (mean 2.25), (d) lack of
time for supervising staff (mean 2.18), (e) lack of staff mobility (mean 2.13), and
(f) amount of time required for administration dealing with management tasks
and details (mean 2.12). Comments from questionnaire respondents and
interviewees substantiated the importance of these variables in relation to their
perceived constraining impact on leadership effectiveness.

Many principals added comments on the questionnaire which referred to
the constraining effect of inadequate funds and the need to be involved in
fundraising or fee assessment. Several respondents commented about the current
societal expectations, family problems, and the nature of adolescent students
which demanded an increasingly large amount of administrative time. As well,

comments were made about the constraints created by system and provincial
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requirements through excessive bureaucracy, ineffective long-range planning, and
program specifications. Several comments were also added with regard to staff
performance and the inability to terminate ineffective individuals. Furthermore,
interviewees agreed that financial constraints were an issue; four individuals
indicated that inadequate funds were made available for sufficicnt resources,
technology upgrading, and professional growth. They also highlighted the current
characteristics of students created by changing lifestyles of families and societal
elements (such as the Young Offenders Act) as being major constraints on their
effectiveness as leaders. In addition, five interviewees commented on the
multitude of bureaucratic demands and managerial duties which reduced their
effectiveness due to the increasing amount of time taken from their day.
Although ineffective staff performance was not identified as a constraint by
interviewees, the "existence of extremely strong teachers, people who are
committed to kids and who know the curriculum" was identified as an essential
element of an effective school.

In conclusion, inadequate funding was perceived to be the most important
constraint on leadership effectiveness. Several constraints related to the amount
of time spent on dealing with problem students and excessive administration
duties were also reiterated by respondents and interviewees with regard to
leadership effectiveness because time for staff supervision, professional
development, and long-term planning was insufficient. Several peisonal
characteristics appeared to create substantial differences in response to tre

questionnaire items, including the number of years of experience as a principal,
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the number of years the school had been in operation, the number of years of
experience as a principal in the school, the number of students enrolled in the
school, and the highest degree attained by the principal. Interviewees reinforced
these conclusions and provided illustrations from individual settings.

Furthermore, they echoed the conviction that school effectiveness is directly

related to the effectiveness of the principal.
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Chapter 6
Constraints on School Effectiveness

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the analyses of
questionnaire and interview data in relation to the following research questions:

1. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about the major
discrepancies that exist between "ideal" and "actual” school effectiveness criteria?

2. What are the perceptions of junior high principals about internal and
external constraints upon their "actual" school effectiveness?

3. To what extent do each of the constraints affect the effectiveness of the
school?

4. What constraints do principals consider to be the major barriers to
school effectiveness?
The first section provides information from the literature with regard to potential
constraints on school effectiveness. The next section presents details based on
means regarding the factors considered by principals to be least important as
constraints on school effectiveness; a summary of the constraints considered by
respondents to be most important is then reported. Written comments added to
the questionnaires and those made during the indepth interviews are reported in
relation to specific findings.

Variables Not Perceived as Constraints on School Effectiveness

As shown in Table 6.1, the variable which was rated as the lowest in

importance as a constraint on school effectiveness was "too much staff turnover;"

71% of the respondents rated it as "not at all important." The following three



Table 6.1

Percentage Frequency Distribution and Means of Importance

of Variables as Constraints on School Effectivencess

Importance -- %f Mcan
Factor Not at all  Somewhat Moderately  Very  Highly
0 1 2 k) 4
1. Financial support provided by province 1.1 8.6 11.8 20.4 58.1 3.20
2. Financial support provided by system 6.5 204 18.3 29.0 258 247
3. Ineffective educational lcadership within 54 215 21.5 25.8 258 2.45
the province
4. Degree of bureaucratization 74 309 35.1 19.1 74 1.88
5. kole of educational organizations 22.6 15.1 333 19.4 9.7 1.79
in society
6. Lovernment legisiation/regulations 12.8 309 309 213 43 1.73
7. Lack of financial support for staff 213 23.4 30.9 16.0 8.5 1.67
professional development
8. Routineness of procedures (timctabling, 18.1 206.6 34.0 17.0 43 1.63
testing requirements, legislation)
9. Lack of staff turnover in your school 28.7 223 234 12.8 12.8 1.59
10. Composition of your staff (skill, 19.4 36.6 25.8 129 5.4 1.48
knowledge, expericnce)
11. Stage in the life cycle of your school 355 20.4 19.4 183 6.5 1.40
(start-up, established, declining)
12. Tendency of school system to maintain ~ 33.0 21.7 22.3 9.6 74 1.31
status quo
13. Your degree of control over budgetary  33.0 24.5 245 149 32 1.31
matters
14. Ineffective leadership within your 355 323 15.1 10.8 6.5 1.20
school system
15. Complexity of your school system 30.0 351 223 10.6 1.1 1.16
16. Overall policies of your school system 219 34.0 223 10.6 1.1 115
17. Existence of grade-level tests for 376 323 21.5 6.5 22 1.03
curricular areas
18. Size of your school system (district, 543 16.6 13.8 13.8 2.1 0.94
division, county)
19. Overall goals of your school system 447 26.6 223 53 1.1 .92
20. Over-emphasis on technology in school 559 21.5 15.1 6.5 1.1 0.75
21. Time per day spent on core subjects 559 258 14.0 32 1.1 0.68
22. Too much staff turnover in your school 710 20.4 6.5 22 0.0 0.40
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variables were considered not important by over half of the respondents:
(a) "amount of time per day spent on core subjects,” considered not to be
important by 55.9% of the respondents and somewhat important as a constraint by
25.8%; (b) "over-emphasis on technology" in schools, considered not to be
important as a constraint by 55.9% as well and somewhat important by 21.5%;
and (c) "size of the school system,” considered not to be important as a constraint
by 54.3% and somewhat important by 16.0%. With regard to the "overemphasis
on technology," one principal at a large urban public school with 500-599 students
suggested that rather than an overemphasis on technology in schools, the
"underemphasis and underfunding of technology is a serious problem . . . [in] this
province." A few principals commented that timetabling requirements for
complementary subjects created a constraint due to the fact that they did not
meet individual student needs; for example, one individual in a small school in a
rural setting noted that "French as a second language has a core status but option
time . . . [thus creating] a scheduling problem."

The other two variables in the bottom 25% of the factors, according to
mean, are "overall goals of the school system" (which was considered not to be
important by 44.7% of the respondents and somewhat important by 26.6%) and
the "existence of grade-level tests for curricular areas” (which was considered not
to important by 27.6% of the principals and somewhat important by 32.3% of the
principals). With regard to this last variable, a few respondents commented on
the provincial examination requirements which they considered to be a constraint.

One individual observed that
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it would appear that all that matters is that all students score highly

on ... grade examinations. There is far more to education than attaining

high marks on these exams. Students learn how to get along with others,

to set goals, to help make society a better place to be, just to mention a

few. These qualities are not assessed by [provincial] . . . test requirements.

Variables Perceived as Major Constraints on School Effectiveness

According to questionnaire respondents in this study, the factor considered
to be the most important constraint on school effectiveness was the "financial
support provided by the province;" 58.1% rated it as a highly important constraint,
while 20.4% rated it as a very important constraint. Similarly, the "financial
support provided by the system" was perceived to be the second major constraint;
25.8% of the principals considered it as a highly important constraint and 29.0%
considered it as a very important constraint. The importance of this variable was
reinforced by individual comments. Several respondents observed that their
schools were required to become involved in fundraising in order to provide
adequate programs, especially in the area of technology. To illustrate, the
principal of a school with 400-499 students in a large urban center commented
that "the largest restraint is the lack of funds to provide programs beyond the
basic level. We assess fees and do fundraising which augments the meagre
allocations from the province."

The third most important constraint, as perceived by principals who
responded to this questionnaire, was the "ineffective educational leadership”
within the province; this factor was perceived to he highly important by 25.8% and

very important by 25.8% of the respondents. One individual with 13-15 years of

experience as a principal in a large urban public school of 500-399 students stated
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that "the reason I do not view provineial policies, guidelines, and regulations as
constraints is that I ignore them if they don’t meet the needs of kids." Another
principal with 4-6 years of experience, working in a large urban Catholic separate
school of 300-399 students, inferred that "the greatest factor and major constraints
are the policies of Alberta Education because there is too much infiltration of
these impractical ideas into good sound educational policies."

The variable which was considered fourth highest as a constraint was the
"degree of bureaucratization” which had a mean of 1.88. The principal of a large
urban Catholic separate school commented that leaders at the system level "have
become entangled in a bog of bureaucracy that stifles any change unless it is top
down directed." A principal with 22-24 years of experience at a public school with
300-399 students reported that it was necessary "to make each school more
independent of bureaucratic constraints [by having] fewer management people and
more educationally productive people working directly with students."

The "role of educational organizations in society” was viewed as the fifth
most important constraint with a mean of 1.79. Several individuals commented
about the multiple expectations of the public with regard to schools. To illustrate,
the principal in a large urban setting with a student population of 600-699
students observed that teachers are expected to be nurse, parent, and social
worker. Another principal in a rural setting with seven to nine years of
experience referred to these issues as the "non-academic expectations of schools."
Similarly, the principal at a Catholic separate school in a large urban setting

alleged that a major constraint was created by "society’s increased expectations of
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the school as the final holdout in a world increasingly coming apart at the seams
and relying on us [schools] to ‘fix things up.™

"Government legislation and regulations” (mean 1.73) was perceived by
respondents to be the sixth most important constraint. A principal with 16-18
years of experience in a rural school with 460-499 students suggested that
"provincial regulations regarding issues such as electives are t0o narrow and
restrictive when trying to meet the needs of various communities." Similarly, a
principal in a large urban seiting at a public school of 400-499 students proposed
that "if a school is in an area where many students are interested in technical
areas of study, they should have the opportunity to study them. It would seem
that we are supposed to get everyone prepared for a college education which is
not being realistic."

The balance of the variables ranged from a mean of 1.67 (for the "lack of
financial support for staff professional development") to a mean of 1.15 (for
"overall policies of your school system"). Several comments supported specific
variables within this range. For example, one principal in a small urban setting
with 400-499 students described the tendency of the system to maintain the status
quo by suggesting that "there needs to be a ‘restructuring’ of public schools. The
system we have inherited was developed in the 1800’s for the Industrial
Revolution. It is not meeting the needs of our present youth. . .. We need more
interdisciplinary and continuous progress programs.” In relation to the "lack of
financial support for professional development" (mean 1.67), a principal from a

large urban public setting and one from a small urban public setting agreed that
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sufficient funds and time for staff professional development were not available,
especially in comparison with the professional development allocation available
for board members. With regard to "ineffective leadership within the school
system"” (mean 1.20), two respondents with over ten years of experience, one from
a small urban setting and one from a rural setting, reported that trustees are a
constraint to effectiveness when they become overly involved in educational
decisions or when they have "pet campaigns.”

Analysis of Interview Data Related to School Effectiveness

Interview data provided a great number of detailed descriptions of how
principals identified, investigated, and resolved constraints on the effectiveness of
their schools. A semi-structured format was used to ensure that a uniform set of
questions was asked but provision was also made for personal comments,
anecdotes, and opinions. The following summary provides general information
gleaned from interview sessions.
Establishment of School Priorities

With regard to specific goals or priorities, there was general agreement on
the importance of a focus on improvement in several areas of student
achievement, student leadership, student behavior, communication with all
stakeholder groups, and program delivery to meet individual student needs. To
illustrate, a school of over 500 students in a large urban public system had
developed a five-year thinking skills model which was designed to improve student
achievement through the enhancement of critical thinking skills and the

integration of skills into all curricular areas. Goal attainment occurred when
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results on system and provincial exams indicated that student scores improved
after the implementation of the thinking skills model. To achieve this goal, the
principal faced const-aints related to staff preparation, provision of appropriate
training, selection of the curricular resources for each grade level, design of
evaluation formats, development of strategies for integration of skills into the
existing curriculum, and design of vehicles for communication of information to
parents.

Student leadership was the focus for several individuals; one principal in «

small urban county school system had established a goal of providing increased

opportunities for student leadership as a means of promoting studer' i lvement
in the oper.;irn of the <¢hool. In relation to promotion of positiie “= i, ihe
principal of a s..w:". swas - :hool with 400-499 students initiated a program which

deals with attendance, punctuality, politeness, learning, and encouragement. The
focus was development of personal skills essential for success through positive
reinforcement. Staff acceptance became the major constraint because certain
individuals expressed philosophical differences with the orientation of the
program; however, careful revision by a staff committee with ample opportunity
for input and training ensured success. Other schools also addressed behavioral
concerns related to attendance, protection of at-risk students, and maintenance of
high standards of student behavior.

Communication was an area for improvement with several principals
interviewed; to illustrate, the principal of a large urban public school with 400-499

students worked with staff to develop a communication plan which promoted
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closer interaction and increased involvement from all three "partners in effective
education: the child, the parents, and teacher." Key aspects of the curriculum
were identified along with strengths of the school program of studies. A
stakeholder committee was established to determine the most efficient means of
informing each group about these key aspects.

With regard to program delivery, several individuals reported that they had
identified the need to improve programming for integrated special needs students;
one school principal in a large urban public school with over 600 students had
established a system where students are organized into pods so "each pod
becomes a community of learners across three grades." The purposes of this plan
were to provide a smalier structure for teachers to work within and also "to
achieve an identity within that structure." Constraints on this approach ranged
from staff acceptance and design of communication strategies to selection of
students for each pod. As for many school enhancement projects, the initiation of
this new structure was a process which evolved over a period of several years.

Although three principals indicated that improvement of professional
development programs for staff was a priority, it became apparent that the actual
priority was improved use of instructional strategies, student assessment
techniques, and behavior management skills. Similarly, development of computer
technology was listed as a priority by three schools but here again this actually
was a strategy to promote student achievement and preparation for high school

programming.
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Criteria for Judging Effectiveness of Schools

School climate, which is a concept that included a wide-ranging list of
characteristics, was considered by seven of the ten interviewees to be the most
important criterion by which to judge the effectiveness of the school. The
majority of the principals interviewed indicated that they believed their school
should "make them [students] fee! comfortable and worthwhile because it is a
warm, caring place to be and a safe haven so that students, staff members,
parents, and community members enjoy being in the scheol and feel like members
of a team." The general reasons given for selection of this characteristic were
related to societal concerns, the relationship between achievement and climate,
and changes in the family structure. To illustrate, the principal of a rurai county
school with approximately 500 students indicated that "we need to go beyond basic
education so we can deal with the other needs students have; there are lots of
dysfunctional families and we nced to accept this fact and work with it." The
principal of a small, inner-city public school described climate as the "feeling you
get when you enter the building, whether things are happening and people are
happy about being there."

Another sign of an effective school according to several of the principals
interviewed was the "existence of extremely strong teachers--people who are
committed to kids, who know the curriculum, and who were strong in program,” as
described by the principal of a small urban county school. It was noted by the
principal of a rural county school of 400-499 students thii teachers need to work

cooperatively in order to deliver the wide variety of programs required to develop
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well-rounded students who pursue academics, social activities, athletics, and so
on," which was considered by this respondent as the sign of an effective school.
Several individuals commented on the importance of providing a balanced
program to educate the whole child and to prepare students for higher education
as well as good citizenship.

Three interviewees also listed student achievement results as a criterion by
which to judge effectiveness but the comment was frequently made that although
this is the key purpose of the school system, these results are just one measure of
student success.

Strategies for Resolving Constraints on School Effectiveness

The majority of the respondents focussed on developing strong
interpersonal skills and a team-oriented approach where tasks were delegated to
staff and decisions were shared with all stakeholders. The principal from a large
urban public school indicated that "I'm a great advocate of cognitive
coaching . . . the most important thing is to be able to interact with anyone in a
significant, productive way." Others commented that they needed to "be more
efficient with the manpower you do have . . . it is a matter of synergy where you
use 500 minds which is better than using one."

Four of the respondents indicated that an important strategy was to
perform such public relations tasks as "setting up a business partnerskip with an
oil company,” "involving external agencies such as the parent community,”

"educating through newsletters and lobbying through newspaper articles to outline

why we have specific policies or to advertise successful things we do at the
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school,” and "putting pressure on the district to make changes." Related to these
strategies, were the suggestions made by three principals that additional finances
could be acquired by running casincs, working with private industry, or
coordinating with other governmental programs.

Another approach recommended by four of the principals interviewed was
related to prioritizing specified aspects of the program which are considered to be
more important by ignoring certain mandated requirements. One principal
commented that it was necessary to "reduce the constraints that restrict the ability
of teachers to achieve goals by running interference for things that impinge on
their time and by creating processes . . . that are more efficient. . . ."

INustrations From School Settings

Each respondent was eager to provide an illustration of a priority, plan,
constraints, and results, all of which focussed on increased achievement or
improved beha: .. r by students. One such illustration was provided by the
principal of a large urban school where a district special education program had
been established. Constraints on the implementation of the program involved
selecting appropriate staff, maintaining a flexible student population in each class,
redesigning the timetable to allow for segregated and integrated classes,
promoting parental involvement, training the program aide to perform specific
tasks, and changing the attitude of the staff. This was accomplished through staff
discussions, retraining, and making administrative decisions related to staff
selection and scheduling. The results were measured in relation to student

attitude, academic growth, self-esteem improvement, and teacher attitudes and
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skills.

At a rural county school, the principal described a special project that was
designed to deal with at-risk students. Funding was a major constraint but they
were able to get central office support an’} incorporate funds for stay in school
initiatives sponsored by the federal government. Another constraint which was
resolved by incorporating a mentor p.ngram, was the attitude of the students.
There were two main components: ‘an afterschool tutoring program involving high
schoaol students funded through .ederal grants and a leadership training retreat
which developed self-esteemn and academic confidence. Parental support was an
additional constraint but this was resolved by requiring all parents to attend an
orientation meeting and by ongoing communication about attendance and
achievement. The design of the program and provision of community integration
presented a constraint which was solved by connecting to various local private
industries and by involving a major large business corporation in simulation
exercises for job application procedures. The issue of staff support was solved
through irivolvement of staff members in the program design and through
provision of extra assistance for these special students outside of the regular
classroom. Positive results were attained in relation to better attendance, attitude,
effort, and parental support.

The principal of a large urban school described a plan to improve student
performance and achievement by developing computer literacy. The major
constraint was funding so a partnership with an international computer company

was established where school representatives could purchase lap top computers at
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affordable rates. Another constraint dealt with staff training so in-service sessions
were provided for the key staff members using district consultants and company
representatives. Once the plan was secure, they expanded it to include other staff
members in order to incorporate the use of computers into all curricular areas.
The outcomes included increased student and staff proficiency using computers as
well as enhanced achievement in specified aspects of the program.

It would appear that principals resolve constraints on school effectiveness
in various manners but they work with stakeholders to accomplish their goals
meet their needs.

Relationship Between Results of Research and Literature Review

A number of variables were identified in this study that had been noted in
the literature review. Respondents indicated that "financial support provided by
the province and the system" were the niusi important constraints on school
effectiveness. However, this was not identified as a factor by any of the previous
researchers. "Ineffective leadership in the province" had the third highest mean as
a variable in this study; this was one of four categories of constraints listed by
Renihan and Renihan (1984) who conducted an extensive review of the literature.
Harrison (1987) also listed provincial legislation 2s a constraint and he had
another similar category described as the degree of bureaucratization which was
related to the degree of autonomy and decentralization of authority. The "degree
of bureaucratization” was considered by respondents in this study as the fourth
most important constraint. Respondents also reported that the "role of

educational organizations in society" was an important constraint on school
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effectiveness. Likewise, Harrison (1987) listed the institutional setting as a major
category of constraint and he agreed with respondents in this study who suggested
that a major constraint was the overall purpose which is dictated by system
priorities and guidelines, provincial iegislation, and school policies. "Unclear
mission and identity" was a similar variable noted by Goodlad (1990).

There is a degree of overlap in relation to the variables considered to be
the least important constraints in this study with those identified in the literature.
"Too much staff turnover" had the lowest mean; this factor was not identified in
the literature, however, low prestige and low status for teachers were two
variables identified by Goodlad (1990). The "amount of time spent per day on
core subjects" was not considered by respondents to be an important constraint on
school effectiveness; however, Harrison (1987) identified established patterns for
timetabling as a constraint due to the routineness of these procedures.
"Overemphasis on technology" had a mean of 0.75 in this study and was not
mentioned as a constraint in previous studies. Although "overall goals of the
school system" was not considered as constraints in this study, it was listed by
Harrison (1987) as an important constraint along with the size of the school
system and school, which received a mean of 0.94 in this study.

Several similarities were noted regarding constraints on school effectiveness
in this study based on the results of a review of the literature.

Summary
This chapter provided a synopsis of the results of the questionnaire and

interviews analysis regarding perceptions of junior high principals about
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constraints on school effectivensss. Information was reported in three categories:
(a) the six variables (25% of the variables) considered to be the least important
constraints, (b) the six variables (25% of the variables) considered to be the most
important constraints, and (c) the balance of the variables in the mid-range.
Comments added to the questionnaires and those made during the semi-
structured interviews provided illustrations of constraints and greater detail
regarding the variables identified as constraints.

"Financial support provided by the province" (mean 3.26) was considered to
be very important as a constraint by 58.1% of the questionnaire respondents.
"Financial support provided by your system" (mean 2.47) and "effective leadership
within the province" (mean 2.45} were viewed as "moderately important” by
principals. A variety of variables were viewed as somewhat important; these can
be divided into four categories: (a) societal aspects, which refer to the "role of
education in society" and the "degree of bureaucratization in organizations;"

(b) "provincial legislation," "grade-level tests," and "routineness of procedures;"

(¢) school aspects, include "staff turn-over," "composition of staff," and "life cycle
of the scaool;" and (d) system aspects, which include policies, control over budget,
professivnal development budget, leadership, complexity of the system, and
tendency to maintain the status quo. Societal and provincial factors were
generally viewed as more important constraints than were school and system
constraints. The least important constraints had means which ranged from 0.40 to
0.94. These generally referred to system aspects (i.e., size and goals) and school

aspects (i.e., over-emphasis on technology, time spent on core subjects, and staff
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turnover).

Comments from the questionnaire respondents and interviewees
substantiated and supported the identification of these factors as constraints on
school effectiveness. Questionnaire respondents commented most frequently
about issues such as the excessive societal expectations placed on schools. They
also added comments about the lack of support provided for dysfunctional or high
needs students and the lack of funds to implement new technology. Generally,
respondents provided extensive comments about the constraints on school
effectiveness which resulted from inadequate funding for staff training or program
upgrading, increased numbers of disruptive, disturbed students, and the changing
needs and demands of society.

In conclusion, inadequate funding, inadequate provincial leadership, and
the extensive bureaucracy of educational organizations in today’s society
constituted major barriers to the effectiveness of junior high schools. Several
respondent characteristics, which will be discussed in the next two chapters,
appeared to create substantial (i.e., > 0.5 between means) differences in
responses to questionnaire items regarding constraints on school effectiveness:

(a) the number of years of experience as a principal in the school, (b) the number
of years the school had been in operation, (c) the highest qualification earned by
the principal, and (d) the type of school system. Once again, comments from

interviewees provided clarification of these issues.
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Chapter 7
Relationships Among Demographic Variables and Constraints on
Principal Effectiveness
The following population characteristics were identified for consideration in

analyzing the importance of each demographic variable on principal effectiveness
as listed in the questionnaire: (a) age of the principal, (b) total number of years
served as a principal, (c) number of years of experience as a principal in the
school, (d) number of years the school has been in operation, (e) highest
qualification earned by the principal, (f) type of school system, (g) type of
community in which the school is located, and (h) number of students enrolled in
the school. Responses for each factor from #10 to #33 were analyzed based on
groups of respondents established for each characteristic. Results have been
reported in this format in order to identify relationships between groups which
represent an arbitrarily chosen substantial difference of 0.50 or more between
means for each group. All other means are reported in Tables 7.1 to 7.8. The

scale used is described below:

0 = not at all a constraint,
1 = somewhat important constraint,
2 = moderately important constraint,

3 = very important constraint, and

4 = highly important constraint.
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Age of the Principal

Table 7.1 provides a summary of results. Respondents were placed into
three groups according to their age: (a) group 1: 45 or younger, (b) group 2:
46-50, and (c) group 3: 51 or older. Based on this characteristic, there were four
sets of means that differed substantially.

Responses to the "amount of time required for administration
(management tasks, details)" had a substantial difference (0.65) between group 1
principals and those in group 2, indicating that this variable was considered to be
a more important constraint by principals who were 45 years of age or younger.
Similarly, means for "teaching load" were different (0.60) for groups 1 and 2; once
again, group 1 principals viewed this variable as a substantially more important
constraint on principal effectiveness. There was also a difference between groups
2 and 1 (0.51) for "time taken in dealing with problem students" but group 2
regarded this variable more as a constraint than those who were 45 years of age
or younger. Finally, for "variations in ability of support staff" a difference of
(0.62) was reported between individuals aged 46-50 and those 51 years of age or

older, with the former group having a higher mean.



Table 7.1

141

Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness

of Principals (Classified by Age of the Principals)

Mecan _c¢xtent as constraing

Factor 45 or younger 46-50 51 or older
(n=23) (n=31) (n=39)
10. Provincial requirements/regulations 1.57 1.55 1.67
11. Policies of your school systcm 1.21 1.50 1.46
12, Inadequate funding 2,79 3.13 305
13. Insufficient space 221 2.13 1.72
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 2.50 2.20 2.13
15. Lack of support from system supervisor 0.63 0.57 0.62
16. Amount of time required for administration 242 1.77 2.21
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 0.9 1.39 1.03
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity to sclect staff 1.33 135 1.26
19. Your teaching load 1.08 0.48 (.72
20. Ineffective communication from central 1.08 1.07 1.00
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 2.08 1.74 1.82
22. Lack of time for administering student 2.00 1.67 1.77
activities
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 2.21 1.97 1.72
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 238 2.65 315
25. Pressures from the community 1.04 1.55 1.18
26. Lack of parental support 1.54 1.19 1.66
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.46 1.87 192
28. Too many students 0.83 0.55 0.84
29. Too few students 0.78 0.68 0.69
30. Lack of staff mobility 225 2.16 203
31. Variations in teaching ability of certificatcd staff 1.83 1.61 1.64
32. Variations in ability of support staff 1.25 1.52 090
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 243 207 2,10

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-p.nt scale; 0 = not at all;

1=

somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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Total Number of Years Served as a Principal

The principals who responded to the questionnaire were divided into three
groups as outlined in Table 7.2, according to the total number of years they had
served as a principal: (a) group 1: less than 3, (b) group 2: 4-9, and (c) group 3:
10 or more. There were differences between groups for responses to eight
variables.

First, there was a difference between group 1 and groups 2 (0.70) and 3
(0.73) for "inadequate physical facilities," because principals who had served less
than three years as principal indicated this variable more of a constraint on their
effectiveness than all others who responded. Similarly, group 1 respondents
viewed the "amount of time required for administration (management tasks,
details)" to be a more important (0.60) constraint on their effectiveness than did
individuals in group 2. There was also a difference between group 1 and groups 2
(0.59) and 3 (0.65) with regard to "the principal’s teaching load;" principals with
less than three years of experience thought this was a more important constraint
on their effectiveness.

For "ineffective communication from central office staff to your school,"
responses by [;zoup 2 individuals were differert from those in groups 1 (0.82) and
3 {0.65); therefore, individuals v. =" 7 years of experience found this to be a
more imporiant constraint than others. Principals i» «-oup 3 with ten oi -iore
years of experience identified "time taken in dealing with problem students" to be
a more serious constraint (0.64) than those in group 2 with 4-9 years of

experience. There was also a difference (0.58) between means for principals in



Table 7.2

Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectivencess

of Principals (Cl. sified by Number of Years Scrved as a Principal)

Mean_cxtent as constraint

Factor Less than 3 4-9 10 or more
(n=14) (n=31) (n=49)
10. Provincial requirements/regulations 1.43 1.40 1.78
11. Policies of your school system 1.54 1.19 1.51
12. Inadequate funding 3.00 2.90 3.08
13. Insufficient space 1.79 213 1.94
14. Inadequate physical facilities 2.86 2.16 2.13
15. Lack of support from system supervisor 0.38 0.74 0.57
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.50 1.90 2.14
17. Lack of flexibility in appiying school 1.14 1.03 .16
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 1.21 1.23 1.39
19. Your teaching load 143. 0.84 0.47
20. Ineffective communication from central 0.85 1.67 1.02
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 2.06 1.97 1.76
22, La?k. 91' time for administering student 1.7 1.77 1.84
activities
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 1.86 197 1.92
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.64 2.42 3.06
25. Pressures from the community 1.21 1.23 1.31
26. Lack of parental support 1.93 1.45 1.35
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.7 2.10 1o
28. Too many students 0.46 0.67 0.86
29. Too few students 1.21 0.53 0.67
30. Lack of staff mobility 2.21 2.35 1.96
31. Variations in teaching ability of 1.62 2.03 147
certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 1.21 1.26 1.14
33. Lack of time for supervising stafl 2.08 206 228

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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groups 1 and 3; those with less than three years of experience reported this to be
a more important constraint than did those with ten or more years. Similarly, the
respondents in group 1 viewed "too few students" to be a more serious consiraint
than any other respondents; differences existed between group 1 and groups 2
(0.58) and 3 (0.54). The final difference occurred between groups 2Aand 3 {0.56)
for "variations in teaching ability of certificated staff;" individuals in group 2
identified this as a more important constraint to their effectiveness.

Years of Experience as a Principal in the School

As reported in Table 7.3, the individuals who responded to the
questionnaire were divided into four groups based on the number of years of
experience as a principal they had in their current schools. The following groups
were formed: group 1: 1 year, (b) group 2: 2-3 years, (c) group 3: 4-6 years,
and (d) group 4: 7 or more years. A total of eight variables had differences
between groups.

First, based on means for each group, a difference between groups 1 and 3
(0.59) was repec:ied for "inadequate funding." Therefore, principals with one year
of experience at the school considered this more important as a constraint than
did those with 4-6 years. There were several differences between groups for
“insufficient space." Means for principals in group 1 differed from groups 2 (0.60),
3 (1.28), and 4 (0.55). In addition, there were differences for means of groups 2
and 3 (0.68) and groups 3 and 4 (0.73), although individuals in group 1 reported
that this was a more important constraint than all other groups. Likewise, for

"inadequate physical facilities," group 1’s mean was higher and different from



Table 7.3

Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectivencss

of Principals (Classificd by Ycars of Expcricnce as a Principal in the School)

Mecan extent_as constraint

Factor 1 2-3 4-6 7 or more
(n=20) (n=30) (n=22) (n=22)
10. Provincial requirements/regulations 1.80 1.59 1.64 1.41
11. Policies of your school system 147 1.27 1.41 1.55
12, Inadequate funding 3.30 3.10 271 291
13. Insufficicnt space 2.60 2.00 1.32 2.05
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 3.11 240 1.59 1.95
15. Lack of support from systcm supervisor 047 0.60 0.45 0.86
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.10 247 2.00 1.77
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.10 1.14 0.95 1.27
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 1.25 1.43 1.23 1.27
19. Your teaching load 0.80 1.10 .63 0.27
20. Ineffective communication from central 1.11 0.79 091 1.45
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 2.00 2.00 1.82 1.59
22. La§k- (?f time for administering student 1.89 1.77 1.73 1.82
activities
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 2.10 1.80 191 1.95
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.80 2.63 3.00 277
25. Pressures from the community 1.25 1.17 1.27 1.41
26. Lack of parental support 1.70 1.67 1.32 1.14
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.50 2,00 1.73 1.82
28. Too many students 0.60 0.68 0.91 0.77
29. Too few students 1.30 0.59 0.45 0.59
30. Lack of staff mobility 220 227 2.09 191
31. Variations in teaching ability of 1.63 1.93 1.68 1.36
certificated staff
32, Variations in ability of support staff 1.05 1.33 1.18 1.37
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 220 2.04 2.29 223

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scalc; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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groups 2 (0.71), and 3 (1.52); a difference between means for groups 2 and 3 was
also discovered (0.81). With regard to the "amount of time required for
administration (management tasks, details)," group 2's mean was different from
that of group 4 (0.70) because principals with 7 or more years of experience at the
school indicated this was more important than those with 2-3 years. Group 4
respondents also viewed "ineffective communication from central office staff to
your school" as different from groups 2 (0.66) and 3 (0.54). For "lack of parental
support,” the differences were between groups 4 and 2 (0.53) and groups 4 and 1
(0.56), with the mean of group 1 being the highest. Further, the mean of group 1
for "too few students" was statistically different from groups 2 (0.71), 3(0.85), and
4 (0.71). Principals with 1 year of experience proposed that this variable was a
more important constraint on their effectiveness than those with more experience.
The last major difference which was recorded for "variations in teaching ability of
certificated staff;" the mean for group 2 was different (0.57) from that of group 4
because respondents with 2-3 years of experience suggested this was a more
important constraint than those with 7 or more years of experience.

Age of the School
Principals were divided into the following three groups according to the
number of years the school had been in operation: (2) group 1: 15 or less,
(b) group 2: 16-24, and (c) group 3: 25 or more. There were ten variables which
had differences between groups; these are summarized in Table 7.4.
With regard to "provincial requirements/regulations” a difference was

reported between groups 2 and 1 (0.55); group 2 had a higher mean indicating
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perccived to Be Constraints on Effcctivencess
of Principals (Classificd by Age of the School)

Mean extent as constraint

Factor 15 or less 10-24 25 or raore
(n=12) (n=25) (n=57)
10. Provincial requirer  ts/regulations 1.33 1.88 1.54
11. Policies of your school system 1.25 1.63 1.35
12. Inadequate funding 2.58 3 3.11
13. Insufficient space 2.33 1.72 2.02
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 2.00 244 2.21
15. Lack of supportt from system supervisor 0.75 0.46 0.63
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.00 228 2.07
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.00 1.67 1.22
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity vo select staff 0.58 1.48 1.39
19. Your teaching load 0.50 0.76 (.77
20. Ineffective communication from central 1.08 0.83 113
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 1.58 2.08 1.82
22. Lack of time for administering student 1.75 1.52 1.93
activities
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 1.67 1.80 2.04
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 233 2.56 2.98
25. Pressures from the community 1.17 1.20 1.32
26. Lack of parental support 1.42 1.68 1.39
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.08 2.28 1.72
28. Too many students 1.25 0.61 0.08
29. Too few students 0.33 0.92 .70
30. Lack of staff mobility 1.50 2.64 2.04
31. Variations in teaching ability of 1.83 1.60 1.68
certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 1.33 1.04 1.23
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 1.92 221 222

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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this variable was seen as more of a constraint to principals where the school was
in ()perz;ti()n for 16-24 years. There was also a higher mean for group 3 (0.53)
and group 2 for "inadequate funding." However, the mean for group 1 was higher
than that of group 2 (0.61) for "insufficient space," therefore principals in schools
operating for 15 years or less thought that this was a more serious constraint than
did those in all other groups. The means for group 1 differed from means for
groups 2 (0.99) and 3 (0.81) for the "lack of opportunity to select staff" so once
again these principals regarded this variable as a more important constraint to
their effectiveness than did all other groups. There was a difference between
groups 2 and 1 (0.50) for "lack of time for planning" but group 2’s mean was
higher. Another difference occurred for “time taken in dealing with problem
students;" group 3 had a higher mean (0.65) than group 1, indicating this
constraint was more important in schools operating for 25 or more years. The
next two variables had differences among all groups. For "resistance to change by
staff," the mean for group 1 differed from means for groups 2 (1.20) and 3 (0.64);
as well, group 2 differed from group 3 (0.56). Principals in group 2 found this
variable to be more important as a constraint than those in all other groups.

Likewise, for "too many students," group 1 differed from groups 2 (0.64)
and 3 (0.57), with the highest mean being reported for group 1. In relation to
"too few students," the means for groups 2 and 1 differed (0.59) because
individuals in schools that had been in operation for 16-24 years acknowledged
that this was a more important constraint than those in schools which had been in

operation for 15 or less years. Finally, in relation to "lack of staff mobility,"
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differences existed between means for groups 3 and 2 (0.60), groups 3 and 1
(0.54), and groups 2 and 1 (1.14). For principals in schools that had been in
operation for 16-24 years, this variable was more important as a constraint on
their effectiveness than for all other principals.
Highest Qualification Earned by the Principal

For this particular characteristic, the respondents we-: divided into three
groups: (a) group 1: BEd, (b) group 2: Diploma, and (¢j group 3: master’s or a
PhD. There were six relationships which were important for these results: Table
7.5 has a summary of these comparisons of means based on the highest
qualification earned by the principal.

First, "inadequate funding" had a difference of (0.63) between groups 1 and
2 due to the fact that individuals in group 1 considered it to be a more important
constraint on their effectiveness than those in group 2. With regavd to the
"amount of time required for administration," group 2 principals reported tiat this
variable was more important (0.76) than group 3 principals. There were two
differences for "lack of time for planning;" group 2 differed from groups 1 (0.58)
and 3 (0.54) because the mean for this group was hiher than the other two
groups. Group 2 also had a higher mean (0.63) than gr=up 1 for "lack of parental
support." Furthermore, there were two differences for "variaticns in teaching
ability of certificated staff;" group 1’s mean was lower than groups 2 (G.61) and 3
(0.57) in that this was viewed by principals with a BEd as a less important
constraint than all other principals surveyed. Finally, a difference of (0.50) was

recorded between groups 2 and 1 for "lack of time for supervising staff;" this



Table 7.5

Means of Extent 10 Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness

of Principals (Classificd by Highest Qualification of Principals)
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Mean _extent as constraing

Factor BEd Diploma M/Ph D
(n=19) (n=27) (n=47)
10. Provincial requircments/regulations 1.74 1.56 1.59
11, Policics of your school system 1.58 1.41 137
12. inadcquate funding 3.26 2,63 311
13. Insufficient spacc 1.68 1.93 215
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 2.16 2.19 2.33
15. Lack of support from system supervisor 0.53 0.52 0.70
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.05 2.63 1.87
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.06 115 115
system policics
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 1.16 1.19 1.45
19. Your teaching load 0.47 0.52 091
20. Incffective communication from central 121 1.00 1.02
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 1.68 2.26 1.72
22. Lack of time for administering student 1.68 1.93 1.76
activities
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 1.63 1.96 2.00
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.58 3.07 2.74
25. Pressures from the community 1.37 122 1.26
26. Lack of parental support 1.11 1.74 1.50
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.68 1.74 1.87
28. Too many students 0.94 0.81 0.63
29. Too few students 0.37 0.85 0.78
30. Lack of staff mobility 1.54 2.15 2.26
31. Variations in tecaching ability of 1.17 1.78 1.74
certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 147 1.00 1.19
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 2.00 2.50 207

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;

1=

somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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variable was more important as a constraint to principals with a diploma than
those with a BEd.
Type of School System

As noted in Table 7.6 four groups were established to categorize
respondents based on the type of school system in which their current school was
located: (a) group 1: public, (b) group 2: Catholic and Protestant separate,
(c) group 3: county, and (d) group 4: division. The largest number of substantial
differences (i.e., 21) occurred between groups for this characteristic, as compared
to all other characteristics with regard to constraints on principal or school
effectiveness.

The first set of differences occurred between group 2 and groups 1 (0.63)
and 3 (0.60) for "policies of your school system;" this variable was more of a
constraint by principals in Catholic and Protestant separate school systems. In
relation to "inadequate funding," there were three noteworthy differences; the
means for principals in group 3 were lower than those for groups 1 (1.34), 2
(1.40), and 4 (1.53), so this variable was less important in county systems than in
all other types of systeins. With regard to "insufficient space,” there was only one
difference; group 4 principais viewed this as a more important (0.78) constraint to
their effectiveness than did principals in group 1. Another difference occurred
between means for groups 1 and groups 2 (0.77), for groups 2 and 4 (0.90), and
for groups 3 and 4 (0.60); the constraint "inadequate physical facilities" was most
important for principals in school divisions than in other types of systems. There

were two differences for "lack of support from system: supervisor.” Group 3’s
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness
of Principals (Classified by Type of School System)

Mean cxtent_as constraint

Factor Public Catholic & County Division
Protestant
Separate
(n=65) (n=10) (n=10) (n=6)

10. Provincial requircments/regulations 1.58 1.80 1.80 1.50
11. Policics of your school system 1.37 200 1.40 1.67
12, Inadequate funding 3.14 322 1.80 333
13. Insufficicnt spacc 1.89 220 220 2.67
14. Inadequate physical facilities 2.37 1.60 1.90 2.50
15. Lack of support from system supervisor 0.55 0.70 1.10 0.33
16. Amount of time requircd for administration 2.02 230 2.40 2.83
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.06 1.80 0.80 1.50

system policics
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 1.36 1.80 0.70 1.33
19. Your teaching load 0.59 1.30 0.90 133
20. Incffective communication from central 1.02 1.40 0.90 1.00

office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 1.82 1.70 2.20 2.50
22. Lack of time for admiristering student activities 1.70 2.00 2.40 2.00
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 1.76 240 2.30 2.67
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.78 3.60 2.40 2.83
25. Pressures from the community 1.20 1.90 1.20 1.33
26. Lack of parental support 1.54 1.70 1.10 1.50
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.85 2.20 1.50 1.00
28. Too many students 0.69 0.60 1.30 0.83
29. Too few students 0.80 0.60 0.40 0.33
30. Lack of staff mobility 2.17 2.00 2.10 2.17
31. Variations in teaching ability of 1.69 1.40 2.10 1.83

certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 1.23 140 0.90 1.33
33. Lesk of time for supervising staff 211 240 2.10 2.83

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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mean was higher than that of principals in groups 1 (0.55) and 4 (0.77).

Further, the mean for principals in group 4 was higher than that for groups
1 (0.81) and 2 (0.53) for the "amount of time required for administration
(management tasks, details)." Therefore, principals in school divisions
acknowledged this as a more important constraint than did those in other types of
systems. In relation to "lack of flexibility in applying school system policies," the
following differences existed between all four groups: groups 1 and 2 (0.74),
groups 2 and 3 (1.00), and groups 3 and 4 (0.70). The mean for group 2 was the
highest of all four groups indicating that this variable was more important as a
constraint to principals in Catholic and Protestant separate systems. A similar set
of differences occurred between means for "lack of opportunity to select staff.”
Comparing means, group 1 differed from group 3 (0.66), group 2 differed from
group 3 (1.10), and group 3 differed from group 4 (0.63). The mean for this
variable was the highesi for principals in group 2 and the lowest for those in
group 3. Regarding "your teaching load," principals in the public systems viewed
this variable to be less important as a constraint than did those in Catholic and
Protestant separate systems {0.58) and in school divisions (0.74). Another
difference was reported between the means for groups 2 and 3 (0.50) for
"ineffective communication from central office staff to your school;" this was a
more important constraint for principals in group 2 than in group 3.

Furthermore, several differences occurred for the "lack of time for
planning." The mean for group 4 principals was higher (and thus indicated as a

more serious constraint) than the means for groups 1 (0.68) and 2 (0.80). Also, 4



154
difference occurred between groups 2 and 3 (0.50) in that this variable was
regarded by county principals as a more important constraint than by principals in
Catholic and Protestant separate systems. For the "lack of time for administexéaw
student activities," only one difference was recorded; group 3’s mean was higher
(0.70) than that of group 1, consequently this variable was seen to be more
important to individuals in county systems than in public systems. The next
variable with differences between means was the "lack of time for your
professional growth." Group 1’s mean was lower than the means for all other
groups, i.e., group 2 (0.64), group 3 (0.54), and group 4 (0.91); this indicated that
principals in public systems saw this variable as a less important constraint to their
effectiveness than did principals in all other types of systems. There were also
several differences for the next variable (i.e., "time taken in dealing with problem
students"). Group 1’s mean was lower than group 2’s mean (0.82); group 2 had a
higher mean than those for groups 3 (1.20) and 4 (0.77). This constraint was
identified by principals in Catholic and Protestant separate systems as having a
more important impact on their effectiveness than by principals in all other types
of systems. Similarly, several differences occurred between means for "pressures
from the community." Group 2’s mean was higher than that of group 1 (0.70), 3
(0.70), and 4 (0.57); this indicates that principals in Catholic and Protestant
separate systems regarded community pressures as a more important constraint to
their effectiveness than principals in other types of systems.

Conversely, only one difference occurred for "lack of parental support;”

principals in county systems considered this less important as a constraint (0.60)
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than principals in Catholic and Protestant separate systems. In relation to
"resistance to change by staff," there were the following differences between
means for groups: groups 1 and 4 (0.85), groups 2 and 3 (0.70), and groups 2 and
4 (1.20). The mean for principals in Catholic and Protestant separate systems was
the highest among all four groups, while the mean for principals in school
divisions was the lowest. Furthermore, group 3’s mean was higher for the next
variable than the means for groups 1 (0.61) aad 2 (0.70) so "too many students"
was more important to principals in county systems. One difference occurred
between means for groups 3 and 2 (0.70) for "variations in teaching ability of
certificated staff," where principals in county systems suggested that this constraint
was more important than did those in Catholic and Protestant separate systems.
Conversely, principals in county systems proposed that the "variations in ability of
support staff’ were less important (0.50) than did those in Catholic and Protestant
separate systems. The final variable with differences beiween groups was "lack of
time for supervising staff." The mean for group 4 principals was higher than the
means for group 3 (0.73) and group 1 (0.72) indicating that as a constraint, this
variable was more important for principals in school divisions than in county or
public systems.
Type of Community in Which the School Is Located

Table 7.7 presents data for respondents who were divided into the
following three groups based on the type of community where their school was
located: (a) group 1: large urban, (b) group 2: small urban, and (c) group 3:

rural. A total of five substantial differences was reported between these groups.
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Means of Exient to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness

of Principals (Classified by Type of Community in Which School is Located)

Mean extent as constraint

Factor Large Urban Small Urban  Rural
{n=63) (n=18) (n=13)
10. Provincial requircments/regulations 1.61 1.89 1.15
11. Policics of your school system 1.44 1.50 1.15
12. Inadequate funding 313 272 2.85
13. [Insufficient space 1.92 2.06 215
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 2.23 233 2.23
15. Lack of support from system supervisor 0.58 0.67 0.62
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.08 2.56 1.69
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.16 1.06 1.00
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 1.48 1.00 0.92
19. Your teaching load 0.57 1.00 1.15
20. Ineffective communication from central 1.00 1.29 0.92
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 1.84 1.89 192
22. Lack of time for administering student 1.77 1.83 1.85
activitics
23. Lack of time for your professional growth 1.79 2.39 1.92
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.87 267 2.54
25. Pressures from the community 1.29 1.33 1.08
26. Lack of parental support 1.54 1.35 131
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.94 2.78 1.77
28. Too many students 0.69 0.83 0.83
29. Too few students 0.73 0.61 0.77
30, Lack of staff mobility 2.14 1.83 2.46
31. Variations in tcaching ability of 173 1.39 1.85
certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 124 0.89 1.38
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 220 2.28 192

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.



With regard to "provincial requirements/regulations,” a substantial
difference occurred between the means for groups 3 and 2 (0.74), acknowledging
that principals in rural communities saw this as a less important constraint than
those in small urban communities. Similarly, the principals in rural communities
found the "amount of time required for administration (management tasks,
details)" to be less important as a constraint (0.87) than did principals in small
urban communities. In relation to the "lack of time for your professional growth,"
principals in large urban communities considered this constraint less important
(0.60) than did those in small urban communities. Principals in small urban
communities regarded "resistance to change by staff' as a more important
constraint than did principals in small urban communities (0.84) and rural
communities (1.01). The final difference existed between groups 3 and 2 (0.63);
"lack of staff mobility" was identified by principals in rural communities as a more
important constraint to their effectiveness than by principals in small urban
settings.

Number of Students Enrolled in the School

The -chools involved in the questionnaire were divided into three groups
according to the size of their student populations: (a) group 1: less than 300,
(b) grorp 2: 2(0-499, and (c) group 3: 500 or more. A total of 12 variables had
substantial differences between various groups; this information is presented in
Table 7.8.

Regarding "insufficient space,” the mean for group 3 principals was higher

than means for groups 1 (0.96) and 2 (0.68), therefore this variable was more
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Mecans of Extent to Which Factors Werce Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness

of Principals (Classified by Number of Students Enrolled in the School)

Mean extent as constraint

Factor Less than 300 300-499 500 or more
(n=23) (n=40) (n=33)
10. Provincial requirements/regulations 143 1.53 181
11, Policies of your school system 1.62 1.28 142
12. Inadequate funding 314 313 2.79
13. Insufficient space 1.52 1.80 248
14. Inadequate physical facilitics 2.00 2.73 2.38
15. Lack of support from system supervisor §.58 0.56 0.67
16. Amount of time required for administration 2.14 2.30 1.88
17. Lack of flexibility in applying school 1.19 1.18 1.00
system policies
18. Lack of opportunity to select staff 0.90 1.63 1.18
19. Your tcaching load 133 0.78 0.30
20. Incffective communication from central 1.57 0.82 0.97
office staff to your school
21. Lack of time for planning 2.05 1.88 1.73
22. Lack of time for administering student 2.05 1.79 1.64
activities
23. Lack of timc for your professional growth 229 1.95 1.67
24. Time taken in dealing with problem students 2.76 2.88 2.70
25. Pressurcs from the community 1.19 1.28 1.30
26. Lack of parental support 2.00 1.50 1.12
27. Resistance to change by staff 1.29 2.00 1.85
28. Too many students 0.33 0.72 1.03
29. Too few students 1.33 0.78 0.22
30. Lack of staff mobility 1.76 2.53 1.88
31. Variations in tcaching ability of 124 192 1.67
certificated staff
32. Variations in ability of support staff 1.05 1.30 1.15
33. Lack of time for supervising staff 230 2.23 2.03

Principals rated the extent to which cach factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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important for principals in schools with 500 or more students than for other
respondents. Growp 2 principals viewed "inadequate physical facilities" as a more
important constraint than did group 1 principals who were in schools with less
thau 300 students. Similarly, group 2 respondents suggested that "lack of
opportunity to select staff' was a more important constraint than did those in
group 1. However, principals in group 1 had a higher mean than those in groups
2 (0.55) and 3 (1.03) for "your teaching load," indicating that principals in smaller
schools (i.e., less than 300 students) found this variable to be a more important
constraint to their effectiveness than did principals in larger schools. Similarly,
group 1 principals thought that the "ineffective communication from central office
staff to your school" was more important than did principals in groups 2 (0.75) or
3 (0.60). With regard to the "lack of time for your professional growth," principals
in schools with less than 300 students acknowledged that this variable was a more
important constraint (0.62) than did principals in schools with 500 or more
students. Group 1 principals also indicated that the "lack of parental support” was
a more important constraint than did principals in groups 2 (0.50) or 3 (0.88).
For "resistance to change by staff," group 2 had the highest mean which differed
from groups 1 (0.71) and 3 (0.56); therefore, this variable was more important for
principals in schools with 300-499 students than for other respondents. One
difference was noted for "too many students;" group 3 principals considered this
variable more important (0.70) than those in group 1. Regarding "too few
students," this variable was thought to be more important as a constraint to

effectiveness by principals in group 1 than either groups 2 (0.55) or 3 (1.11).
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"Lack of staff mobility" was however viewed as a more serious constraint to
principals in schools with 300-499 students than principals with 500 or more
students (0.65) and principals with less than 300 students (0.77). The final
difference was recorded between means for groups 2 and 1 (0.68) for "variations
in teaching ability of certificated staff" which suggested that principals with
300-499 students found this a greater constraint to their effectiveness than did
principals with less than 300 students.

Sum.nary

Comparisons of means for factors related to leadership effectiveness were
made based on eight characteristics of questionnaire respondents; differences of at
least 0.50 between group means were considered to be "substantial." Comments
added to the questionnaire and information gained during interviews were used to
provide illustrations of questionnaire results.

Only four factors showed subst~antial differences when responses were
categorized by age of the principal. Princ;;)al; in the youngest age group--45 or
younger--considered the amount of time for administration and their teaching load
to be more important constraints than did those in the middle age group (i.e.,
46-50). Those in this middle age group perceived support staff ability and the
time taken with problem students to be more important constraints than did
principals in other groups.

Whien principals were grouped by the total number of years served as
principal, eigiit factors showed substantial differences among group means.

Respondents with fewer than three years of experience considered administrative
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time, teaching load, parental support, and physical facilities to be more important
constraints than did principals with four or more years of experience. Principals
with 10 or more years of experience viewed only one factor--time taken with
problem students--as a substantially more important constraint than did other
respondents.

The third characteristic used for comparison was the number of years of
experience as a principal in the school. Individuals with only one year of
experience at the school indicated that the following factors were substantiaily
more important constraints: inadequate funding, space, physical facilities,
parental support, and number of students. Principals with four or more years of
experience at the school regarded none of the factors to be substantially more
important than did all other groups of principals.

The number of years the school had been in operation was alse used for
comparison of means. For principals in newer schools--those in operation 15
years or less--eight factors were substantiaily less important constraints than they
were for individuals in older schools (including time for planning and problem
students, funding, staff mobility, and provincial requirements). The only factor
that principals in newer schools considered to be a more important constraint was
insufficient space.

The fifth characteristic for comparison was the highest degree attained by
the principal. Individuals with a bachelor’s degree responded differently from
those with more training for five items. For one factor--inadequate funding--the

mean was substantially higher, whereas it was lower for factors related to lack of
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time for planning and staff supervision, lack of parental support, and variations in
teaching ability. However, the means for respondents with a diploma were
substantially higher than those for respondents with a master’s/doctoral degree for
two factors (i.e., the amount of time for administration and planning). All means
for respondents with a master’s/doctoral degree were substantially lower than
those for other groups.

The largest number of factors with substantial differences (i.e., 21) resulted
when respondents were categorized by the type of school system. Individuals in
public schools had substantially lower means than did those in other types of
systems for ten factors, but their mean was substantially higher than means for
other groups for inadequate funding. Means for respondents in school divisions
differed substantially from the means of other groups for 13 factors; 11 of which
had a substantially higher mean than the means for other groups (i.e., insufficient
space, facilities, time for administrative tasks, flexibility, and system
communication) and two of which had a lower mean (i.e., system supervisor
support and staff resistance to change). Further, there were 135 differences
between responses for Catholic/Protestant separate systems and county systems;
means for the former group were substantially higher for 11 of these
factors--system policies, funding, flexibility, communication, and time spent with
problem students--than for means of other groups.

With regard to the type of community in which the school is located, five
substantial differences were recorded. Means were substantially higher for

principals in small urban districts than for those in rural districts for four factors
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(i.e., provincial requirements, insufficient time for professional growth, time
required for administrative tasks, and staff resistance to change) but they were
lower for one factor (i.e., lack of staff mobility).

Twelve factors showed substantial differences between means when
categorized by the number of students enrolled in the school. Principals of small
schools--less than 300 students--had seven means which were substantially lower
than were those for principals of larger schools. However, the means were
substantially higher for five factors, including too few students, ineffective central
office communication, lack of parental support, and teaching load. Principals in
large schools (i.e., 500 students or more) had substantially lower means than did
those in other groups for all items except insufficient space, too many students,

and resistance to change by staff.
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Chapter 8
Relationships Among Demographic Variables and Constraints on
School Effectiveness

The following population characteristics were identified for consideration in
analysis of the importance of each variable as a constraint on school effectiveness
as listed in the questionnaire: (a) age of the principal, (b) total number of years
served as a principal, (c) number of years of experience as a principal in the
school, (d) age of the school, (e) highest qualification earned by the principal,
() type of school system, (g) type of community in which the school is located,
and (h) number of students enrolled in the school. Responses for each factor
from #34 to #55 were analyzed based on groups of respondents established for
each characteristic. Results have been reported in this format in order to identify
relationships among groups which represent an arbitrarily chosen substantial
difference of 0.50 or more between means for each group. All other means are

reported in Tables 8.1 to 8.8. The scale used is described below:

0 = not at all a constraint,

1 = somewhat important constraint,
2 = moderately important constraint,
3 = very important constraint, and

4 = highly important constraint.

Age of the Principal
Table 8.1 presents a summary of the information based on the age of the

principal. Respondents were divided into the following three groups based on the
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iMeans of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectivencss

of Schools (Classificd by Age of Principals)

Mcan cxtent as constraint

Factor 45 or younger 46-50 51 or older
(n=23) (n=31) (n=39)
34, Size of your school system 1.08 0.87 0.90
35. Complexity of your school system 1.13 1.13 1.21
36. Overall goals of your school system 0.96 0.84 0.95
37. Overall policies of your school system 1.13 1.10 1.21
38. Government legislation/regulations 171 1.65 1.82
39. Bolc (?f educational organizations 1.74 1.65 192
1n society
40. Routineness of procedurcs 1.68 1.68 1.56
41, Degree of bureaucratization 1.83 1.90 1.90
42. Composition of your staff 1.79 1.39 1.37
43, Stage in the life cycle of your school 1.92 129 1.16
44. Finaacial support provided by your system 225 2.45 2,63
45. Financial support provided by the province 325 3.26 320
46. Over-cmphasis on technology in school 0.88 0.73 0.69
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 146 1.35 1.18
status quo
48. Ineffective lcadership within your school system 117 1.16 1.20
49. Ineffective educational leadership within 239 248 2.46
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 1.33 1.29 1.31
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.75 1.7 1.38
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.33 0.26 (.55
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.29 0.90 0.97
areas
54, Lack of financial support for staff 1.50 1.87 1.62
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core 083 0.45 0.76

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which cach factor was a constraint on this 5-pcint scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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age of the principal: (a) group 1: 45 years or younger, (b) group 2: 46-50 years,
and (c) group 3: 51 years or older. Each of the factors listed in Question 11 on
the questionnaire referred to variables which could be considered as constraints
on school effectiveness. The only variable which reflected differences of 0.50 or
more among means was the "stage in the life cycle of your school (start-up,
established, declining)." The difference between the means for groups 1 and 2
was (0.63) and for groups 1 and 3 was (0.73). Thus, principals in the youngest
group considered the stage in the life cycle of the school to be a more serious
constraint to school effectiveness than did those in the other two groups.

Total Number of Years Served as a Principal

Table 8.2 presents a comparison of results based on the number of years of
experience as a principal for questionnaire respondets. Respondents were
divided into three groups based on the total number of years served as a
principal: (a) group 1: less than 3, (b) group 2: 4-9, and (c) group 3: 10 or
more. There were four variables which reflected differences of 0.50 or more
between means in the groups.

The "stage in the life cycle of your school (start-up, established, declining)"
had a substantial difference in means between groups 3 and 2 (0.68) and between
groups 3 and 1 (1.05). Therefore, principals with 10 or more years of experience
considered this variable to be less important as a constraint on school
effectiveness than did those with 4-9 years of experience; the mean for principals
with less than three years of experience was the highest among all groups. In

addition, a difference in means existed between groups 1 and 2 (0.54) and groups
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perccived to Be Constraints on Effectivencss
of Schools (Classified by Number of Years Scrved as a Principal)

Mecan extent as constraint

Factor Less than 3 4-9 10 or more
(n=14) (n=31) (n=49)
34. Size of your school system 0.57 1.00 1.00
35. Complexity of your school system 0.93 132 1.12
36. Overall goals of your school system 0.79 0.90 0.96
37. Overall policies of your school system 0.93 1.13 1.22
38. Government legislation/regulations 1.57 1.58 1.88
39. Bole of educational organizations 2.00 174 1.76
in society
40. Routineness of procedures 1.86 1.55 161
41. Degree of burcaucratization 1.79 1.94 1.88
42. Composition of your staff 1.64 1.60 1.37
43, Stage in the life cycle of your school 2.07 1.70 1.02
44, Financial support provided by your system 2.50 223 2.01
45. Financial support provided by the province 279 333 3.35
46. QOver-emphasis on technology in school 0.38 0.84 0.80
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.29 1.68 1.08
status quo
48, Ineffective leadership within your school system 0.86 142 1.67
49. Ineffective educational leadership within 2.31 2.65 237
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgctary matters 1.43 1.26 1.31
51. Lack of staff turnover in your se¢hool 1.86 1.58 1.51
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.36 043 0.39
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.00 1.23 0.92
areas
54. Lack of financial support f{or staff 1.64 145 1.82
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core 0.50 0.65 0.75

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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1 and 3 (0.56) which suggested that principals with more experience (i.e., 4 or
more years) considered the financial support provided by the province to be a
more serious constraint on school effectiveness than did other principals. With
regard to "ineffective leadership within your school system," a substantial
difference (0.60) between groups 2 and 3 occurred. Consequently, responses for
individuals with 4-9 years of experience differed substantially from those for
principals who had 10 or more years of experience. Finally, "ineffective
educational leadership within your school system" reflected a major difference
between the means for groups 1 and 2 {0.56) and for groups 1 and 3 (0.81); this
indicated that individuals with less than three years of experience as a principal
considered this variable to be a less important constraint than did individuals in
the other two groups.

Years of Experience as a Principal in the School

Table 8.3 provides a summary of results when respondents were divided
into four groups according to the number of years of experience as a principal in
the school. The following groups were formed: (a) group 1: 1 year, (b) group 2:
2-3 years, (c) group 3: 4-6 years, and (d) group 4: 7 or more years. Diiferences
between means for ten variables were identified.

First, for "government legislation/regulations" a substantial difference
resulted between responses by individuals in group 1 and those in all other
groups, i.e., group 2 {0.52), group 3 (0.66), and group 4 (0.84). There were no
differences between any other groups so the principals in their first year at the

school considered this variable as a very important constraint on school
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectivencss

of Schools (Classificd by Number of Years Served as a Principal in the School)

Mean extent_as constraing

Factor 1 2-3 4-6 7 or more
(n=20) (n=30) (n=22) (n=22)
34. Size of your school system 1.10 0.87 1.10 0.73
35. Complexity of your school system 1.40 1.07 1.27 0.95
36. Overall goals of your school systcm 1.00 0.83 0.86 . 1.00
37. Overall policies of your school systcm 1.15 0.93 1.23 1.36
38. Government iegislation/regulations 225 1.73 1.59 1.41
39. !lole ?f educational organizations 1.80 1.62 1.50 227
1n society
40. Routineness of procedures 145 1.90 1.68 1.36
41. Degree of bureaucratization 195 1.90 1.77 191
42. Composition of your staif 1.45 1.66 1.68 1.09
43. Stage in the life cycle of your school 1.70 1.50 1.24 1.14
44, Financial support provided by your system 2.80 2.47 2.29 2.36
45. Financial support provided by the province 340 333 295 332
46. OQver-cmphasis on technology in school 0.75 0.59 1.09 (.04
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.45 133 134 132
status quo
48. Ineffective leadership within your school system 1.25 1.03 0.90 1.68
49. Incffective educationa! ieadership within 275 241 2.05 2.64
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 170 1.07 123 1.36
51. Lack of staff turnover in your schooi 1.70 1.73 1.55 132
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.35 031 0.55 0.41
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.15 0.93 1.14 (.95
arcas
54. Lack of financial support for staff 1.70 1.63 1.68 1.68
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on corc 0.65 0.63 0.95 0.50

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which cach factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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effectiveness while it was substantially less impc-tant for all other groups. Second,
with regard to the "role of educational organizations in society," there were
differences between means for groups 4 and 3 (0.77) and for groups 4 and 2
(0.65). Respondents with 7 or more years of experience in school considered this
variable to be a very important constraint. A difference between means for the
variable "routineness of procedures (timetabling, testing requirements, legislation)"
also resulted between groups 2 and 4 (0.54); therefore, principals with 2-3 years of
experience in the school considered this variable as a more important constraint
than did those with 7 or more years of experience in the school. F;urth, the
analysis of questionnaire results revealed a difference between means for groups 4
and 2 (0.57) and groups 4 and 3 (0.59) for the "stage in the life cycle of your
school (start-up, established, declining)." This difference indicated that individuals
with seven or more years of experience considered this variable less important as
a constraint on school effectiveness than did those with 2-6 years of experience.
Further, a difference of (0.56) was recorded between the means for groups 1 and
3 for "financial support provided by your system" so individuals with only one year
of experience viewed this as a substantially more important constraint than did
individuals with seven or more years of experience. The "over-emphasis on
technology in the school" demonstrated a difference between means for groups 3
and 2 (0.50) so respondents with 4-6 years of experience thought that this aspect
was 4 more important constraint thai did those with 2-3 years of experience as a
principal in the school. Further, a dificrence was identified between means for

groups 4 and 3 (0.78) and for groups 4 and 2 (0.65); therefore, principals with
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seven or more years of experience considered the "ineffective leadership within
our system" to be more important as a constraint than did those with 2-6 years of
experience. In addition, for “ineffective educational leadership within the
province," a difference between means for groups 1 and 3 (0.70) was found,
indicating that individuals with 1 year of experience in the school considered this
to be a more important constraint than did those with 4-6 years of experience.
Finally, means for groups 1 and 2 differed (0.63) for "your degree of control over
budgetary matters." Respondents with one year of experience in the school
viewed this as a more important constraint than did those with 2-3 years of
experience.

Age of the School

As reported in Table 8.4, the following groups were formed to analyze the
results of the questionnaire with regard to the number of years the scheol has
been in operation: (a) group 1: 15 or less, (b) group 2: 16-24, and (¢) group 3:
25 or more. A large number of differences was recorded among groups for this
characteristic of the respondents.

Analysis of the variable "size of your school system (district, division,
county)" reflected a difference between means (0.64) for groups 3 and 1, so
respondents in schools that were in operation for 25 or more years regarded this
as a substantially more important factor than did principals in schools which had
been in eperation for 15 or less years. Similarly, groups 3 and 1 reflected a
substantial difference (0.61) for the "overall goals of your school system."

Principals in group 3 also considered this variable to be more important as 2
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Mcans of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness
of Schools (Classified by Age of the School)

Mean extent as constraint

Factor 15 or less 16-24 25 or more
(n=12) (n=25) (n=57)
34. Size of your school system 0.50 0.68 1.14
35. Complexity of your school system 1.08 1.00 1.25
36. Overall goals of your school system 0.50 0.68 1.11
37. Overall policics of your school system 1.25 1.20 111
38. Government legislation/regulations 1.50 1.76 1.77
39. Role of educational organizations 1.58 1.44 1.98
in socicty
40. Routineness of procedures 1.50 1.80 1.58
41. Degree of burcaucratization 1.75 1.84 1.93
42, Composition of your staff 1.46 1.64 1.42
43, Stage in the life cycle of your school 133 1.08 1.55
44, Financial support provided by your system 1.83 2.56 2.57
45. Financial support provided by the province 292 3.44 3.25
46. Over-emphasis on technology in school 0.58 0.52 0.89
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.42 1.28 1.30
status quo
48. Incffective lcadership within your school system 0.83 1.08 133
49. Incffective educational leadership within 217 2.56 2.46
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 1.00 1.20 142
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.25 2.28 1.35
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.50 0.17 0.47
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.25 0.80 1.09
arcas
54. Lack of financial supporl for staff 125 1.88 1.67
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core 0.33 0.76 0.71
subjects
Principals rated the exteat to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;

1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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constraint than did those in group 1. Furthermore, a substantial difference (0.54)
was found between responses recorded by individuals in groups 3 and 2 for the
"role of educational organizations in society." Consequently, individuals in group
3 viewed this as a more important constraint than did those in group 2. Another
variable which reflected substantial differences between groups was “financial
support provided by your system." Means for group 1 responses differed
substantially from those for groups 2 (0.73) and 3 (0.74), indicating that principals
of schools which had been in operation 15 or fewer years acknowledged that this
variable was less important than did those in schools which had been in operation
for 16 years or more.

Similarly, "financial support provided by the province" was considered a less
important constraint (0.52) by principals of schools in operation for 15 or less
years than by those in schools which were in operation for 16-24 years. With
regard to "ineffective leadership within your school system," there was a
substantial difference between means of respondents in groups 3 and 1 (0.50);
thus principals in schools that were in operation for 15 or less years considered
this variable to be less of a constraint than did those in schools that had been in
operation for 25 or more years. For "lack of staff turnover in your school," there
was a substantial difference between means for groups 2 and 1 (1.03) and groups
2 and 3 (0.93); individuals in schools that had been in operation for 16-24 years
thought that this was a substantially more important constraint on school
effectiveness than did principals in any other group. The final variable with a

difference between means for groups was the "lack of financial support for staff
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professional development." Group 2 principals viewed it as a more important
factor (0.63) than did those in group 1 based on a comparison of means.

Highest Qualification Earned by the Principal

Table 8.5 provides information regarding comparisons of responses based
on the highest qualification earned by the principal. Respondents were divided
into three groups: (a) group 1: BEd, (b) group 2: diploma in education, and
(c) group 3: master’s or PhD. There was a difference among groups for eight
different factors.

"Government legislation and regulations" reflected a substantial difference
between means for groups 1 and 2 (0.74), since individuals with a BEd considered
this variable substantially more important than did those with a diploma. With
regard to the "role of educational organizations in society," the mean for principals
in group 3 was substantially higher (0.65) than that of principals in group 1,
indicating that it was more important as a constraint for group 3 principals.
Group 2 respondents had a higher mean (0.78) than did group 1 respondents for
the "stage in the life cycle of the school;" this variable was substariiially more
important to principals with a diploma than to those with a BEd.

Furthermore, the "tendency of the school system to maintain the status
quo" was substantially higher with regard to the mean (0.58) for group 1 than
group 2, indicating it was a more critical constraint to principals with a BEd than
for those with a diploma. "Ineffective educational leadership within the province”
was considered by principals with a master’s or a PhD to be substantially more

important as a constraint (0.57) than for principals with a diploma (group 2). In



Table 8.5

Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effcctivencss

of Schools (Classificd by Highest Qualification of Principals)

Mecan extent as constraing

Factor BEd Diploma M/PhD
(n=19) (n=27) (n=47)
34, Size of your school system 1.05 0.74 1.02
35. Complexity of your school system 1.11 1.00 1.30
36. Overall goals of your school systcm 1.11 0.78 "0.94
37. Overall policies of your school system 1.16 1.22 113
38. Government legislation/regulations 2.1 1.37 1.81
39. Bole (?f educational organizations 1.37 1.67 2.2
in society
40. Routinencss of procedures 1.79 1.56 1.62
41. Degree of bureaucratization 1.58 1.81 2.00
42, Composition of your staff 1.32 1.56 1.52
43. Stage in the life cycle of your school 0.74 1.52 1.63
44, Financial support provided by your sysiem 2.58 2206 2.54
45, Financial support provided by the province 3.26 3.15 3.30
46, Over-cmphasis on technology in school 0.94 0.70 0.72
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.58 1.00 1.40
status quo
48. Ineffective leadership within your school system  1.00 1.04 1.40
49, Ineffective educational leadership within 253 207 2.04
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgctary matters 1.47 (.85 1.49
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.58 1.59 1.62
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.37 0.48 0.37
53. Existence of grade-levei tests for curricular 111 0.70 .20
areas
54. Lack of financial support for staff 2.11 141 1.66
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core 0.58 0.81 0.66

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which cach factor was a constraint on this S-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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relation to "your degree of control over budgetary matters,” the means for
respondents in group 2 differed from both groups 1 (0.62) and 3 (0.64) because
principals with a diploma regarded this to be a substantially more important
constraint than did those in all other groups. Individuals in group 3 had a lower
mean than did those in groups 1 (0.91) and 2 (0.50) for the "existence of grade-
level tests for curricular areas," suggesting that respondents in group 3 considered
it to be a less important constraint than did all other principals. F inally, the "lack
of financial support for staff professional development” had a higher mean for
group 1 than group 2 (0.70); thus, principals with a BEd considered this variable
to be substantially more important than did those with a diploma.

Type of School System

There are a large number of major differences whict: exi..ed among means
for responses by individuals from various types of school systeins, o reported in
Table 8.6. Respondents were divided into four types of systems to analyze the
effect of this characteristic on questionnaire results: (a) group 1: public,

(b) group 2: Catholic and Protestant separate, (c) group 3: county, and (d) group
4: division.

The first variable which indicated a difference between means was "size of
your school system (district, division, county)." Group 4’s mean differed from
means for groups 1 (1.50), 2 (1.43), and 3 (1.33). Therefore, principals who are
part of a school division viewed the size factor as substantially more important
than did those in other types of districts. On the contrary, individuals in group 1

or public systems proposed that the "complexity of your school system" wis
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perceived to Be Constraints on Effectiveness
of Schools (Classificd by Type of School System)

Mean cxtent as constraint

Factor Public Catholic & County Division
Protestant
Scparate
(n=65) (n=10) (n=10) (n=6)
34. Size of your school system 0.83 0.90 1.00 233
35. Complexity of your school system 1.67 130 1.00 1.50
36. Overall goals of your school system 0.89 0.90 0.70 1.83
37. Overall policics of your school systcm 111 1.70 1.10 1.67
38. Government legislation/regulations 1.74 1.60 1.70 217
39. Role of educational organizations 1.78 1.60 1.60 2.67
in socictly
40. Routineness of procedures 1.62 1.80 1.80 1.67
41, Degree of burcaucratization 185 2.20 1.60 2.33
42, Composition of your staff 1.49 130 2.10 1.67
43, Stage in the life cycle of your school 131 1.40 1.80 217
44, Financial support provided by your system 2.63 240 1.50 2.83
45. Financial support provided by the province 335 3.00 2.80 333
46. Ove  phasis on technology in school 0.72 1.10 0.70 0.83
47, ‘Tendency of school system to maintain 1.20 230 1.00 1.50
status quo
48. Ineffective leaderskip within your school system 1.11 2.00 0.90 1.33
49, Inclfective educational leadership within 246 2.40 2.40 233
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 133 1.80 1.00 1.67
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.65 2.00 1.40 0.67
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.40 0.30 0.80 0.00
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.09 0.90 1.00 0.67
arcas
54. Lack of financial support for staff 1.73 1.70 1.00 2.17
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core 0.77 0.50 0.60 0.33

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.

1 =
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substantially more important as a constraint to school effectiveness than did those
in group 3 (0.67), while those in group 4 considered it to be more important
(0.50) than did those in group 3. For "overall goals of the school system”
respondents in group 4 regarded this aspect as a more important factor than did
those in groups 1 (0.94), 2 (0.93), and 3 (1.13), since this was seen as a more
important constraint to school effectiveness by principals who are in school
divisions than by those in any other type of system. All groups varied from at
least one other group for "overall policies of your school system" with regard to
means. 43roup 4 principals indicated that this variable was substantially more
important than did those in groups 3 (0.57) and 1 (0.56). This means that
individuals in Catholic or Protestant separate systems and in school divisions saw
the overall policies of the school system as a more important constraint than did
the ‘e in public and county systems.

Only one difference was recorded for the importance of "government
legislation/regulations;" the mean for group 4 differed substantially from the mean
for group 2 (0.57), indicating that it was viewed as a more important constraint for
principals in school divisions. For the "role of educational organizations in
society," the mean for respondents in group 4 differed substantially from means
for all other groups, i.e., group 1 (0.89), group 2 (1.07), and group 3 (1.07); this
variable was considered by principals in school divisions as a substantia:  more
important constraint on school effectiveness than by principals in other types of
systems. Means for the "degree of bureaucracy” enly had a substantial difference

between means for groups 4 and 3 (0.73); once again respondents in the school
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divisions reported that this was a more important constraint than did those in
other groups. Conversely, individuals in group 3 viewed "composition of staff
(skill, knowledge, experience)" to be substantially more important as a constraint
than did those in groups 1 (0.61) and 2 (0.80). Similarly, the "stage in the life
cycle of your school (start-up, established, declining)" reflected a higher mean for
principals in school divisions than for those in public (1.31) or Catholic and
Protestant separate systems. Principals in the county systems had the lowest mean
for "financial support provided by your system" in comparison with other means,
reflecting a difference of (1.13) for group 1, (0.90) for group 2, and (1.33) for
group 4. There was only one substantial difference for "financial support provided
by the province," which existed between groups 1 and 3 (0.55); thus, individuals in
public systems considered this variable to be a substantially more important
constraint than did those in county systems.

A wide range of differences occurred for the "tendency of the school system
to maintain the status quo." A difference existed between group 2 respondents
and those in groups 1 (1.10), 3 (1.30), and 4 (0.80); thus principals in Catholic and
Protestant separate systems reported that this variable was substantially more
important as a constraint on school effectiveness than did principals in all other
groups. The variable "ineffective leadership within your school system” had
various notable relationships as well; the mean for the principals in the Catholic
and Protestant separate systems was substantially higher than the means for
individuals in groups 1 (0.89), 2 (1.10), and 3 (0.67). For the principal’s "degree

of control over budgetary matters," group 3 had a lower mean than did groups 4
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(0.67) and 2 (0.80); therefore, principals in county systems saw this variable as a
substantially less important constraint on school effectiveness than did all other
groups of respondents. A large number of differences existed amang groups for
the variable "lack of staff turnover." Individuals in group 2 {i . Catholic and
Protestant separate principals) had a mean that was substantizi:y »=ier than
means for groups 3 (0.60) ard 4 (1.33). In addition, the =i for group 4 was
substantially lower than the means for groups 3 (0.73) aud 1 (s.%3).

Furthermore, principals in school divisions indicated that the "lack of staff
turnover in the school" was substantially less important as a constraini than did
those in groups 1, 2, and 3, while individuals in group 2 suggested that it was
substantially more important than did those in group 3. For "too much staff
turnover in your school,” the principals in county systems considered this variable
to be substantially more important than did those in school divisions (0.80) and
those in Catholic and Protestant separate systems (0.50). Finally, there were
several substantial differences among all groups for "lack of financial support for
staff professional development." First, the mean for group 4 principals was
substantially higher than that for group 3 (1.17); moreover, group 3’s mean was
lower than means for groups 1 (0.73) and 2 (0.70). Thus, principals in county
systems viewed this variable to be substantially less important as a constraint than
did all other groups of respondents.

Type of Community in Which the School Is Located
Respondents were divided into three groups based on the type of

community where their school was located: (a) group 1: a large urban
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community, (b) group 2: a small urban setting, and (c) group 3: a rural setting.
As noted in Table 8.7 there were three relationships which reflect substantial
differences among means for groups of respondents.

The principals in a rural setting considered the "composition of your staff
(skill, knowledge, experience)" to be a substantially more important variable than
did principals in a small urban setting. With regard to the "tendency of school
systems to maintain the status quo," means for respondents from small urban
settings were substantially less than the means for respondents in rural (0.97) and
large urban settings (0.68). As well, means for principals in small urban settings

were substantially less than those for large urban settings (0.54).
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perccived to Be Constraints on Effectivencss

of Schools (Classificd by Type of Community in Which School is Located)
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Mecan extent as constraint

Factor Large Urban Small Urban  Rural
{(n=62) (n=18) (n=13
34. Size of your school system 0.90 0.89 1.15
35. Complexity of your school systcm 1.27 109 0.85
36. Overall goals of your school system 0.87 0.94 108
37. Overall policies of your school system 1.19 1.22 (.85
38. Government legislation/rcgulations 1.75 1.89 1.46
39. Bolc (')f educational organizations 1.75 1.83 1.92
in society
40. Routineness of procedures 1.65 1.56 1.62
41, Degree of burcaucratization 1.94 1.78 1.77
42. Composition of your staff 1.50 1.22 1.77
43. Stage in the life cycle of your school 1.32 1.44 1.6Y
44. Financial support provided by your system 2.60 2.17 2.31
45. Financial support provided by the province 3.29 3.17 3.23
46. Over-emphasis on technology in school 0.83 0.61 (.58
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.40 0.72 1.69
status quo
48. Ineffective leadership within your school system 132 0.78 1.23
49. Ineffective educational leadership within 2.40 272 2.33
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 1.33 1.22 1.31
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.70 1.28 1.40
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.39 0.22 0.69
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 1.18 0.72 0.77
areas
54. Lack of financial support for staff 1.68 1.83 1.38
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on corc 0.71 0.72 0.46

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which each factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;
1 = somewhat important; 2 = moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly important.
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Number of Students Enrolled in the School

As outlined in Table 8.8, respondents were divided into 3 groups according
to the number of students enrolled in the school: (a) group 1: less than 300,
(b) group 2: 300-499, and (¢) group 3: 500 or more. There were five factors
which had substantial differences among groups.

In relation to "composition of your staff (skill, knowledge, experience)," the
mean for group 2 principals was substantially higher (0.65) than that of group 1
principals; therefore it was considered to be a substantially more important
constraint by principals in schools of 300-499 students than by those in other
groups. With regard to the "stage in the life cycle of your school (start-up,
established, declining)," the group 3 mean was substantially lower than the mean
for groups 1 (1.3) and 2 (0.61) and the mean of group 2 principals was
substantially lower (0.69) than the mean for group 1 principals as well;
consequently, individuals in schools with 500 or more students reported this
variable to be less of a constraint to school effectiveness than did those in the
other two groups. Responses to the "over-emphasis on technology" resulted in a
substantial difference between means for groups 3 and 2 (0.52) indicating that
principals of schools with 300-499 students viewed it as a substantially more
important constraint than did other principals. The "lack of staff turnover in your
school" was regarded by group 2 respondents as a substantially more important
constraint than by respondents in groups 1 (0.62) and 3 (0.79). Finally, principals
of schools with 300-499 students proposed that the "lack of financial support for

staff professional development” was substantially more important as a constraint



Table 8.8
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Means of Extent to Which Factors Were Perccived to Be Constraints an Effectiveness

of Schools (Classified by Number of Students Enrolled in the %whoot)

Mecan extent as constraint

Factor Less than 300 300-499 500 or more
(n=21) (n=40) (n=33)
34. Size of your school system 1.05 0.90 0.90
35. Zomplexity of your school system 110 1.15 1.21
36. Overall goals of your school system 1.00 0.88 0.91
37. Overall policies of your school systcm 1.33 1.04) 1.21
38. ‘Government legislation/regulations 1.57 1.75 1.82
39. .Rolc gf educational organizations 2.00 1.68 1.78
n soclety
40. Routineness of procedurcs 1.48 1.80 1.52
41. Degree of burcaucratization 1.71 2.13 1.70
42, Composition of your staff 1.10 1.75 1.39
43. Siage in the life cycle of your school 2.14 1.45 0.84
44, Financial support provided by your system 238 2.53 247
45. Financial support provided by the province 3.19 333 322
46. Over-emphasis on technology in school 0.81 0.97 0.45
47. Tendency of school system to maintain 1.57 1.35 .09
status quo
48. Ineffective leadership within your school systcm 1.38 1.21 1.00
49, Ineffective educational leadership within 245 2.40 2.52
the province
50. Your degree of control over budgetary matters 1.33 1.40 118
51. Lack of staff turnover in your school 1.38 2.00 1.21
52. Too much staff turnover in your school 0.43 0.43 0.34
53. Existence of grade-level tests for curricular 0.95 .13 0.97
areas
54. Lack of financial support for staff 1.19 1.88 1.73
professional development
55. Amount of time per day spent on core (.55 0.70 0.73

subjects

Principals rated the extent to which cach factor was a constraint on this 5-point scale; 0 = not at all;

1 = somewhat imporiani;

important.

= moderately important; 3 = very important; 4 = highly 165
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than did those in groups * [0.69) and 3 (0.54).
Summary

Comparisons of means for factors related to school effectiveness were
made based on eight characteristics of questionnaire respondents; differences of at
least 0.50 between group means were considered to be "substantial.” Comments
added to the yuestionnaire and information gained during interviews were used to
provide illustrations of questionnaire resnlis.

Only one factor showed a substantial difference when responses were
categorized by age of the principal (i.e., younger principals regarded the life cycle
stage of the school as a more important constraint than did older principals).

The number of years served as a principal yielded only four factors with
substantial differences. The mean for principals with fewer than three years of
experience was substantially higher than those of other groups for the life cycle
stage of the school; principals with ten or more years of experience had a higher
mean for ineffective system leadership and inadequate provincial financial support
than did other principals. Furthermore, means were substantially higher for
principals with 4-9 years of experience with regard to system resistance to change
than were the means of other respondents.

A larger number of factors (i.e., 10) showed substantial differences when
categorized by the number of years of experience as a principal in the school.
Individuals with one year of experience considered five factors to be substantially
more important as constraints than did principals with more experience (i.e.,

government legislation, system funding, stage in the life cycle of the school,
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provincial leadership, and degree of control over budget). Principals with 2-3
years of experience regarded routineness of procedure as a more constraining
factor than did respondents in other groups. Two factors--staff composition and
tendency to maintain the status quo--were substantially more important for
individuals with 4-6 years of experience at the school than for principals in other
groups. Two factors--societal role of schools and ineffective system
leadership--were also more important to individuals who had served for seven or
more years than they were to other respondents.

When the number of years the school had been in operation was used for
grouping, eight factors showed substantial differences between group means.
Principals from schools in operation for 15 or fewer years considered seven factors
to be substantially less important as a constraint than did principals in older
schools. The societal role of educational organizations was the only factor viewed
as a substantially more important constraint for principals of schools in operation
for 25 or more years than for principals in other groups.

Also, eight factors showed substantial differences between means for
comparisons based on the highest degree attained by the principal. Respondents
with a master’s/doctoral degree perceived that four of these factors--provincial
leadership, control over budget, societal role of education, and life cycle stage of
the school--were more serious constraints than did individuals in other groups.
Further, the mean for this group was substantially lower for only one factor (i.e.,
existence of curricular tests). Individuals with a bachelor’s degree also considered

four factors to be more important constraints than did principals with higher
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degrees (i.e., government legislation, system resistance to change, professional
development funding, and curricular tests).

The largest number of factors (i.e., 17) with substantial differences among
groups occurred when principals were categorized by the type of school system.
Two factors were viewed as more importarit constraints by public school principals
than by those in other groups (i.e., system complexity and provincial funding).
However, eight factors were considered to be more important for respondents in
school divisions the 1 for principals in other types of systems, including system size,
goals, funding, and complexity. Four factors were substantially more important
for Catholic/Protestant separate system principals than for individuals in other
groups (i.e., system leadership, resistance to change, control over budget, and lack
of staff turnover). The only factor perceived as a more important constraint for
principals in county systems was excessive staff turnover.

Three factors showed substantial differences among means for groups when
categorized by the type of community in which the school is located. Principals in
rural systems considered two factors to be substantially more important as
constraints than did respondents in other types of communities (i.e., staff
composition and resistance to change), whereas individuals in large urban settings
viewed ineffective system leadership as a substantially more important constraint
than did other principals.

The final characteristic for comparison was the number of students
enrolled in the school; five factors showed substantial differences among group

means. The stage in the school’s life cycle had a substantially higher mean as a
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constraint for principals of small schools (i.e., less than 300 students) than tor
principals of larger ones. However, four other factors (including staff composition
and turnover and system funding) were perceived as substantially more important
constraints for principals of schools with 300-499 students than for principals in

other groups.



189
Chapter 9
Summary, Discussion, Implications, and Conclusions
Introduction

This chapter provides a summary and discussion of the findings. In
addition, implications of findings are outlined with regard to theory and practice
along with general conclusions and personal reflections.

Overview of the Study

This study had three major purposes: (a) to examine the perceptions of
junior high principals in Alberta with regard to constraints on school effectiveness,
(b) to examine the perceptions of junior high principals in Alberta with regard te
constraints on their leadership effectiveness, and (c) to explore the relationships
between school effectiveness and leadership effectiveness for junior high schools
in Alberta. The secondary purposes were as follows: (a) to identify possible
strategies which principals use to resolve constraints on their leadership and
school effectiveness, and (b) to clarify the elements of leadership and school
effectiveness specific to junior high schools.

Questionnaires were distributed to all 108 principals of junior high schools
in Alberta; 94 questionnaires were returned (87%). Interviews were conducted
with 10 specifically selected principals to provide additional information and
clarification. Responses were ranked, clustered, and compared through content
and statistical analyses of data from the questionnaires and interviews.

Constraints on Leadership Effectiveness

Comparisons of percentage frequency distributions and means of
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importance for variables were used to determine which factors were perceived by
principals to be more important as constraints on their leadership effectiveness.
Half of the respondents rated inadequate funding as "highly important.”
Inadequate physical facilities and space were rated as "moderately important” and
are related to funding in that these constraints would be reduced with sufficient
funding. Furthermore, financial constraints were listed as "highly important” by
half of the interviewees, who commented that they lacked funding for adequate
instructional resources, technology upgrading, support staff, integrated programs,
and professional development opportunities. In describing each school goal, they
identified the necessity of incorporating fund-raising strategies to implement the
school action plans which were designed to meet their goals.

There is currently a great concern about the availability of adequate
finances at all levels, local, provincial, and federal. As in private industry, the
general economic situation has created a shortage of funds and reduction of
services throughout Canada and other parts of the world. Education has faced
major cutbacks at a time when international achievement comparisons demand an
increased focus on excellence. The constraining effects of insufficient funding
would probably be identified as strongly at all other school levels, including
postsecondary institutions, if a study of this nature were to be conducted at these
levels. It is interesting to speculate whether similar results would have occurred if
the study was conducted five to ten years ago.

Although financial issues were not frequently identified as constraints in

previous literature reviews (including Fennell, 1992; Eastcott, et al. 1974; Murphy,
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1987; Mulhauser, 1982), certain research projects did report funding as a
constraint (e.g., Harrison, 1987, Highett, 1989; and Pellicer, et al. 1988).

Principals in this study discussed several strategies used to attempt to
resolve funding constraints, most of which are appropriate only at the junior high
level. Involvement in fund-raising ventures (such as casinos and bingos) is a
common strategy used at all school levels. However, these principals also
established connections with private industry, community agencies, and
governmental departments to meet the needs of adolescents for technological
equipment, work-experience programs, career training, stay-in-school initiatives,
and personal/family counselling. It is evident that the role requirements for
principals have become increasingly complex in the past decade due to budget
management requirements. It may be necessary to provide additional training in
this area or to use financial advisors in the near future. Further, selection of
principals could highlight the need for demonstrated ability in budget planning,
forming business partnerships, and soliciting financial support from community
sources. As Lane (1992) indicated, principals need to act as "brokers” who protect
instructional supervision (through skills such as financial planning) and
disseminate a self-renewing culture (through tasks such as developing close
connections within the community).

Several variables related to time (i.e., dealing with staff supervision,
problem students, and administrative duties) were considered as "moderately
important” constraints. Interviews revealed that principals spent a major portion

of their working day dealing with student misbehavior and supervision of marginal
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staff members, rather than with the more positive aspects of their role. The time
spent with problem students appears to be a more relevant constraint in the junior
high setting than at other school levels based on conversations with colleagues and
personal experience. This could be related to the changing role of the adc’escent
in our society; the Young Offender’s Act and reduced age requirements for
drinking, driving, and watching violent movies have created a different "type" of
adolescent than in previous decades. Further, the large number of single-parent
families and increased use of violence are two societal changes which have had a
tremendous impact on young adults. There has also been a significant increase in
the frequency and severity of behavioral problems which are "typical” of the
adolescent stage (such as questioning of authority, involvement with illegal
substances, interaction with the opposite sex, and displays of increased physical
prowess); these are not frequently evidenced in elementary settings. The majority
of the school goals and related action plans described by interviewees focussed on
behavior improvement programs, although their ultimate purpose was the
enhancement of student achievement.

These findings are consistent with those in the literature which noted
similar concerns regarding the role of the principal in junior high settings.
Valentine et al. (1981) concluded that the most frequently reported constraint was
the time tal en by apathetic parents and problem students. Pellicer et al. (1988)
also acknowledged this issue by including child abuse and teen sexual activity as
important external factors related to the effectiveness of the principal. Johnston

and de Perez (1985) advised that the junior high student is at a transitory stage of



193
development which requires social and emotional guidance in order to promote
the school’s academic goals. This implies the need for a different organizational
structure and set of behavior guidelines. Williamson and Johnston (1991)
proposed that junior high schools should offer special programs and flexible
scheduling to promote student independence, cooperation, emotional maturation,
and personal responsibility. In addition, Wilmore (1992), Eisner (1991), and
Vatterott (1991) recommended that junior high schools have a capacity for
pastoral care and counselling. The Carnegie Council on Adolescent
Development (1989) highlighted essentials for improving junior high schools with
the advocacy of such requirements as reengaging families in the education
process, connecting schools with communities, providing diverse programming,
integrating occupational training, and encouraging teachers and administrators to
respond to special adolescent characteristics. As outlined earlier, researchers such
as Lounsbury (1990), Smith and Scott (1990), Alexander and McEwin (1989), and
Maclver (1990) have stated that junior high schools require a host of reforms if
they are to successfully meet the various needs of today’s adolescents.

Principals in this study attempted to resolve these time constraints by
allocating much of their day to resolution of student misbehavior. They involved
other members of the administration team--counsellors, assistant principals,
curriculum coordinators--in handling conflicts, meeting with parents or community
representatives, and monitoring overall student behavior. They included staff
members in the design of school programs and policies which promoted academic

excellence, positive behavior, consistent attendance, and reduced tardiness.
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Furthermore, some initiated special daily advisor sessions, modified academic
integration programs, parenting-for-teens courses, peer-support counselling, and
climate-enhancement programs to assist in preventing and resolving problematic
student behavior. Such programs were designed to reduce the excessive
administrative time required to deal with student misbehavior.

Another important constraint identified by respondents and interviewees
was the lack of time available for other aspects of the leadership role, including
time required for administrative tasks, professional growth, }Slanning, and
administering of student activities. The amount of time spent on routine matters
and excessive administrative tasks was reported by questionnaire respondents to
have constraining effects on their role. This finding is perhaps more relevant at
the junior high setting than at either the elementary or senior high level due to
the ages of the clientele involved and the varied student backgrounds in each
school. It is also interesting to note that half of the interviewees commented that
the overemphasis on managerial tasks reduced time for other leadership activities.

These results are supported by a review of related literature:

Bennis (1990), Martin and Willower (1981), Valentine et al. (1981),

Mulhauser (1986), and Pellicer et al. (1988) all concluded that time was a major
determinant of leadership effectiveness. Lyons (1990) agreed that the leadership
position of the principal was associated with a high degree of stress due to role
conflict, the need to resolve problems, demands for efficient time management,
and the high activity level.

Interviewees and questionnaire respondents reported that they addressed
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these. time constraints with the following strategies: (a) delegating tasks to ste f
committees, (b) ignoring certain requests from system or government
representatives, (c) working extended hours on administrative tasks at home,
(d) reducing their involvement in external committees, and (e) presenting their
concerns to system supervisors. Although there are more time constraints created
by behavior problems at the junior high level than at other levels, these resolution
strategies are possibly generic to all public school settings.

Staffing issues were also identified as prominent constraints on leadership
effectiveness. Insufficient staff mobility was considered to be a "moderately
important” constraint, while staff resistance to change and variations in teaching
ability were viewed as "somewhat important.” Many questionnaire and interview
comments provided information about teachers in tenured positions who did not
feel compelled to adapt to student needs, revised curricular requirements, and
societal changes. Although staffing constraints are probably less relevant at the
elementary levels due to the wider range of possible grade placements and the
larger number of different school settings, they could be even more relevant at the
senior high level due to the large size of the student population. Unfortunately, a
great deal of administrative time and effort can be expended when dealing with
marginal staff members; further, the negative impact upon the total school can
often be extremely destructive in relation to effective school operation and goal
attainment.

These results are consistent with those obtained by Mulhauser (1982),

Murphy (1987), and Benveniste (1989) who reported that skills, attitudes, and
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efforts extended by subordinates created a constraint on leadership effectiveness
because extra guidance, support, and supervision were required. Similarly,
Murphy (1987) alleged that principals require firm knowledge about curriculum
and teaching strategi~+ in order to provide appropriate instructional supervision.
McNamara (1968) had also acknowledged that the length of time the individual
served as principal of the school was a significant situational factor in terms of
overall school effectiveness.

Respondents and interviewees frequently added comments related to
inadequate staff performance. Due to the challenges involved in dealing with
adolescents whose needs are constantly changing, principals in this study suggested
that junior high schools required certificated, support, and custodial statf who are
trained and notivated to deal with adolescents because students in this age group
differ vastly from those at other age levels. They also proposed that‘contract
issues such as certification requirements and performance standards should be
revised. Many individuals in this study attempted to resolve these constraints by
devoting additional time to staff “upervision, goal planning, and classroom
observation.

Relationships Among Demographic Variables and Constraints on Leadership
Effectiveness

Differences between means of importance of constraints on leadership

effectiveness were analyzed based on the following demographic variables: age,

number of years served as a principal, years of experience as a principal in the

school, years the school has been in operation, highest degree of the principal,
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type of school system, type of community, and number of students in the school.

Younger respondents regarded time constraints as their major concern. As
newly appointed principals, they were more likely to be placed in smaller, older
schools; hence, severe time constraints were created by teaching part-time,
spending time to become familiar with the requirements of their administrative
role, and learning how to deal with problem students. Principals who were older
viewed support staff performance as a more important constraint than did other
respondents; interviewees in this age group suggested that they relied on support
staff members to perform various administrative functions efficiently due to the
large student population and varied programs available at the school.

Individuals with minimal experience in this role identified similar
constraints on their effectiveness to those who were younger; as new appointees
they were also often placed in smaller, older schools and they lacked a sufficient
number of students to have adequate funding. Consequently, they spent more
time teaching which reduced time to develop competence in administrative duties
and student behavior management. Further, questionnaire respondents and
interviewees observed that parents were reluctant to support inexperienced
principals. Respondents with an average amount of experience were concerned
about ineffective central office communication and the variations in teaching
ability within their schools. Individuals with the greatest amount of experience
listed the same two constraints as did principals with only one year of experience,
since they spent excessive time dealing with administrative tasks and problem

students. The amount of experience did not change the importance of these two
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constraints.

Insufficient space for too many students was considered to be a
substantially more important constraint for principals in newer schools than for
others, likely due to the rapid growth that occurs in newly established
communities. Interviewees also commented that unforeseen population changes
in newer schools created major difficulties for staffing and scheduling. However,
constraints perceived as being very important for principals of schools that had
been in operation for an average period of time were related to a smaller student
population. These principals also expressed concerns about staff resistance to
change and mobility; due to the number of years their schools had been in
operation, staff members had likely become overly comfortable and entrenched in
their positions. In addition, these respondents perceived provincial requirements
and insufficient planning time as constraints, perhaps in relation to difficulties
they faced implementing appropriate change. Based on a comparison of means,
four constraints were considered more important by principals from the oldest
schools than by others; inadequate funding and physical facilities, insufficient
opportunity to select staff, and time spent on student misbehavior are issues more
commonly experienced in older schools with a small student population and few
features that attract new staff.

Principals with a bachelor’s degree as their highest qualification viewed
inadequate funding and insufficient time for staff supervision as substantially more
important constraints than did others. However, individuals with postgraduate

degrees perceived to a greater extent that they had insufficient time for



199
administrative tasks and planning; they also listed lack of parental support and
variations in teaching ability as substantially more important constraints. Unlike
respondents with a bachelor’s degree as their highest qualification, they were
generally confident about their staff supervision knowledge and skills, although
marginal staff still posed a constraint. Interviewees with a diploma or a
master’s/doctoral degree agreed that their additional knowledge and university
training resulted in a more comprehensive view of their administrative role
requirements and a clearer vision of the essentials of school effectiveness.

In comparing the type of district, principals from school divisions indicated
that insufficient physical facilities created a constraint to the effectiveness of their
schools; the tax base is not usually as large in rural areas as in urban centres so
funding for facilities is minimal. They also reported a lack of adequate support
from the system supervisor, perhaps due to the diversity of role requirements held
by supervisors in small school systems. Insufficient time for completing
administrative tasks and planning was also a concern noted by these prirncipals.
No factors were viewed by principals in public systems as being substantially more
important constraints, but they listed several factors as being substantially less
important than did principals in other types of systems, including system policies,
teaching load, time for administrative duties, and community pressures. As the
type of system with the largest student population, principals in public schools
often have more input into provincial decisions and receive larger budgets due to
the increased size of the tax base. Interviewees in public schools reported that

they had a fair degree of autonomy with regard to program and staffing issues.
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The largest discrepancy between responses was discovered for principals in
county schools who viewed several variables as more critical constraints than did
other principals. They perceived that they lacked the opportunity to select staff,
which is a constraint related to the centralization of staffing decisions in county
systems. They also indicated that having too many students reduced time for
supervising staff and for administering student activities. In larger systems, the
student population can be distributed among several school locations, whereas in
a county school all students in the registration area must be accommodated. Due
to the closeness between the community and the school, county principals
reported additional pressures and lack of parental support as constraints.
Interviewees in county schools commented that community pressures from trustees
were often based on personal biases rather than sound educational rationale.
Several reported that parents left the entire educational process to the school
rather than providing additional support.

Principals in Catholic and Protestant separate schools propc.cd that
ineffective central office communication and overall staff performance were
important constraints. Interviewees also suggested that staff members were
resistant to change due to the traditional nature of the separate school in society.

Few substantial differences were identified based on community location.
Principals in small urban school communities viewed provincial requirements,
sufficient administrative time, and resistance to change by staff as substantially
more important constraints on their effectiveness than did other groups of

respondents.
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Some noteworthy relationships resulted from comparing responses based
on the size of the school. Principals in small schools found several variables to be
more serious constraints. Due to the low student population, they had a teaching
load which reduced time for professionai growth and development of parental
support. They also perceived that central office communication was ineffective,
perhaps because they had less time to attend meetings and communicate with
central office staff than did principals in larger schools. Interviewees commented
that principals with a teaching role face extreme time constraints. Staffing issues
such as mobility, selection, performance, and resistance to change were considered
to be more crucial constraints on principals with an average-sized population than
on others. Although respondents also listed inadequate physical facilities as an
important constraint, interviewees with an average-sized population did not
identify this as a concern. Principals in large schools logically regarded
insufficient space and too many students as more important constraints;
interviewees substantiated these issues stating that they lacked adequate space for
the larger classes and special complementary programs.

Constraints on School Effectiveness

The factors identified as the two most important constraints on junior high
school effectiveness were the financial support provided by the province and that
provided by the school system. As outlined earlier, interviewees substantiated this
concern about inadequate funding. Since funding is directly related to the
availability of resources, services, equipment, and supplies, the extreme

importance of this factor cannct be overstated. Questionnaire respondents and
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interviewees added comments to reinforce this concern, indicating that reduced
provincial and capital budgets created constraints such as insufficient technological
equipment, delayed physical plant upgrading, and an inadequate number of staff
members for special programs. Funding concerns are probably more relevant at
the junior high and senior high levels than at the elementary level due to the cost
of equipment for complementary programs (e.g., career and technology studies,
computer studies), the larger population size, the increased need for counselling,
and the cost of resources (e.g., texts, learning resources materials). Generally,
individuals with minimal experience as a principal, no graduate degree, and older
public school settings considered inadequate funds to be more important than did
other respondents. Overall, the degree of control over budget ranked as
somewhat important, which would indicate that principals generally are not as
concerned about controlling their own finances as they are about the allocation
available to educational institutions. As indicated previously, this finding was
substantiated in the research conducted by Harrison (1987), Highett (1989), and
Pellicer et al. (1988). Resolution strategies for funding constraints were also
outlined earlier.

The third most important constraint was ineffective provincial educational
leadership. This could be connected to the lack of adequate funding in that
provincial leaders determine educational grants. Several interviewees discussed
provincial directives and policies, suggesting that leaders had "lost touch with
reality”" in schools today; some principals resolved this constraint by ignoring

certain provincial government directives and following their own system or school
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prerogatives.

Renihan and Renihan (1984) also concluded that ineffective leadership at
all levels of educational organizations contributed to reduced school effectiveness.
They referred to this constraint as power games and territorialism, or the
competitive philosophy which separates stakeholders into various camps.

Harrison (1987) outlined similar factors in his list of nine generic contingencies
which were considered as types of constraints; he included the degree of
bureaucratization and the institutional setting in this list. He referred to overall
purpose as one prominent type of constraint which is dictated by system priorities
and guidelines, provincial legislation, and school policies. Likewise,
Goodlad (1990) noted that lack of clarity about mission, directives, and identity
created constraints on school effectiveness. Murphy (1987) highlighted a wide
range of barriers which were also identified in this study (including district
expectations, organizational size, overall purpose, and degree of
bureaucratization). Like all organizations, factors of this nature reduce the
effectiveness of goal orientation and attainment.
Relationships Among Demographic Variables and Constraints on School
Effectiveness

Only one school effectiveness constraint showed a substantial difference for
categories based on the age of the principal: the stage in the life cycle of the
school was viewed as a more important constraint for younger principals (i.e., 45
or younger) than for those in older age groups. Individuals with minimal

experience as a principal (i.e., less than three years) indicated that provincial



financial support and ineffective system leadership were substantially less
important constraint< but they also reported that the stage in the life cycle of the
school was a more important constraint than did more experienced individuals.
Young, newly appointed principals are often placed in small, more established
schools with dwindling student populations, so they face different types of
constraints. Interviewees also commented on the problems inherent in
restructuring programs in an older school where funding was minimal and
resistance to change was substantial.

Individuals with extensive experience as a principal in the school (i.e.,
seven or more years) viewed variables external to the daily operation of the
school (i.e., the role of schools in society, life cycle stage of the school, and system
leadership) as being substantially more important constraints on school
effectiveness than did those in other groups. Respondents who had served a
minimal number of years viewed government legislation, system financial support,
and routireness of procedures to be more important constraints than did other
respondents; however, they considered the overemphasis on technology to be a
substantially less important constraint. Newly appointed principals are often more
eager to initiate new ideas and procedural changes than are the more experienced
individuals who have a broader perspective of school effectiveness. Further, they
are more familiar with technology and its importance for the future while more
experienced individuals often lack formal training in this area. Interviewees
commented about having insufficient funds to purchase computer equipment and

software, especially in small, older schools where newly appointed principals are
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often placed.

A large number of substantial differences occurred based on the age of the
school. Principals of newer schools considered several variables to be less
important as constraints on school effectiveness than did respondents in older
schools. They were less concerned about the financial support provided because
newer schools benefit from capital grants for construction and purchase of
equipment. Principals interviewed in older schools substantiated the concern
about funding because they lacked sufficient resources to upgrade their facilities,
provide adequate technological programs, or purchase required resources.
Further, interviewees in newer schools did not confront the issue of inadequate
staff turnover because they had attracted energetic, skilled staff members. The
size and goals of the school system were also not perceived as constraints in
newer schools; in order to be selected as administrators for newer schools,
individuals are chosen in relation to their support for overall system directives and
goals. Interviewees did not substantiate these findings, perhaps because they were
at schools that had been in operation for 16-24 years and generally supported the
policies of their respective districts.

Results based on the highest qualification earned by the principal yielded
interesting comparisons; respondents with a bachelor’s degree considered
government legislation and curricular tests, resistance to change, and lack of
professional development funding to be substantially more important as
constraints on school effectiveness than did other respondents. Individuals who

wanted additional training in administration lacked financial support for
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sabbaticals. Principals with postgraduate diplomas listed the stage in the life cycle
of the school, control over budget, and the role of educational organizations in
society as substantially more important constraints on school effectiveness than
did those in other groups. This latter finding was reinforced by interviewees whe
wanted toe control budgetary decisions and who viewed the role of education in
today’s society as a constraint.

The type of school system had the greatest nuimnber of substantial
differences between responses for various groups. Principals in school divisions
considered several variables related to the school system (i.e., size, goals, and
bureaucratic nature) to be substantially more important than did individuals in
other groups. Further, government legislation, the role of schools in society, and
staff turnover were also perceived as substantially important constraints. Since
school divisions tend to be more remote and to have a small number of schools
spread over a wide geographic area, it is logical that the major constraints
identified by these principals would be different from those in larger, more
densely populated areas. Respondents in county schools considered system
complexity and financial support and school staff composition and turnover to be
substantially more important constraints than did those in other types of systems.
Principals in public systems were also concerned about the complexity of the
system, but identified provincial rather than system funding as the important
constraint. Interview comments generally substantiated concerns about system
bureaucracy and complexity, regardless of the type of system. Individuals in

Catholic and Protestant separate systems perceived that system variables (i.e.,
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policies, leadership, and tendency to maintain the status quo) were substantially
more importarit constraints. There could be a more traditional orientation in
systems where other factors--such as religion--dictate policies.

In relation to the type of community in which the school is located, there
were two noteworthy relationships; principals in small, urban settings viewed the
composition of the staff and tendency of the system to maintain the status quo as
more substantial constraints than did individuals in other types of systems. Staif
members in these schools often reside in the local community and are reluctant to
implement new strategies or transfer to alternate locations. However, respondents
in large, urban communities proposed that ineffective system leadership was
substantially more important as a constraint. Interviewees in these communities
indicated that system leaders often impose too many changes too quickly.

Principals in average-sized schools (i.e., 300-499 students) regarded staff
composition and lack of staff turnover as substantially more important variables
than did other principals; schools of this size often have a stable student
population which necessitates few staff changes. They also perceived that the lack
of professional development funds and overemphasis on technology were more
important constraints. This latter factor may be related to concerns about
understanding technology because additional training could reinforce the
importance of this program at the junior high level. Interviewees reiterated these
concerns about staffing since several were at average-sized schools. Individuals in
small schools considered the stage in the life cycle of the school to be a

substantially more important constraint to school effectiveness than did principals
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in larger schools because small schools are usually located in older communities
with dwindling student populations and often have limited funding.
Leadership Effectiveness and School Effectiveness

Four major conclusions were obtained regarding constraints on leadership
effectiveness and school effectiveness:

1. Inadequate financial support from local and provincial sources was a
major constraint on both leadership and school effectiveness.

2. Time constraints for such tasks as dealing with problem students or
supervising staff were considered to be very important constraints on leadership
effectiveness.

3. Ineffective provincial leadership was considered to be a very important
constraint on school effectiveness.

4. A direct relationship exists between the effectiveness of the school
leader and that of the school itself.

These conclusions were supported by information derived from the analyses of
questionnaire and interview data.

Funding constraints tended to impede principals in this study from
activating plans for successful goal attainment in their schools and from enhancing
their personal performance as leaders. Many individuals attempted to overcome
this barrier by acquiring financial support and services from external sources and
community agencies. Funding reductions will probably continue for the next few
years so principals will need to be creative in their resolution of this constraint.

Regarding this conclusion, there was little previous research which substantiated
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the importance of this factor with the exception of projects conducted by
Highett (1989), Harrison (1987), and Pellicer et al. (1988) whose findings
supported the connection between principal and school effectiveness in relation to
funding constraints.

Many of the constraints on principal effectiveness focussed on time-
management issues; excessive amounts of time were required to deal with student
misbehavior, staff supervision, and central office administrative duties. Working
with problem adolescents presented a critical time constraint for respondents,
which is logical in relation to the characteristics of the adolescent population and
current societal issues. Junior high schools have evolved Sver the past few
decades in response to the unique characteristics of adolescents which necessitate
extensive amounts of time from principals if school and societal goals are to be
attained. Once again, principals worked with staff members to design a host of
successful strategies aimed at improving student behavior and preventing excessive
time spent dealing with problem students including attendance programs, advisor
sessions, and reinforcement schemes for positive behavior. The significance of
time constraints on leadership effectiveness was acknowledged by a number of
previous studies, such as those reported by Kouzes and Posner (1990) and
McEvoy (1987) who identified productivity and efficiency as essential leadership
capabilities. Other researchers, including Valentine et al. (1981),

Mulhauser (1982), and Martin and Willower (1981), also proposed that time spent
handling problems with various stakeholder representatives created a major

constraint on the effectiveness of the leader.
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The importance of provincial leadership as a determinant of overall school
effectiveness is related to various regulations regarding integration of special
needs students, curricular testing requirements, approval of instructional
resources, and training and certification of staff. Leaders at the provincial level
affect all of these educational matters through their policy-making powers; hence,
they are perceived as being responsible for constraints of this nature. Principals
in this study said that they resolved this lack of effective provincial leadership by
devising school-based programs which focussed on the specific needs of their
students, the socioeconomic needs of their community, and the skill requirements
of their staff members. This third conclusion confirms the results of studies such
as those conducted by Renihan and Renihan (1984) and Murphy (1987) who
indicated that lack of skilled leadership at all levels of the organization could
result in reduced effectiveness. In addition, Harrison (1987) suggested that the
degree of bureaucratization could be an important constraint on school
effectiveness. In fact, Johnston and de Perez (1985), who conducted research on
junior high school evolution, recommended that effective leadership was primarily
based on a combination of the essential human, technical, and management skills.

Numerous previous studies acknowledged the strong relationship between
school effectiveness and leadership effectiveness (e.g., Cuban, 1984; Purkey and
Smith, 1983; and Sroypan, 1988). This relationship reinforces the extreme
importance of the principal in the overall success of school operation. Principals
in this study considered that their effectiveness as educational leaders was closely

associated with that of their schools. They believed their role was to serve as
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leaders for students, staff members, parents, district personnel, and community
representatives for the purpose of coordinating successful school operation and
goal attainment, rather than enhancement of their own careers.

Implications

Several key implications of this study are outlined in relation to theory and
research and practice. Furthermore, implications for potential future use and
verification of the theoretical framework are described.
Theory and Research

This study focussed specifically on junior high schools and provided
information regarding tiie perceptions of principals about constraints on
leadership effectiveness and school effectiveness. Further investigation could be
conducted to survey other individuals ot the junior high level, including teachers,
parents, central office personnel, and non-parent comirnenity vnembers. Similarly,
a longitudinal study designed to compare percepiinns gwer 2 iviviber of years
would be valuable, especially in relation to the coransione gbe .. tbe adequacy of
funding, the variety of changes in the socioeconomic aspesis of out eulture, and
the changing role of adolescents in society. Another notewsorthy =71 of
comparison could occur if similar studies were to be couductzi vith §+wic ¢ high
principals in other provinces of Canada. The effects of cuitiri. economic,
political, and social differences among provinees would furnish beneficial
comparisons and perhaps varied conclusions.

Furthermore, it may be worthwhile o imvestigate various grade

configurations in order to determine the mosi apprapriate organizational format
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for adolescents, increase the effectiveness of the junior hi_a setting, and reduce
the negative impact of constraining factors identified i ¢his study. Reproducing a
study of this nature in schools with grades K-9 or £ may yield beneficial
comparisons and data which could be used i <o’ :mine whether the change in
student age grouping would sufficiently chang» he perceptions of principals about
the relative impact of different constraints. In addition, it would be bene‘ficial to
expand this study to include elementary and senior high schools.

Practice

The knowledge gained from this study car be used to enhance the
effectiveness of junior high schools and their leaders because several of the
constraints inherent in this setting are identified and practical resolution strategies
are proposed. Principals can use their knowledge of constraints to identify
potential problem areas when designing school goals, action plans, and budget
proposals. Learning to be a reflective practitioner would enhance one’s
leadership skills which may reduce the negative impact of constraints.
Furthermore, conclusions from this research could form the foundation for
initiating change at the provincial level, as well as locally. Using the information
related to perceptions of junior high principals about funding, provincial
leadership, and staffing policies, Alberta Education representatives could identify
areas in need of review.

More specifically, the findings related to constraints created by inadequate
financial support and ineffective educational leadership at the provincial level

could be used, for example, as the stimulus for expanded inter-agency cooperation
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with such provincial departments as Family and Social Services, thereby increasing
the funds available to school systems. In addition, results of this study could
promote the involvement of private industry in the sponsorship of various
programs (e.g., work experience), which would also assist in resolving funding
constraints at the junior high level.

With regard to the constraining effect of student misbehavior, the
resolutions suggested by respondents were ideas that could be applied by
practitioncrs; these include development of school discipline policies, greater use
of school staff in resolving and preventing misbehavior, increased use of
community agencies, and establishment of more stringent district policies for
expulsion and suspension of students. Furthermore, restructured pre-service and
in-service programs may provide adequate training in constraint identification and
resolution for junior high principals. As Sizer (1989) cautioned, there is no
blueprint for the model junior high school; however, reflective analysis of current
practices could result in directives for reform.

The third most important constraint was found to be inadequate physical
facilities; once again there are a number of potential implications for related
action. This finding could indicate to provincial departments and local school
authorities that various school plants should be upgraded to meet current
standards or perhaps closed to avoid use of excess funds for renovation.
Economic constraints form a major barrier to facility renovation but some
redistribution of funds should be examined. To illustrate, funds currently used to

supply lawyers for young offenders could be allocated to schools for the upgrading
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of technology labs and provision of career and lifeskills programs which could
reduce criminal action by adolescents.

This study also concluded that lack of time for staff supervision was a
moderately important constraint on leadership effectiveness. Principals of junior
high schools could use this information to revise their staff supervision procedures
or could involve other school personnel (such as curriculum coordinators) in the
supervision process, thus reducing their time commitment. With regard to the
lack of staff mobility, it may be expedient for districts to adopt different policies
in order to facilitate staff mobility within the district, such as providing the option
of one-year exchange positions for staff who are reluctant to transfer or
establishing maximum time periods for tenure at a particular school setting.
Principals and district personnel could strongly encourage teachers to view
transferring schools or moving to different divisions as a p.()sitive opportunity for
increased professional growth.

Furthermore, this study indicated that the amount of time required for
administrative tasks was a "moderately important" constraint on leadership
effectiveness, which could suggest the need for various modifications by central
office personnel and district political representatives. Reduction of requirements
for meetings, reports, and other central office duties could allow additional time
for school-related responsibilities. In addition, junior high principals may need to
adapt their leadership styles to allow more time for administrative duties or to
include methods of maximizing their efficiency when dealing with staff and

students. The application of a more proactive than reactive focus on goals couid
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prevent principals from being overwhelmed by organizational demands.

Several implications relate to constraints on school effectiveness in the
junior high setting. Similar conclusions to those noted earlier can be drawn in
relation to resolving the inadequacy of funding, which was also perceived to be
tile most important constraint on school effectiveness. The unique characteristics
of adolescents may necessitate additional grants at the junior high level to provide
support personnel, such as resident police resource oificers and community liaison
workers. It might also be important for principals to have a greater degree of
autonomy in the daily operation of their schools. Although most junior high
principals are currently trained in the secondary route, it could be advantageous
to have pre-service programs designed specifically for this level, thus allowing
potential administrators to acquire the essential training in time management,
student behavior improvement, and staff supervision « the junior high level.

Also, research could be conducted regarding the grade structure at the
junior high level to determine if it is the most beneficial form of organization.
The Edmonton Public School District and schools in Manitoba are moving to
separate K-8 and 9-12 grade groups as a potential remedy for some of the unique
constraints faced in current 7-9 settings and the expensive facility construction
costs. Resolving student behavior problems may be less constraining if the
student population had a wider age range.

Theoretical Framework
The questionnaire and interview analysis of this study supported the

appropriateness of the proposed theoretical framework (Figure 2.1). Principals
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used their "antecedents" (i.e., personal philosophy, values, knowledge, and system
philosophy) in conjunction with "theorics of practice” (i.e., perceptions of effective
leadership and school operation) as the background for action in their daily
"professional practice events." They were aware of the basic characteristics of
effective schools and effective leadership so they had a vision of how their school
should function for optimum benefit. They reflected on constraints (e.g.,
insufficient funding, and inappropriate leadership) as they interacted with
students, staff, parents, district representatives, and community members to
perform their role as a junior high principal. Individuals then decided upon
appropriate actions to resolve these constraints (e.g., behavior improvement
programs and fundraising ventures). Subsequently, they analyzed the
consequences of these decisions in relation to their original "intentions" (plus their
"antecedents” and "theories of knowledge"), thus developing skill in "reflective
practice" which allowed them to identify resolutions or changes required to deal
expediently with constraints and prevent further reduction of effectiveness. The
enhanced knowledge, values, abilities, and philosophy would then form the
"antecedents" for future "professional practice events." All elements of the
theoretical framework were shown to be valid for junior high principals in this
study so no revisions were deemed necessary. Specifically, the four categories of
constraints (i.e., organizational, individual, societal, and resources) were found to
accurately represent those that principals contended with on a daily basis in their
junior high settings; resources and societal issues related to student behavior

proved to be of greater importance than other types of constraints.
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In conclusion, this study highlighted the significance of identifying and
resolving constraints as part of the process of restructuring junior high schools and
the value of reflecting on daily leadership practice to enhance school and
leadership effectiveness. As Drucker (1992) pointed out, the need to provide
"information up" and to "walk outside" is a critical process for educational reform
and analysis of societal trends. The elements of the theoretical framework
provided a worthy point of reference for analysis of data from the literature
review and daily operation of principals in this study. Advanced knowledge of
poiential constraints on effectiveness in the junior high setting is beneficial in that
principals can incorporate resolution strategies into their action plans, thereby
reducing the negative impact of various factors on their leadership and overall
school effectiveness.

Conclusions and Personal Reflections

A great deal of research has been conducted on leadership and school
effectiveness in various school settings; hence, practitioners and theorists are
aware of the essential ingredients for success on both levels. However, full
implementation of strategies for leadership and school effectiveness has yet to be
accomplished due to the current constraints inherent in our junior high schools.
This study has highlighted the essence of these constraints and the merit of
constraint analysis in exploring school restructuring and leadership enhancement.

With regard to leadership effectiveness at the junior high level, funding and
time management were major constraints identified in this study, either at the

system level resulting from inadequate allocations and excessive bureaucratic
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requirements or at the school level caused by extensive amounts of time spent
with disruptive adolescents and supervision of marginal staff. Societal demands
and questionable provincial leadership have created constraints upon effective
junior high school operation at a time in history when the quality of education is
paramount if we are to remedy the current economic and social problems.
Several major constraints on school effectiveness have been identified
which typify our current societal malaise and are specifically related to education
for ad' lescents, including reduced funding for education, increased incidence of
disruptive adolescent behavior, and changing sociological patterns. Although the
value of adequate funding cannot be overstated, it is worthwhile to note the
importance of this factor in the minds of principals throughout the province, at a
time when many private and public organizations face financial uﬁcertainty.
Principals in this study attempted to reduce the effects of constraints by
involving staff in the design of school programs which address such concerns 25
student behavior, by initiating fund-raising ventures, by networking with external
organizations, and by incorporating federal or provincial funds for special
programs. Increased use of reflective practice should facilitate early identification
and resolution of constraints. Generally, constraints identified in this study were
issue-specific rather than pervasive or generic, which is an important distinction in
the identification and resolution process. It is essential that principals focus on
specific issues, but they also must never lose sight of the overall purposes and
goals. Junior high principals may also increase the decentralization of their role

by training other school staff members to deal with duties such as instructional
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supervision, student behavior management, and public relations. In addition, they
may involve parent and community agencies in lobbying for increased funding or
raising additional monies. Development of efficient time-managemént strategies
would be a potential focus for professional development sessions for junior high
principals. Allocating less time to student misbehavior would allow additional
time for developing interagency cooperation; however, it may also necessitate
stricter school and district student behavior policies. Junior high principals may
need to intensify their networking skills, political representation, and involvement
with district or provincial advisory committees in order to communicate concerns
about constraints. Based on Bredeson’s (1985) metaphors of the principal’s rule,
we are currently in the "survival stage" but we may need to move to the "vision
stage" because the negative impact of constraints has become increasingly evident.
School principals need to be dynamic, creative, and skilled in order to resolve
constraints. As Sagor (1992) and Mitchell and Tucker (1992) proposed, there is a
need for transformational leadership. It may be worthwhile to develop a more
extensive selection and principal training program which focusses on skills of
constraint identification and resolution.

Specific respondent characteristics appeared to be more related to
identification of constraints. With regard to constraints on principal effectiveness,
the number of years of experience as a principal in the school created substantial
differences in relation to the importance of various factors; individuals with more
experience viewed constraints in quite a different manner than did those with

minimal experience. Further, the number of years the school had been in
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operation was associated with major differences; principals of schools in operation
for fewer years found different factors to be important than did individuals in
schools that had been in operation for a longer period of time. These facts could
provide implications for placement and promotion policies for leadership staff in
each district.

The type of school system also was an important determinant in identifying
different opinions; the greatest degree of disparity was noted between large public
systems and ¢ mall county or division systems because principals of public systems
viewed few f-:tors as serious constraints. Each type of system needs to address
different concerns and focus on those more appropriate to their needs. Similarly,
the size of the school created disparities in that small school principals faced a
number of constraints unlike those with a large student population. This could
influence district policies regarding school consolidation and design.

With regard to school effectiveness, four characteristics highlighted major
differences in responses. As noted previously, a large number of differences were
obtained between responses of principals in schools in public districts and
divisions. Furthermore, principals in older schools viewed more factors as
constraints than did those in newer schools, which could indicate the necessity of
different funding formulas or mutual support nztworks for principals. Perceptions
of individuals with a bachelor’s degree differed from those of respondents who
had more training; this suggests the need for varied in-service programs or
professional development opportunities. Similarly, principals with less experience

in the school viewed a larger number of factors as constraints than did those with
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more experience; a mentoring system, networking, and additional support from
system supervisors could resolve constraints of this nature and assist in easing
transition of principals to different schools. These comparisons highlight the
necessity for future research in this area.

In analyzing the significance of various characteristics and constraints, one
cannot rule out the necessity of determining the principal’s degree of control over
various personal and school characteristics, since it has a considerable effect on
the successful resolution of constraints and attainment of goals. Certain
characteristics--such as age of the school and number of years of administrative
experience--cannot be altered, while others--such as number of students and
amount of administrative training--can be. Similarly, certain constraints--such as
funding allocations and provincial testing requirements--are not within the
principals’ span of control, whereas other constraints--such as time spent with
problem students and staff composition--can be altered with appropriate actions.
As part of reflective practice, junior high principals should assess the degree of
contro! they have over variou: aspects of their role and school operation in order
to direct their efforts toward the aspects over which they have the greatest degree
of control. This process would likely enhance the effectiveness of both schools
and principals. Some perceived constraints should more appropriately be viewed
as "challenges," thereby removing the impression that constraints should always be
viewed negatively.

The focus of this study was the critical examination of the essence of

constraints on the contiruous growth in the effectiveness of junior high schools
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and their principals. The relationship between principal effectiveness and school
effectiveness is a gestalt phenomenon which highlights the synergistic elements of
the school setting in the promotion of positive change. Encouraging practitioners
and theorists to focus on the central issue of constraint identification, analysis, and
resolution is a significant key to productive junior high school renewal and
restructuring. This study should convince readers that far too little information
has been imparted regarding the necessity to triumph beyond one’s own
perceptions of constraints inherent in each situation. Functioning as a reflective
educator who critically analyzes and resolves these constraints has become a
requisite in our profession. When constraint identification and resolution
becomes the litmus test for leadership and school improvement, education at the

junior high level should be increasingly progressive and productive.
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire for Principals



QUESTIONNAIRE
(Please circle the number of the appropriate response.)

. Sexx 1. Female 2. Male
. Age: 1. 25 or younger S. 4145

2. 26-30 6. 46-50

3. 3135 7. 5155

4. 36-40 8. 56 or older
. For how many years have you served as a principal, including this school year?

1. 1year 6. 13-15

2. 23 7. 16-18

3. 46 8. 1921

4 79 9. 22-24

5. 10-12 10. 25 or morc

. For how many years have you served as principal of this school, including this
school year?

1. 1 year 6. 13-15

2. 23 7. 16-18

3. 46 8 1921

4. 79 9. 2224

5. 10-12 10. 25 or morc
. For how many years has this school been in operation, including this school ycar?

1.  1year 6. 13-15

2. 22 7. 16-18

3. 46 8. 1921

4, 79 9. 22-24

5. 10-12 10. 25 or more
. What is the highest qualification you have carned?

1. B.Ed. 3. Master’s Degree (In

2. Diploma 4. Doctoral Degree (In

(after B.Ed.)

. In which type of school system arc you currently serving as principal?

1. Public 4, County
2.  Catholic Separate 5. Division
».  Protestant Separate . Other:

. In which type of community is your school located?
1. Large urban

2.  Small u:in (or suburban)

3. Rural (county or municipality)

. How many students are enrolled in your school for the current term?

1. 199 or fewer 5. 500-599

2. 200-299 6. 600-699

3. 300-399 7. 700 or more
4. 400-499



237

2
10. Several factors are listed below which could be considered as constraints that prevent
PRINCIPALS from being as effective as they could be in an ideal situation. Please indicate the
extent o which cach factor has been a constraint to YOU IN YOUR ROLE AS PRINCIPAL.
(Circle the number which represents your response.)

®  Not at all a constraint (N)

®  Somewhat important constraint (S)

@  Moderately important constraint (M)

@  Very important constraint (V)

e  Highly important constraint (H)

CONSTRAINTS ON YOUR | CC
PRINCIPALSHIP |
FACTOR N § M V H
(a) Provincial requircments/regulations 0 1 2 3 4|17
(b) Policics of your school system 0 1 2 3 418
(c¢) Inadequate funding 0 1 2 3 4119
(d) Insufficient space 0 1 2 3 412
(c¢) Inadequatc physical facilities 0 1 2 3 4|21
() Lack of support from system supervisor 0 1 2 3 4|22
() Amount of time required for administration (management 6 1 2 3 41|23
tasks, details)

(h) Lack of flexibility in applying school system policies 0 1 2 3 41|24
(i) Lack of opportunity to sclect staff 0 1 2 3 4125
() Your tcaching load 0 1 2 3 4|2
(k) Ineffcctive communication from central office staff o 1 2 3 4|27

(1) Lack of time for plavning

(m) 1ack of time for admiristering student activitics
(n) Lack of time for your professional growth

(o) Time taken in dealing with preblem students
(p) Pressures from the community

(q) Lack of parental support

(r) Resistance to change by staff

(s) Too many students

() Too few students

(u) Lack of staff mobility

(v) Variations in teaching ability of certificated staft
(w) Variations in ability of support staff

(x) Lack of time for supervising staff

(y) Other (please specify below)

QOO OO OOO OO
I e N e el e
NN NIANNDNNDNDN
WW WL WWWWWWWwWwWw
N R N - Tk TR T N N L
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11. Several factors are listed below which could be considered as constraints which prevent
SCHOOLS from being as effective as they could be in an ideal situation. Plcasce indicate the
extent to which you consider that each factor has been a constraint in YQUR SCHOOL. (Circle
the number which represents your response.)

®  Not at all a constraint (N)
®  Somewhat important constraint (8)
®  Moderately important constraint (M)
©  Very important constraint (V)
@  Highly important constraint (H)
CONSTRAINTS ON YOUR | CC
SCHOOL |
FACTOR N S M VvV H |
|

(a) Size of your school system (district, division, county) 0 1 2 3 4 |4

(b) Complexity of your school system 0 1 2 3 4 |42

(c) Overall goals of your school system 0 1 2 3 4 |43

(d) Overall policies of your school system 0 1 2 3 4 |4

(e) Government legislation/regulations 0 1 2 3 4 | 45

(f) Role of educational organizations in society 0 1 2 3 4 |46

(g) Routineness of procedures (timetabling, testing requirements, 0 1 2 3 4 |47
legislation) |

(h) Degree of bureaucratization 0 1 2 3 | 48

(i) Composition of your staff (skill, knowlcdge, experience) 0 1 2 3 4 |49

(i) Stage in the life cycle of your school (start-up, cstablished, 1 2 3 | 50
declining) |

(k) Financial support provided by your system 0 1 2 3 4 |51

(I) Financial support provided by the province 0 1 2 3 4 |5

(m) Over-emphasis. on technology in school 0 1 2 3 4 |53

(n) Tendency of school system to maintain status quo 0 1 2 3 4 |54

(o) Ineffective lcadership within your school system 0 1 2 3 4 |Ss

(p) Ineffective educational leadership within the province 0 1 2 3 4 |56

(@) Your degree of control over budgetary matters 0 1 2 3 4 | 57

(r) Lack of staff turnover in your school 0 1 2 3 4 |58

(s) Too much staff turnover in your school 0 1 2 3 4 |5

(t) Existence of grade-level tests for curricular arcas 0 1 2 3 4 |60

(u) Lack of financial support for staff professional development 0 1 2 3 4 |61

(v) Amount of time per day spent on core subjects 0 1 2 3 4 |62

(w) Other (please specify below) |

I
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12. Please provide comments that you wish to make about any of the matters
addressed above.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.



APPENDIX B

Interview Schedule for Principals



6.

10.
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Name of School:
Name of Principal:
Sex: O Female 0O Male
Age: 1. 25 or younger 5. 41-45

2. 26-30 6. 46-50

3. 31-35 7. 51-55

4. 36-40 8. older than 55
For how many years have you scrved as a principal, including this school year?

1. 1 ycar 6. 13-15

2. 2-3 7. 16-18

3. 4-6 8§ 19-21

4. 7-9 9. 22-24

5. 10-12 10. 25 or more
For how many years have you served as a principal in this school, including this school year?

1. 1 year 6. 13-15

2. 2-3 7. 16-18

3. 4-6 8 19-21

4, 7-9 9. 22-24

5. 10-12 10. 25 or more
What is the highest qualification you have earned?

1. B. Ed.

2. Diploma (after B.Ed.)

3. Master’s Degree (In )

4. Doctoral Degree (In )

Which of the following categories describes the school system where you are currently serving
as principal?

Public Disizict

Catholic Separate District

Protestant Scparate District

County

Other (please specify):

nHEWN -

In which type of district is your school located?
1. Large urban
2. Small urban (or suburban)
3. Rural (county or municipality)

How many students are cnrolled in your school for the current term?

1. 199 or fewer 5. 500 - 599
2. 200 - 299 6. 600 - 699
3. 300- 399 7. 700 or more

4. 400 - 499



11. (a)
(b)
12. (a)
(b)

4}
=S
3]

What specific goals or priorities have you identified for the current year for your
school?

tJ

Why did you select these goals or prioritics?

What do you consider to be the most important criteria for judging the cffectivencss of
your school? (List in order of importance from #i to #iii with #i being of highest
importance.)

(@)

(i

(i)

Why do you consider these to be the most important?




243
3
13. (a) What do you consider to be the most important criteria for judging your effectiveness as

a school leader? (List in order of importance from #i to #iii with #i being of highest
importance.)

()

(i)

(iif)

(b)  Why did you identify these criteria?

14. (a) What constraints or barriers do you belicve you will need to overcome in order to
achicve thesc goals?

(b)  Why do you identify these as the most critical?
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15. (zy  What are the 3 most relevant strategics for reducing the impact of costraints upon the
effectiveness of your school? (List from #i to #iii in order or importance with #i being
of highest importance.)

()

1U) S

(iii)

(b)  Why did you identify these strategics?

16. (a) What arc the 3 most relevant strategics for reducing the impact of constraints upon your
effectiveness as the principal? (List in order of importance from #i to #iii with #i
being of highest importance.)

@)

(i)

(iii)

(b) Why did you select these stratcgies?
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17. Pleasc provide one illustration of a plan designed to achicve one cf your priorities, the related
constraints, and the outcomes?

18. What other comments do you have on this general topic?
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APPENDIX C

Cover Letter--Questionnaire
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RESPONSE FORM

Respondent Number _

Please check one of the following responses concerning the questionnaire on
constraints uifecting junior high principals and schools in Alberta.

] I have completed and mailed the questionnaire and response form.

[J I will not complete the questionnaire.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

Donna Smith
10711 - 48 Street
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B6

(Bus: 444-4946; Res: 468-0070)



10711 - 48 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B06.

January 19, 1992

Dear

I am writing to request your assistance in completing the enclosed brief
questionnaire for principals. The purpose of my study is to learn more about
principals’ perceptions of effectiveness in junior high schools in Alberta. The
questions relate to constraints upon (a) the effectiveness of your school and (b)
your own effectiveness as principal.

In addition to the questior:naire, I will interview a small number of principals in
order to obtain more detaiied information about issues related to constraints upon
effectiveness. The results of this study will be used for my doctoral dissertation. 1
have received ethics clearance and obtained the approval of my advisory
committee from the Department of Educational Administration at the University
of Alberta in Edmonton.

Please complete the questionnaire by February S, 1992 and return it in the
enclosed stamped envelope. Then complete and return the numbered sheet as a
separate mail item in the white envelope. This will indicate to me that you have
returned the questionnaire without knowing which questionnaire is yours, so all
responses will be anonymous.

A brief report of the results of my study will be provided to all respondents. If
you have any questions related to this questionnaire, please feel free to contact
me at school (444-4946) or home (4¢5-0070).

Your cooperation in this study is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Donna Smith,
(Principal, S. Bruce Smith School, Edmonton
and Doctoral Student, Department of Educational Administration)
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APPENDIX D

Cover Letter--Interview
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10711 - 48 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B6.

February 10, 1992

Mr.
Principal,
School.

Dear Mr.

Thank you for agreeing to be interviewed for my study of principals’ perceptions
related to school and leadership effectiveness. All responses will be treated as
strictly confidential and will allow for exploration of some of the findings from
the questionnaire distributed to all junior high principals in January, 1992.

I wish to confirm the following details related to our interview:

DATE: TIME:

As you know, I would like to spend time visiting the school after the interview as
well to become more aware of your school setting and to discuss matters of
mutual interest.

If you have any questions in this regard, please do not hesitate to contact me
(Bus: 444-4946; Res: 468-0070).

Sincerely,

Donna Smith,
(Principal, S. Bruce Smith School, Edmonton
and Doctoral Student, Department of Educational Administration)
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APPENDIX E

Follow-Up Letter--Questionnaire
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10711 - 48 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B6.

March 4, 1992

Mr.
Principal,
School.

Dear Mr.

Cn January 17, 1992, I mailed you a questionnaire concerning principals’
perceptions of constraints upon school and leadership effectiveness, together with
a stamped return envelope and a separate response form. I have not yet received
your response form to indicate that you have completed the questionnaire.

If you have not already done so, I would be very grateful if you would take a few
minutes to complete and forward the questionnaire. A high rate of return will
enhance the comprehensiveness of the research. It would also be helpful if you
would complete the enclosed response form and mail it separately.

Please inform me if you need another copy of the questionnaire and a return
envelope (Bus: 444-4946; Res: 468-0070).

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Donna Smith,
(Principal, S. Bruce Smith School, Edmonton
and Doctoral Student, Department of Educational Administration)
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APPENDIX F

Correspondence
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10711 - 48 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B6.

February 6, 1993

Canadian Education Association,
252 Bloor Street West,
Toronto, Ontario, MSS 1V5

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: Organization of Schools by Grade

I am currently conducting a research study of junior high schools in Alberta for
my doctoral program with the intent of examining constraints on effective
operation and leadership. I have restricted my focus to schools which have grades
7, 8, and 9; this includes the majority of junior high or middle schools in our
province.

As background for this research, I would like to provide an overview of the
organization of junior high or middle schools throughout Canada. For example, I
understand that Manitoba has reorganized schools to include programs from
Kindergarten to grade 8 in one site and programs from grades 9 to 12 in another
site.

I would appreciate receiving any recent information you have regarding
organization of schaols across Canada, the rationale for various formats, and
other pertinent infnrmation related to this topic. If you require further
clarification of this rcquest, please do not hesitate to contact me

(Bus: 403-444-4946; iics: 403-468-0070).

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Most sincerely yours,

Donna Smith, Principal,
S. Bruce Smith School.
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10711 - 48 Street,
Edmonton, Alberta, T6A 2B6.

February 6, 1993

Director of Research,
Department of Education,
Winnipeg, Manitoba, R3C 0V8.
To Whom It May Concern:

Re: Organization of Schools by Grade

I am currently conducting a research study of junior high schools in Alberta for
my doctoral program with the intent of examining constraints on effective
operation and leadership. I have restricted my focus to schools which have grades
7, 8, and 9; this includes the majority of junior high or middle schools in our
province.

As background for this research, I would like to provide an overview of the
organization of junior high schools in Canada. I understand that your province
has recently implemented plans for a reorganization of schools which would allow
for elementary schools which have programs for students in Kindergarten to grade
8 and high schools for students in grades 9 to 12. This effectively eliminates the
traditional "junior high" or "middle school."

I would appreciate receiving any recent research information you have regarding
this new organization of schools in your province, the rationale for this new
format, and any other pertinent information related to this topic. If you require
further clarification of this request, please do not hesitate to contact me

(Bus: 403-444-4946; Res: 468-0070).

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Most sincerely yours,

Donna Smith, Principal,
S. Bruce Smith School.



