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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study s to determine If there Is a difference between
principals’ effective leadership practice between high and inadequately
performing schools Educational policy in some states currently assumes a
connection and bases principals’ rewards or sanctions on student achievement
test results.

The Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) by Kouzes and Posner (1997)
was used to gather information on both principal perception and teacher rating of
effective leadership practice in the principalship The LP/ identifies five effective
leadership practices and provides a score In each of those practices based on
both principals Self- reports and Observer- ratings (teachers) The five
leadership practice areas defined by the LP/ are challenging the process,
inspinng a shared vision, enabling others to act, modeling the way, and
encouraging the heart.

The LPI was completed by both principals and teachers in schools from
both high and inadequately performing schools (in student achievement testing )
In this study, comparisons were made between (1) the two school performance
levels and principals, (2) the two schooi performance levels and teachers, (3)
between principals and teachers in high performing schools, and (4) between
principals and teachers in inadequately performing schools

No statistically significant relationship was found among principals’ Self-

report between school performance levels, however a significant correlation was



found among teachers’ Observer- ratings in the leadership practice, encouraging
the heart This finding was unexpected with respect to the fact that teachers in
inadequately performing schools rated their principals higher in this leadership
practice than did their counterparts in high performing schools

No statistical significance was found in comparing principals Self- reports

to teachers’ Observer- ratings in high performing schools, but a statistically

significant difference was found between principals and teachers in inadequately
performing schools with regard to the effective leadership practice, inspinng a
shared vision Similarly this finding 1s unexpected with respect to the fact that
teachers rated their principals higher than did principals in Inadequately
performing schools

The data supports the conclusion that there is little difference Iin
principals’ effective leadership practices between high performing or

inadequately performing schools as measured by student achievement test

scores Principals in both school performance levels are equally engaged In
effective leadership practices Further study i1s warranted regarding the many
factors impacting student achievement tests and the multiple dimensions of
effective leadership, If principals are to be professionally rewarded or sanctioned

based solely on student achievement tests results
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CHAPTER 1

PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP

. INTRODUCTION

Wolcott, author of Man in The Principal’s Office (1973), ponts out that it 1s
interesting to think about the school principalship as a “position peculiarly suited
as a link between the educational bureaucracy and the individual human lives of
a large number of children and adults” (page 320) He went on to point out that
principals enjoy the responsibility of playing a small part in so many lives, feeling
rewarded when either their position or their own unique personalities, enable
them to make a genuine and positive difference for others (Wolcott, 1973) The
reward principals feel, and the importance of their leadership in schools, remains
unchanged as America begins the year 2000

This importance was emphasized in 1983 with, A Nation at Risk, and
again, with the report, A Nation Prepared (1986), and significantly underscored
when principal leadership became linked to excelience in schools Leithwood,
Begley, and Cousins suggested in the mid-90s, as Wolcott did in the early 70s,
that schools will continue to need competent principals who can manage schools
while simultaneously leading them toward accomplishing their basic educational
purposes (Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins, 1994). Nevertheless, understanding
exactly what it 1s that school pnncnpa{!s do to make a positive difference In
creating excellent schools, especially those presently involved in reform and

restructuring initiatives, remained somewhat of a conundrum in the late 90s
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The leadership role of school principals today is shaped by a diverse set
of concerns and issues peculiar to public schooling (Beck and Murphy, 1993) A
proliferation of current books about the principalship illustrates this diversity and
the continuing search for a better understanding of the principal’'s role This

literature includes the following Understanding the Principalship, Metaphorical

Themes (Beck and Murphy, 1993), Reshaping the Principaiship (Murphy and

Louis, 1994); The Paradox of Leadership, Balancing Logic and Artistry in

Schools (Deal and Peterson, 1994), Developing Expert Leadership for Future

Schools (Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins, 1994), and Leadership for the

Schoolhouse (Sergiovanni, 1996) The publication of these books suggests that
we continue to explore the mystique surrounding the leadership role of the
school principal

Schools must have leaders who are honest, forward-looking, inspiring
and competent. Kouzes and Posner (1995) suggest that these traits are
“essential leadership prerequisites” (page 26) Collectively they give a leader
“source credibility,” which s pertinent to leadership in the fields of management,
medicine, politics, religion, and education (Kouzes and Posner, 1995, page 26)
Certainly, in schools we want principals who possess source credibility - - who
are trusted, who do what they say, who are personally excited and enthusiastic
about the direction schools are heading in, and who have the knowiedge and
skill necessary to lead (Kouzes and Posner, 1995)

The Leadership Practices Inventory, developed by Kouzes and Posner



(1997), 1s an instrument whereby effective leadership practices and behaviors

can be assessed The Leadership Challenge (1995) provides the theoretical

basis for this study and 1s the result of Kouzes’ and Posner’s leadership
research over 15 years The people studied /ead projects, managed
departments, started small businesses, and promoted community-based
campaigns Kouzes and Posner (1995) investigated both leader and follower
perspectives of effective leadership practice to determine if and how the
leadership perceptions between leaders and followers aligned themselves
From therr research, these authors developed a model of effective leadership
practices that provides a means by which effective leadership can be assessed
and ultimately improved

Kouzes’ and Posner’s theoretical model consists of five fundamental
leadership practices found in effective leaders regardless of the type of
organization, institution, or setting These five effective practices are described
by the authors as (1) challenging the process, (2) inspiring a shared vision,
(3) enabling others to act, (4) modeling the way, and (5) encouraging the heart

(See Table 1, Kouzes’ and Posner’s Leadership Model, page 5)

Il. PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOLS IN REFORM
The terms school reform and school restructuring are often used
interchangeably throughout educational literature Examples of these are

inttiatives involving school-based management, shared decision making,



TABLE 1, Kouzes' and Posner’s Leadership Model

Ten Commitments of Leadership

PRACTICES

COMMITMENTS

Challenge the Process

Search out challenging opportunities to change, grow,
innovate, and improve

2 Experniment, take nsks, and leam from the accompanying
mistakes.

Inspire a Shared Vision 3 Envision an uplifting and ennobling future

4 Enlist others in a common vision by appealing to their
values, interests, hopes and dreams

Enable others to Act 5 Foster collaboration by promoting cooperative goals and
building trust.

6 Strengthen people by giving power away, providing
choice, developing competence, assigning critical tasks,
and offering visible support.

Model the Way 7 Set the example by behaving in ways that are consistent
with shared values

8 | Achieve small wins that promote consistent progress and
build commitment

Encourage the Heart 9 Recognize individual contributions to the success of every
project

10 | Celebrate team accomplishments regularly

Source" The Leadership Challenge by James M Kouzes and Barry Z Posner, Copynght © 1995



parental choice, professionalization of teaching, and improving the marginal
student. Typically school reform initiatives seek to (1) accomplish the basic
purposes of school more efficiently, (2) replace school programs or structures,
(3) alter school practices, and (4) change the duties and responsibilities of
school personnel Regardless of the goals of school reform they add to the
complexity of the principalship because In essence principals are expected to
lead school reform Fullan (1991) points out, If school principals do not lead
change, change will not occur, “That is, improvement will not happen,” he
stresses that educational research on the leadership role of the principalship in
schools under reform is particularly needed (Fullan, 1991, page 169)

Fullan (1991) indicates that systematic research from school reform
efforts regarding (1) what the principal actually does, and (2) his or her
relationship to change, in reform initiatives, 1s only recently under investigation
(Fullan, 1991). Louis and Murphy reviewed school reform research and found
that (1) prescriptions have been developed regarding the ways the principal’s
leadership role Is shaped, but these prescriptions are not empirically based and
(2) longitudinal studies tracking the evolution of the work of the principal In

reform efforts 1s simply in short supply (Louis and Murphy, 1994)

lll. PROBLEM STATEMENT
Studies throughout the nation recognize the complexity and ambiguity

inherent in the leadership role of the principal in school reform efforts (Fullan,
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1991, Louis and Miles, 1990) This ambiguity I1s in part because the principal’s
leadership role 1Is embedded in subtie nuances, context-specific school
processes and shared understandings that for the most part are implied or
assumed In |labels such as transactional leadership, transformational leadership
and, more recently, moral leadership or leader of community These terms lack
clear articulation, description and definition and are as inadequate, as was the
“hst logic” descriptions of principal leadership that Roland Barth spoke of from
earlier school reform periods (Leithwood, Begley, and Cousins, 1995)

In spite of this longstanding lack of clarity regarding principal leadership,
some states have moved to establish legislative policies that link success in the
principalship to achievement test scores in schools Furthermore, states have
implemented state mandates that call for the dismissal of principals If their
school’s achievement test scores are inadequate Such state education policies
rest on iIncomplete hypotheses given the multiple factors that research tell us
contribute to students’ achievement test scores

Intuitively, we feel that effective leadership practices by school principals
should contribute to good student achievement test results However, our
knowledge of the specific connections between principal leadership and
achievement test scores Is only recently emerging, no conclusive empirical
evidence exists that shows a relationship between student achievement test
scores and principals’ leadership practices, although principals In various states

are being sanctioned and even dismissed because of their students’ test scores



North Carolina schools are under reform mandates and present an opportunity
to investigate effective leadership practice as principals push to reform schools

and improve student achievement test scores

IV. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study I1s to determine If there 1s a difference between
principals effective leadership between high and inadequately performing
schools North Carolina elementary public schools have been engaged in
statewide school reform and the current policy assumes a link between

achievement test results and leadership performance

V. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
To study effective leadership practices among school principals, this
study collected data from schools i1dentified by the North Carolina ABCs model

as high performing schools and compared the leadership practices of their

principals to the leadership practices of principals in inadequately performing

schools The following questions were addressed In this study-

1. How do the LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self) in high performing schools
compare to the LPI scores of principals (LP/-Self) in schools that are
performing inadequately?

2 How do the LPI ratings of teachers (LPI-Observer), in high performing

schools compare to the LPI ratings of teachers (LP/-Observer) in schools



that are performing inadequately?

3 In high performing schools, how do the LP/ scores of principals (LP/-Self)
compare to the LP/ ratings of their teachers (LP/-Observer)?
4 In schools performing Inadequately, how do the LP/ scores of principals

(LPI-Self) compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LP/-Observer)?

VI. DEFINITION OF TERMS

NORTH CAROLINA ABCs ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL - North Carolina ABCs of Public

Education (Accountability, Basics and Control)

The ABCs model Is an innovative program aimed at making North
Carolina schools places where excellent teaching and learning take place The
ABCs model was developed by the North Carolina State Board of Education in
response to the 1995 North Carolina General Assembly mandate The North
Carolina ABC Accountability Model (1995) requires that schools focus on
continuous school improvement The ABCs model 1s an acronym for
Accountability, Basics and Control (North Carolina’s ABCs Accountability
model, i1s described in detail in Appendix A, North Carolina ABCs Accountability
Model, page 109 and Appendix B, North Carolina ABCs Accountability Model,
Elementary Level (K-8), page 115)

Accountability

North Carolina’s model holds individual schools rather than school systems

accountable for student progress A school’s achievements, or lack of



achievement, 1s compared to its own past record, not against other schools In

other districts or to a state average Schools measure a year's worth of growth
for a year’s worth of schooling The North Carolina ABCs model assessment
standards appear in Appendix C, North Carolina ABCs Model Assessment
Standards. page 118

Basics

North Carolina ABCs model emphasizes reading, wnifing, and mathematics and
tests these subjects in grades three, four, five, six, seven, and eight

Control

North Carolina has legislated that the day-to-day decisions in schools are to be
made by teachers, administrators, parents, and community leaders This allows
communtties to form school-based management teams to determine how best to
improve their school and their students’ performance

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR STUDENT GROWTH IN THE ABCs MODEL - Rather

than comparing different students over time, the ABCs model holds schools
accountable for the educational growth of groups of students over time For
example, instead of comparing one year's fifth graders to the next year's fifth
graders, the state monitors the performance of fifth graders compared to their
performance as fourth graders The state sets standards for academic growth
for a given amount of schooling, expecting at least a year’s worth of growth (as
measured by achievement tests) for a year’s worth of school

SCHOOL PERFORMANCE - For the purposes of this study, school performance
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will be based on the ABCs model's annual composite growth (gain) score for
each school

COMPOSITE GROWTH (GAIN) SCORE - The composite growth (gain) score

summarizes the gain of students in reading, writing and mathematics
achievement tests from one year to the next and 1s used to determine whether a
school meets its expected growth (gain) This score is a value-added score
measuring student achievement from one year to the next, or a year’s progress
for a year's teaching (See Table 17, Sample North Carolina School’s End-of-
Grade Expected and Exemplary Growth Report in the ABCs Model, page 117)
If a school’s growth composite (gain) score is greater than or equal to 0, the
expected goal (gain) 1s met

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS - North Carolina public schools which have grade

spans beginning at the Kindergarten level and go no higher than eighth grade
Schools whose grade level groups are K-3, K-5, 6-8, or K-8 would be classified
elementary schools for the purposes of this study

THE LEADERSHIP PRACTICES INVENTORY (LPI) - The LPI provides

information about leadership behavior It does not measure 1Q, personality,
style, or general management skills 1t is designed to be used by multiple raters
(leaders and their observers) who can provide feedback on the five effective
leadership practices The people selected as observers in the LP/ must be
those who directly observe the leader Kouzes and Poéner indicate there I1s no

universal right answer when it comes to ieadership but the more frequently the
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LPI’s leadership behaviors and practices are demonstrated, the more likely one
Is seen as an effective leader
PRINCIPAL - The chief administrative officer at the school site, employed by the
local school board as a North Carolina licensed principal The principal 1s
legally assigned as the individual responsible for leading the school and its
programs
TEACHER - An individual employed by the local school board, as a North
Carolina licensed teacher The teacher Is legally assigned to a specific school

site to teach and work with students and is the observer In this research

VIl. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
Under the North Carolina ABCs model, principals are judged as either
successful or not on the basis of their students’ achievement test results In
various states and specifically in North Carolina, legislation has made it possible

to suspend and/or remove principals whose schools have inadequate

achievement test results

Even though principals are being evaluated based on students’
achievement test results, we have not adequately researched the relationship
between leadership practices and student achievement test scores in high
performing and inadequately performing schools No one doubts the fact that
principals must strive to focus the efforts of all individuals within the schoolhouse

and influence the school community to strive willingly to do things correctly and



purposefully in accomplishing the goals of the school But the relationship

between such actions and student achievement test results has not been
established

Needless to say, North Carolina principals and teachers are in key
positions to assist with researching school leadership in an era of school reform
They can provide perceptual information and data relative to effective leadership
practices in the principalship and the effects of these practices on student
achievement test results Does a principal’s effective leadership practice
improve students’ achievement test scores?

Roland Barth (1990) suggests that principals and teachers possess
critical insights into principals’ leadership practice Barth states that teachers, in
particular, carry with them extraordinary insights about their work that 1s seldom
explicit for them, let alone accessible to others (Barth, 1990) This study will
contribute to a better understanding of effective leadership practices and
achievement test scores by including data from teachers’ perceptions of effective

leadership practices in their schools

Vill. ASSUMPTIONS

It 1Is assumed
1 Effective leadership practices are similar across professional boundaries
2 The LPI-Self and LPI-Other provides a valid score for assessing effective

<

leadership practice in public school principals
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3 The North Carolina ABCs Model growth composite (gain) score in each
school Is a reasonable measure of students’ annual academic
achievement and therefore identifies school performance categories

IX. DELIMITATIONS
This study is delimited by the following restricting factors in this study

These factors establish the boundaries of this research First, only two years of

North Carolina ABCs Accountability Model student achievement test data (1997

and 1998) was available on the state’s public elementary schools (The North

Carolina ABCs model was implemented statewide for the first time in 1997 In

elementary schools only) The composite growth scores (gain) from the ABCs

testing was used to identify the schools in 1997 and 1998 that were, for the

purposes of this study, categorized as high performing or inadequately

performing schools Second, for principals’ leadership and student achievement
scores to be studied for comparison, this study required principals to have
served Iin their respective schools a minimum of three consecutive years (The
North Carolina ABCs model expected student growth standards are calculated

based on three years of testing data for each school)

X. LIMITATIONS
There are several imitations that are shortcomings in this study These

himitations need explanation to better define this study First, it 1s assumed that
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principals and teachers responded conscientiously to the LP/ survey instrument,
as data for this research 1s dependent upon principal and teacher self-report
rather than researcher observation Secondly, principals were highly ethical in
carrying out the procedures of this survey, at their school site Thirdly, teachers
were not intimidated by the survey processes In assessing their principal’s

leadership practices

Xl. ORGANIZATION OF STUDY

Chapter 1 includes (a) Introduction, (b) Principal Leadership and School
Reform, (c) Problem Statement, (d) Purpose of the Study, (e) Research
Questions, (f) Definition of Terms, (g) Significance of the Study, (h) Assumptions
(1) Delimitations, (j) Limitations, and (k) Organization of the study Chapter 2
presents a Review of the Literature and looks at the Role Evolution of the
principalship specifically focusing on leadership. Chapter 3 encompasses the
research design and methodology of this study The findings are presented In
Chapter 4, and Chapter 5 contains the summary, conclusions, discussion and

recommendations for further study
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

. INTRODUCTION

A host of leadership studies ranging across a number of disciplines gnd
spanning the past three decades has produced some 350 definitions of
leadership (Kouzes and Posner, 1987) School leadership has been studied and
Is equally as elusive With the publication of A Nation at Risk (1983) and other
reports during the years of the “excellence movement”, the importance of school
site leadership and the need for strong, effective principals was accentuated
(Drake and Roe,1996)

Principals have been viewed as administrators, program managers,
transactional leaders, instructional leaders, transformational leaders, and most
currently as builders of learning-communities As America begins the year
2000, school principals remain 1n a role characterized by contradictory demands
School principals are
1 Expected to transform, restructure, and redefine schools while,

simultaneously, they are expected to maintain stability,

2 Asked to clarify roles and responsibilities at a time when society 1s
constantly changing,

3 Asked to deal with demographic changes in American society some of



which bring unexpected crises, intractable problems, and unparalleled
opportunities,
4 Live with a role that 1s an extremely malleable one, shaped by a diverse
set of concerns and events (Louis and Murphy, 1994)
In the face of this diversity, there is also an expectation that school principals
need to lead in such a manner that (1) creates meaning for everyone within the
school house and (2) influences the school community to strive willingly to do
things correctly and purposefully (Sergiovanni, 1994) School leaders then,
have responsibility for a school’s effectiveness, and this responsibility does not

dimmish as a result of school reform (Sergiovanni, 1994).

ll. EVOLUTION OF THE SCHOOL PRINCIPALSHIP

The 1960s saw increased federal intervention in local school policy as
teachers and principals were viewed as having little effect on student
achievement School policymakers during this time were outside the school
house and principals were seen as merely change agents assisting to manage
imported programs, often federally sponsored and directed. These programs
targeted special student populations (compensatory programs, bilingual
education, education for the handicapped, federal entitiements), and curricular
innovations (math and science and each implicitly oriented toward improving
schools) Principals were needed who could somehow “stay the course In

stormy seas”, deal with antagonistic groups, and ultimately balance educational
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forces (Schiecty, 1990, page 1561) Principals were primarily program managers
during this time and often managers of programs that evolved outside the
schoolhouse See Table 2, Historical Review of the Public School Pnncipalship,
page 18

In 1979, Ron Edmonds’ research indicated that strong administrative
leadership was characteristic of instructionally effective schools and the role of
the principal began to shift from managerial to instructional leadership
(Hallinger, 1992) Edmonds’ (1979) conclusions gave impetus to calls for
principals to engage actively in the school’s instructional program and focus staff
attention on student outcomes High expectations for teachers and students,
close supervision of classroom instruction, coordination of the school’s
curriculum, and close monitoring of student progress defined the principal’s role
as instructional leader

Reports such as A Nation At Risk in 1982 and A Nation Prepared,
Teachers for the 21°* Century in 1986, contributed to a changing school
principaiship paradigm. Effective schools research suggested “a strong
administrative presence, an active style, or some other trait demonstrating
leadership” (Cuban, 1984, page 145) This recipe-like prescription
for principals was offered but it 1s noted that the research for this prescription
was based on personal experience, case study, and theories drawn from
organizations other than schools, and on experts’ perceptions of what school

leaders should do (Cuban, 1984)



Table 2, Historical Review of the Public School Principaiship

The top-down decision
maker

Decisions were handed
down from him or her

A manager of federally
sponsored programs
designed to assist special
populations A period of
curriculum innovation

Inherently managenal role
emphastzing Instructional
leadership rather than manager

Attempts to reform principalship
to be compatible with effective
schools research

Administrator Program Manager | Effective Schools | Restructured Schools |
1920 1960-————1966 1980—1983—-1987 1990 —~—e1997
Administrator of the Manager of Programs Instructional Leader Transformational Leader
Organization
Principalship Principalship Principalship Principalship

Compatibility of instructional
leader

with site-based
management inttiatives

Instructional leadership
concepts insufficient

Principal Metaphor
Commander, Controller,
or Scientific Manager

Pnncipal Metaphor
Bureaucrat, protector of the
bureaucracy, user of
sclentific strategies,
accountable leader,
inhabitant of Role in Conflict

Principal Metaphor
Community leader, impacted of
meaning, facilitator of positive
relationships, juggler of muttiple
roles

Principal Metaphor
Designer and Artist

Focus of Change:
Consolidate schools

Occasional calls for
pnincipal to teach

The profession emulated
corporate management

Maintenance of status
differences between

Focus of Change:
Improve the technical,
instructional activities of the
school

Close monitoring of teachers
work

Close monitonng of students
work

Focus of Change:
Build a shared vision

Improve communication

Develop a collaborative,
decision-making process

Find problems

Solve problems

Type A Management
(Ouchi)

workers Centralized control

Histonical Perspective Historical Perspective Historical Perspective

Coleman Report (1966) A Nation At Risk (1983) Pnneipal must now manage
the entire context of his/her

Effective Schools (1979 A Nation Prepared, Teachers local school (accountability

Edmunds) for the 21% Century (1986) and legitimateness)

Pnncipals Centers Evolved

Open enroliment,
decentralization, systemic
deregulation

Teachers
& find greater meaning in
their work

& have high level needs
met

& enhanced instructional
capactties

& capitalize on collective
capactties

& Type Z Management
(Ouchi)
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tasks principals chose to work on, the language they used, the discretion they
employed, the symbols they manipulated, the incentives they extended, and the
style and commitment they projected all masqueraded, beyond the grasp of the
effective schools researchers Leithwood (1992) suggested that the principal as
an instructional leader conveys a meaning that only partially encompasses the
practices now associated with effective school leadership Following the
effective schools studies in the mid 1980s, interest in the transformational
aspects of school leadership resurfaced

In the 20s the compatibility of instructional leader and site-based
management conflicted and fransformational leadership surfaced as the primary
expectation of the school principal The Carnegie Forum on Education and the
Economy (1986) suggested changes were needed in school structure,
professional roles, and goals of American public education Reformers during
this period recommended (1) the decentralization of authority over curricular and
instructional decisions from the district to the school-site level, (2) an expansion
of roles for teachers and parents, and (3) an increased emphasis on complex
instruction and active learning (Hallinger, 1992) As a transformational leader
the principal was viewed as the head learner, value holder, and chief role-model,
a facilitator, enhancing the connections between school and sources of
knowledge and the environment Transformational principals during this period,
informally communicated through networks within the district while skillfully

handling the rnituals and traditions of the school
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During this period a more dynamic process of teacher decision-making
surfaced in Smylie and Conyers’ (1990) work, that described teaching as
requiring considerable autonomy, rather than strings of routinized tasks, or
prescribed and standardized practices Teachers came to be viewed as
important sources of expertise with leadership expanding to include them,
Sergiovanni (1990) suggested during this period that “principals ought to be
leaders of leaders people who develop the instructional leadership in their

teachers” (page 30).

lll. EVOLUTION OF THE LEADERSHIP ROLE IN THE PRINCIPALSHIP

In the corporate sector, James MacGregor Burns described
transformational leadership as leadership that utilizes man’s natural need for
meaning and purpose, ulttmately creating within an organization a follower ship
whose goal Is to support the organization Such a goal s far different from the
traditional superior/subordinate or financial recompense goal from an earlier
organizational management time (Burns, 1978) Warren Bennis recognized
transformational leadership and used the metaphor “social architect’ in his
description, Selznick and Barnard recognized transformational leadership and
wrote about It as a concept in the early 1950s (cited in Peters and Waterman,
1982).

Philip Selznick described transformational leadership as causing others to

become so attached to an organization that the organization itself became a
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valued source of personal satisfaction Selznick saw this as moral leadership, in
that the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration for all involved is raised
(cited In Peters and Waterman, 1982) Bass (1985) points out that
transformational leaders are developers of people, In essence team builders

Current theories indicate that successful school principals must be
individuals who can make decisions collaboratively and manage the entire
context of the local school, including shouldering responsibility for its
accountability, legitimateness, and school-level decision-making (Hallinger,
1992) In light of these more recent job demands principals must be able to
generate a shared vision of what their schools might be, cultivate a team spirit,
build trust and emotional bonding, all while simultaneously sharing the decision-
making within the school Principals must build a learning community and to
achieve these job demands, principals must not only possess considerable
leadership skill and expertise, but be capable of employing effective leadership
practices and behaviors that (1) involve all personnel enthusiastically in the work
and the mission of the school, (2) engage each participant's hope and
imagination, thus connecting school goais with internal motivators, while
simultaneously, (3) energizing and positively harnessing a wide variety of
emotional resources embodied 1n all local schools participants.

In the corporate sector, leadership expectations have also changed
Kouzes and Posner (1987) state that we expect leaders who are honest,

competent, forward-looking and inspiring, leaders who are credible and have a
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clear sense of direction These new demands indicate a change in the
leadership paradigm across organizational and institutional settings In school
leadership, some feel that transformational leadership 1s needed School
principals ought to possess “compelling ideas” and a quality of high personal
character and ethical standards

Sergiovanni (1994) succinctly summarizes the expectations others have
of the school-site leader, indicating that principals must first and foremost be out
front, the flag-bearer, yet simultaneously work behind the scenes promoting
collegial relations and unity within the school Sergiovanni (1994) suggests that
If we are to rewrite the script to enable good schools to flourish, we must build
community as a part of any school improvement effort “Improving teaching,
developing sensible curriculum, creating new forms of governance, providing
more authentic assessment, empowering teachers and parents, increasing
professionalism - it must rest on a foundation of community building”
(Sergiovanni, 1994, page xi)

Owen (1995) supports this notion indicating that schools are unique
simply because of their mission to be institutions that enhance both the personal
and educational growth of children and because of this uniqueness must have
ways of thinking, styles of leadership and administrative practices that are
especially suited to them

“Community 1s the tie that binds students and teachers together in

special ways, to something more significant than themselves
shared values and ideals It Iifts both teachers and students to
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higher levels of self-understanding, commitment, and performance-
beyond the reaches of the shortcomings and difficulties they face
In their everyday lives Community can help teachers and students
be transformed from a collection of “I” to a collective “we”, thus
providing them with a unique and enduring sense of identity,
beionging, and place” (Sergiovanni, 1994, page, xi1)
The importance of the principalship to the success children experience in
schools today s of critical importance and it 1s apparent that new leadership
practices are emerging across organizational and institutional boundaries
Roemer, (1991) points out that we have seen report after report along
with a plethora of special commissions, such as Adler, 1982, Boyer, 1983,
Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession, 1986, The National Task
Force on Education for Economic Growth, 1983, Powell, Farrar, and Cohen,
1986, and Sizer, 1984 concerning school reform and student achievement
Longtime observers of American education say they have seen it all before with
the 1980s simply a replay of the 1950s (Beck and Newman, 1990, ) In both
decades the public became convinced that public education had gone soft and
insisted that schools get back to the basics Since the 1970s, American has
engaged In a far-reaching debate about the purposes, organization, and
performance of its schools What are schools supposed to do? Does
educational change help do it? What are the prospects for improvement?

These are difficult questions that continue into the 21% century The question

for leadership within the school, How do we understand the nature of this work in
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terms of leading schools? remains largely unanswered today (Hoy and Miskel,
1996)

North Carolina has not been isolated from the debate over leadership in
public education Over the last two decades North Carolina has experienced a
continuing series of legisiative and policy nitiatives directed toward reforming
the state’s public education program and continuously improving the level of
student performance In the public school system Several of these reform
inthiatives target the principalship directly through the use of both professional
rewards and sanctions

School reform in North Carolina has evolved around three interrelated
strands one of which includes a school’s accountability for its students’
achievement These North Carolina reform strands are. (1) accountability
measures for schools and students, (2) program equity, making advanced
educational opportunities available to greater numbers of students, and (3)
standards defining student competence and academic performance (Office of
Educational Reform, 1996) Over this period of time, the questions regarding
North Carolina school improvement and student achievement have shifted
because many of the prescriptions and interventions for schoo! improvement and
accountability have produced disappointing results The reports surrounding
these school improvement failures are quick to point out that far too many of
these improvement initiatives were developed outside the school Goodlad

indicates school improvement cannot be done from above by well-meaning
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people who are far removed from the “smell of the chalk” (McCall, 1994)

Currently school people are taking more responsibility for their own
schools and decision making at the school-site holds the best promise for public
school improvement and accountability Determining whether or not student
achievement and subsequent school performance is related to principals’
effective leadership practice in North Carolina’s public schools will contribute to
a better understanding of the impact of current state reform efforts, particularly
as they relate to rewarding and sanctioning North Carolina principals

Effective schools research of the 1980s, suggests that principals play an
important role in student achievement and that the school principal 1s a key
factor in an effective school (Brookover and Lezotte, 1979) This body of
research led to an emphasis on the principal’s instructional leadership role As a
proponent of instructional improvement, the principal becomes a factor in
improving student’s academic achievement As a result of this proposition,
studies began to be focused on student achievement and any possible
connection to the leadership role of the principal

Andrews and Soder (1987) found In thelr research regarding these
connections that a great number of students In schools with strong principals
had scored significantly higher in reading and mathematics than did students in

schools with weak principals  Strong principals and weak principals in Andrews

and Soder’s (1987) research were identified solely on the basis of schools with

high achievement test scores (strong principals) and low achievement test
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scores (weak principals) Andrews and Soder’'s research accommodated for the
socio-economic demographics found in schools and they emphasize that
students from lower socio-economic status seemed to benefit more from strong
leaders than did students from higher socio-economic status

The role of the principal quickly became the focus of politicians and policy
makers as a result of the effective schools research in the 1970s, and the school
reform efforts in the 1980s saw principals targeted as a key factor in instructional
improvement and student academic achievement Thus, the principal’s
responsibility for improving student achievement became a target of legislators
and the general public in some states The principalship soon became heavily
influenced by state legislation and educational policy, especially in North
Carolina

The North Carolina State Board of Education currently has the authority
to dismiss principals, teachers, assistant principals, directors and supervisors in
low-performing schools and the North Carolina State Board of Education can
assign an assistance team to low performing schools (ABCs Legislation
Highlights, 1996) The North Carolina State Board of Education, in schools
where student achievement test scores are inadequate, has legislative power to
1. suspend with pay a principal who has been assigned to a school for more

than two years prior to the school receiving low-performing status and
assign an assistance team to that school

2 suspend with pay a principal who has worked in such a school for no less
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than two years

dismiss a teacher, assistant principal, director or supervisor when the
State Board receives two consecutive evaluations that include written
findings and recommendations from an assistance team regarding that

person’s inadequate performance (ABCs Legislation Highlights, 1996)

The North Carolina State Board of Education has legislative power to offer the

following incentive awards in schools where student achievement test scores are

high performing

1

recognize and reward local educators and schools that exceed their
goals, the General Assembly has provided funding for monetary school
Incentive awards

schools achieving exemplary growth standards are eligible to receive
incentive awards averaging between $500 and $1,000 per staff member
teachers, principals, assistant principals, instructional support personnel
and teacher assistants assigned to a school with exemplary growth are ali
eligible to receive incentive awards” (ABCs Legislation Highlights, 1996)

Fullan (1991) states that school reform or educational change depends

entirely on what teachers do and think This includes student progress with

achievement test scores Roland Barth (1990) felt that the remedy for the 1ills of

our schools lies within teachers and principals, in their energy, commitment,

imagination, and potential Certainly, student achievement test scores relate

directly to this remedy as classrooms become effective for students when quality
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people are recruited to teaching, and when their workplace becomes organized,
stimulating, and rewarding (Conley, Bacharach, and Bauer, 1989) Fullan
(1990) supports this notion stating that educational change in any facet of school
life is highly complex, yet as simple as, “what teachers do and think”
Unfortunately, the conditions of teaching appear to have deteriorated over the
past two decades and reversing this trend should be at the heart of any serious
school improvement

It is well established In the corporate and service sectors that people work
hard in situations where colleagues listen well and take one another seriously,
where there 1s an expectation that everyone on the payroll can and must make a
difference In the overall life of the industry or the school (Barth, 1990)
Greenfield (1987) asserts that as principals go about the business of leading a
school the basic culture of the school is established and it s in the ethos of the
workplace that problems reside and where promising solutions for schools can
be found Principal leadership i1s key to this ethos but the question remains, /s it
valid to correlate a principal’s effectiveness as a leader, to the achievement test
scores of the students, as Is being done In North Carolina Greenfield (1987)
notes, “The moment of truth for the teaching profession comes when the alarm
rings at 6 30 am How does the teacher respond? Higher salaries, career
ladders, and certification requirements will have little influence upon the reaction
of the waking teacher Yet it Is the level of satisfaction that teachers experience

in their daily work life that, more than anything else, defines their level of



professionalism” (page 250)

The nature of the relationships among the adults who inhabit a school has
more to do with a school’s guality and character, with the accomplishments of its
puplis and the professionalism of its teachers, than any other factor The
success of a school depends upon interactions between teacher and teacher,
teacher and administrator, and all school people and parents Many people
agree that the school principal is in the best position to influence these
relationships, but 1s this effectiveness or ineffectiveness correlated to student

achievement test scores?

IV. ASSESSING LEADERSHIP PRACTICE AND BEHAVIOR

Kouzes and Posner believe that leadership 1s an observable, learnable
set of practices Their research looked at leadership as an interactive process
Both leader and follower perceptions are assessed In their studies, thus
producing a broad picture of leadership effectiveness Other writers such as
Warren Bennis in 1959, Ralph Stogdill in 1974, and Bennis and Nannus in 1985
agree that in the last fifty years of research on leadership theory two common
elements have been agreed on (1) leadership 1s a function of groups and not
individuals, and (2) leadership involves intentionally exercising influence on
others’ behaviors (cited in Owen, 1991) Kouzes and Posner (1995) found that
leadership behavior varied hittle from industry to industry or from profession to

profession, “Good leadership, it seems, is not only an understandable but also a
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universal process” (page xxi)

As a principal goes about the business of effectively leading a school,
his/her behavioral practices, habits, and routines of interaction establish the
parameters and expectations for a collaborative workplace In schools where
diverse expectations, political vulnerability, and the lack of a tangible product
make values, beliefs, and faith crucial in determining success, the development
of a positive school culture is critical Behind effective schools, like high-
performing businesses, there is a culture that encourages productivity, high
morale, confidence, and commitment (Deal, 1985)

John Gardner (1990) writes that leadership 1s not a mysterious activity
and describes leadership today, as an attempt to accompiish purpose through,
or even at times In spite of, large, intricately organized systems In their initial
research Kouzes and Posner asked leaders to describe fully (through a twelve
page, 39 item open-ended questionnaire, requiring approximately 1-2 hours to
complete) a leadership time when they achieved their own individual leadership
standard of excellence Kouzes and Posner asked leaders in this process such
questions as. Who inttiated the project? How were you prepared for the
experience? What special techniques and strategies did you use to get other
people involved in the project? How would you descnbe the character or feel of
the expernience? What did you learn about leadership from the experience

Kouzes and Posner (1995) point out that the leadership stories managers

told in these interviews did not resound of typical management textbook issues

é
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such as planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling They were
tales of dynamic change and bold action, they were stories of start-ups,
development of revolutionary new products, and posttive shifts in employee
morale Gardner (1990) points out that centralized authority, can no longer call
all the shots, rather, he states ” .individuals in all segments and at all levels
must be prepared to exercise leader-like-intiative and responsibility  * (page
Xi)

The Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes and Posner, 1995) was
developed through a combination of qualitative and quantitative research
methods and studies In-depth interviews and written case studies from people’s
personal-best leadership experiences generated the conceptual framework. The
leaders studied in the Leadership Practlbes Inventory research base, detailed
leadership events that involved leading organizations into new territory with
narratives descriptive of first-ime, radical departures from their organization’s

past The Leadership Challenge (1995) and Leadership Practices Inventory,

Second Edition (1997) was written to assist people improve their ability to lead
effectively The LPI assessment has relevance to any leadership role whether in
the private or public sector, an employee or a volunteer, on the front line or in
the senior echelons or whether a student or a parent

Kouzes’ and Posner’s research validates the premise that leadership
behavior varies little from industry to industry and from profession to profession

“Good leadership, it seems, Is not only an understandable but also a universal
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process” (page xxi) Richardson (1992) adapted Kouzes’ and Posner’s LP/ to
the educational setting and assessed 1, 225 teachers’ perceptions of effective
leadership 1n four states This research investigated teachers’ perceptions of
the most desirable characteristics of principals’ behaviors Findings indicated
that teachers’ rankings of their principals were similar to business employees’
rankings of their managers Honesty was the most desirable and necessary
characteristic for both principals and managers Other characteristics included
“forward-looking”, “inspiring”, “caring”, and “competent”

In completing the LPI, an individual and multiple observers can provide
feedback on a leader’s use of the five effective leadership practices Kouzes
and Posner found that when leaders were at their personal best, they would
1 Challenging the process - looking for opportunities to change the status

quo Leaders look for innovative ways to improve the organization and

they do so by experimenting and taking risks, accepting inevitable
disappointments as learning opportunities

2 Inspiring a shared vision - leaders passionately believe that they can
make a difference They create an ideal and unique image of what the
organization can become Through their magnetism and quiet
persuasion, leaders enlist others in their d‘rdeams They breathe life into
their visions and get people to see exciting possibilities for the future

3 Enabling others to act - Leaders foster collaboration and build spirited

teams Leaders understand that mutual respect is what sustains
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extraordinary efforts, they strive to create an atmosphere of trust and
human dignity They cause others to feel capable and powerful

4 Modeling the way - Leaders establish principles concerning the way
people should be treated and the way goals should be pursued They
create standards of excellence and set an example for others to follow

Leaders set interim goals so that small wins are possible as they work

toward larger objectives Leaders use signposts, unravel bureaucracy

and create opportunities for victory

5 Encouraging the heart - Leaders recognize contributions that individuals
make Members share the rewards of their efforts and leaders celebrate
accomplishments They help others to feel like heroes (Kouzes and

Posner, 1995)

The LPI was designed to be used by multiple-raters including individuals
who directly observe an individual as a leader There Is no universal right
answer when it comes to leadership but Kouzes’ and Posner’s research
consistently shows that the more frequently a leader demonstrates the behaviors

included in the LPI, the more likely they are to be seen as an effective leader

Good Instruments have sound psychometric properties of reliability and
validity The LPI s internally reliable, has test-retest reliability and the five
scales of the LP/, are generally independent (statistically orthogonal) Kouzes
and Posner (1995) indicate the Leadership Practices Inventory (1997) has both

face vahdity and predictive validity and can therefore be used to make
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predictions about leadership effectiveness

The LPI has (1) face validity and predictive validity, (2) its results make
sense, and (3) it 1s significantly correlated to various performance measures, it
can be used to make predictions about school principals’ leadership
effectiveness and 1s the instrument chosen to assess effective leadership
practice In this study (Kouzes and Posner, 1995) We feel intuttively that
leadership practice by school principals does contribute to good student
achievement test results but our knowledge of the specific connections is still
emerging even though principals are being rewarded and/or sanctioned in some
states This study seeks to investigate effective leadership practice in school
principals as they attempt to improve student achievement test scores and
thereby add to the body of research on principal leadership and achievement

test scores



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODS

. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

This study seeks to determine if there is a significant relationship between
the leadership practices of school principals and school achievement test
scores This relationship will be studied by comparing principals’ and teachers’
scores on the Leadership Practices Inventory (leadership behaviors) in high
performing and inadequately performing schools (school performance based on
achievement test scores)

Recent North Carolina iegislation links a school’s achievement tests to
principal’s leadership performance As stated earlier, this is a questionable
practice, but this study i1s designed to gather data about this assumed
relationship. This chapter explains how this study was designed; how the
population and school sample was selected for the research, the instrument that
was chosen to gather the data; the data collection procedures, and how the data

was treated or methods of analysis

li. DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This study utiized ex post facto research, the objective being to
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investigate the influence of the independent variable (effective leadership
practice) on the dependent variable (school performance on achievement
testing) The independent variable In this type of research 1s the characteristic
that a subject possesses prior to the beginning of the investigation, in this
instance, principal’s effective leadership practice The dependent variable In this
study I1s student achievement test performance (high performing or inadequately
performing) in the study An ex post factor research process i1s also sometimes
known as causal-comparative research Kerlinger (1973) described ex post
facto research succinctly
“Systematic empirical inquiry in which the scientist does not have direct
control of iIndependent variablies because their manifestations have
already occurred or because they are inherently not manipulable
Inferences about relations among variables are made, without direct
intervention, from concomitant variation of independent and dependent
variables” (page 379)
The focus in ex post facto research Is discovery Ex post facto research seeks
to establish the relationship among the variables under study and aims to
compare two groups, similar on all relevant characteristics except one, so that
the effects of that one characteristic can be measured Ex post facto research
can be viewed as a reverse approach to experimentation Instead of taking
groups that are equivalent and exposing them to different treatments, the ex post
facto study starts with groups that are different and tries to determine the

antecedents of these differences

Investigating effective leadership practice to determine its effect on
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student achievement test results required that high and inadequate school
performance to be defined and that effective leadership practice be identified
This researcher also had to determine appropriate cI:ntena for logically
comparing effective leadership practices (the independent variable) to school
achievement testing results (the dependent variable) This was accomplished by
using a survey Instrument appropnate for identifying effective leadership
practices, by selecting a sample population of principals from both high and
inadequate performing schools and by using a statistical method for determining
any significant correlations among leadership practice variables and school
performance as indicated by student achievement tests

North Carolina assesses annual school performance, based upon the
result of its annual student achievement testing program The state does not

make public the growth (gain) scores for each school annually, choosing instead

to publish each schools’ annual performance scores (See Appendix C, page
1156) Growth scores are a value-added score measured against each school’s
theoretical standard of one year’s expected growth Each schools’ annual
composite growth (gain) score Is based on a school's (1) previous performance,
(2) annual statewide average growth, and (3) a statistical adjustment (needed
whenever student test scores are compared from one year to the next) The
composite growth (gain) score reflects a year's worth of growth in students
(academically), for a year's worth of teaching or the value-added for a year’s

worth of teaching
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The composite growth (gain) score provides a representative picture of
each school’s overall performance regarding student gains with reading, writing,
and mathematics A school’s performance score, on the other hand, does not
indicate high growth or gain The ABCs performance scores are the weighted
average of students who score at or above grade level (Accountability Brief,
North Carolina State Board of Education, September 1996)

For the purposes of this study it was determined that (1) school
performance (the dependent variable) would be based on the ABCs model
annual composite growth (gain) score for each school, and that (2) a school
must have placed at the same achievement test performance level in the North
Carolina ABCs model for two years This criteria would increase the stability of
a school’s rank as a high performing school or an inadequately performing
school based on two years of achievement testing data

Additionally, principal leadership effectiveness could only be fairly
assessed If he/she had a minimum of three years in the principalship at the
specific school site This criterion assured admlnlstrétlve experience and
created a more stable connection between principal leadership (effectiveness)
and a school’s achievement test results The North Carolina ABCs model
achievement testing program was implemented statewide in 1997 The ABCs
connected achievement test scores and principal leadership (state rewards
and/or sanctions dependent upon achievement test scores), thus this reform

initiative in North Carolina provided an appropriate environment for studying the



relationship between principals’ leadership effectiveness and school

performance.

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction was asked to supply
for this study a ranked list of schools based on growth (gain) scores for both
1997 and 1998 This was the base list from which the first round of school-site
selection for the research sample was drawn Then, from this list, the specific
school sample was further refined based upon identifying those schools that met
the principal longevity criterion

The Leadership Practices Inventory (1997) was chosen as the most
appropriate instrument for assessing effective leadership practice in school
principals It is an instrument that 1s psychometrically sound and used
successfully across a multitude of employment domains, managerial and
professional The LP/ attends to both leader (principal) and follower (teacher)
perceptions of leadership on five effective leadership practices modeling the
way, enabling others to act, challenging the process, encouraging the heart, and
inspiring a shared vision The LPI utiizes the mean scores of observers for
comparison to the self score of the leader to assess perceptions of effective
leadership practices

Once the school sample was 1dentified, principals received a phone call
inviting them along with their school’s certified staff to participate in this study
Principals were given the option of asking teachers to (1) complete the

leadership inventory In a brief faculty meeting as a group or (2) complete the
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leadership inventory at their homes, and then return-ship surveys individually to
this researcher Because of the unique relationship between principal and
teacher, the second option provided an added measure of participant
confidentiality, that could serve to improve the response rate of participants, If
principals chose to use it The majonty of principals (65%) chose to complete
the research surveys in a faculty meeting

Once principals agreed to participate in the study, they were mailed the
research materials that were organized as follows [1] an LP/ cover letter to the
principal and a separate cover ietter for each teacher, [2] the LPI-Self document
for principals, [3] the LPI-Observer document for teachers, and [4] envelopes for
returning documents appropriate to the completion method the principal
selected

Data analysis was selected appropriate for determining whether or not
effective leadership practice on the part of the school principal varied between
high performing or inadequately performing schools The relationship was first
explored by setting up a t-test of differences for independent samples (drawn
independently from a population), the index used to find the significance of the
difference between the means of the two samples (principal to principal and
teacher to teacher in both performance levels, high and inadequate)

Next, the relationship between principal and his/her teachers’ ratings of
effective practice was explored by means of the t-test of differences for paired or

correlated samples (non-independent or correlated means) The measure to be
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analyzed by the non-independent t-test Is the difference between the paired

scores (principal to teachers in high and in iInadequately performing schools)

lll. POPULATION/SAMPLE
In North Carolina the current North Carolina School Accountability Model

(ABCs Model) defines and identiftes successful schools and successful

principals on the basis of each school’s achievement test score results (see
Appendix C, page 118) Principals are provided monetary rewards and financial
incentives, If their school successfully reaches its annual achievement testing
'goal On the other hand, principals face severe sanctions, up to and including
dismissal, If their school's achievement test scores are low (The ABCs of Public
Education 98 Background Packet, 1998)

From this vantage point, the population for this research study included
North Carolina principals in botﬁ high and inadequately performing K-8 schools,
success being defined on the basis of high composite growth (gain) scores in
the ABCs testing program Those schools achieving the top composite growth

scores were designated high performing schools for the purposes of this study

and those schools achieving the lowest composite growth scores were
designated inadequately performing schools The 1997 North Carolina ABCs
testing data showed 1,677, K-8 public schools with achievement test scores, In
1998 there were 1,632 schools

The ABCs testing results for North Carolina public schools is released to
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the public in terms of school performance scores (the percentage of students at

or above grade level on the North Carolina End-of-Grade tests) The North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction does not publish each school’s growth

composite score (the expected growth rate for that particular school based on

the school’s previous performance, statewide average growth and a statistical
adjustment that 1s needed whenever students’ test scores are compared from
one year to the next), nor would they provide this researcher this data needed
for this research.

The Testing and Accountability Division of the North Carolina Department

of Public Instruction would not reiease (1) a list of all North Carolina K-8 public

schools’ growth composite scores for 1997 and 1998, (2) a list of the top 200
schools in growth composite scores for 1997 and 1998, or (3) a list of the bottom
200 (inadequately performing) schools in growth composite scores for 1997 and
1998 This researcher could not secure through the state any school’s growth
composite scores for the purposes of this research After numerous phone calls
and conversations, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction did

agree to furnish an_alphabetical list of those schools that placed in the top 200

on composite growth (gain) scores and a list of those schools that placed in the
bottom 200 on composite growth (gain) scores for both 1997 and 1998 The
stage was then set for the tmplementation of this research project. This
researcher determined from the school lists that thirty-six (36), K-8 schools

appeared on both the 1997 and 1998 high performing lists, and forty-one (41),
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K-8 schools appeared on both 1997 and 1998 inadequately performing lists

Three years of student achievement test data from each school are used
to determine the expected growth rate for each particular school Other factors
used to compute the expected growth standard are the statewide average
growth, and a statistical adjustment needed when comparing students from one
year to the next The amount of growth is different for every school This
composite growth score determines whether or not the school was successful or
unsuccessful under the North Carolina ABCs model and principals and teachers
are rewarded or sanctioned |t must also be noted that each school competes
against its previous year’'s performance and as students perform on or near
grade level, exemplary gain (110%) becomes increasing difficult to attain

The three-year test data baseline also assisted in determining that
principal longevity was a needed criterion for this study because impacting a
school’s achievement test results would necessitate some degree of longevity by
the principal in a school Clearly, the greater principal longevity the greater the
possibility of effective leadership being related to achievement test scores
Additionally, other educational research utilizes a three-year time period, thus
three years of principal longevity became the second criterion for school sample
selection In this study Selecting school sites to be utilized in this study was
based upon (1) high or inadequate school performance on student achievement
test scores and (2) a minimum of three years principal longevity, at a school site

Table 3, Population Size, Statistics, and Returns, page 45, shows the number of

o
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schools meeting the second research criterion

Once the schools In the research sample were identified, a phone call
was made to the school or district office to verfy the name of the principal at
each school-site selected for the sample [n several instances the schools had
to be dropped from the population when it was discovered that principal turnover
had occurred This further decreased the sample size as indicated in Table 3,
The Study Population Size, Statistics, and Data Returns, page 45 for both
school performance levels Table 4, North Carolina K-8 Schools Qualifying for
this Principal Leadership Study, page 46, shows the total schools qualifying for

inclusion in the research sample of this study



Table 3, The Study Population Size, Statistics, and Data Returns

45

North Carolina K-

North Carolina

surveys

8 K-8
High Performing Inadequately
School Nos Performing
School Nos.
North Carolina Department of Public 200 200
Instruction Listing 1997 and 1998
No Schools that appeared on both the 36 41
1997 and 1998 NC DP! lists
No Schools with same principal 3 years - 27 16
Education Directory Listing
No Schools with same principal 3 years - 16 13
District Office/School Office
No Schools Agreeing To Participate 8 9
No Schools Declined Participation 8 4
No Schools Actually Participating by 7 6
Returning Both LP/ Surveys
No Schools with minimal LP/-Observer - 1
return and no LP/-Self Returned
No Schools who simply did not return any 1 2

North Carolina Education Directory 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997,1998
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Table 4, North Carolina K-8 Schools Qualifying for this Principal Leadership

Study
School Name Grd 1997 1998 Adm No. Of *P/DP/FP
Span Rank Rank Years Teachers
| 1 Ashley Chape! Elementary 46 LP LP 6 12 DP
2 Bnnson Memonal Elem K-5 HP HP 5 55 P
‘ 3 | Brassfield Elementary K-5 HP HP 6 42 DP
4 Buncombe Community 712 LP LP 3 18 P
5 C C Wnght Elementary K-5 HP HP 6 25 DP
6 Clyde Elementary K-S HP HP 6 32 P
7 Cordova Elementary K-6 HP HP 6 25 P
8 Draper Elementary PKS5 LP LP 5 28 FP
| 9 | Earl Bradsher Elementary PK-5 HP HP 6 31 DP
10 | Fred L Wilson Elementary K-5 HP HP 6 37 P
11 Forest Heights Elementary PK-5 LP LP 3 23 P
12 | Guideway Elementary K-8 LP LP 3 22 P
13 | Guy B Phillips Middle Sch 6-8 HP HP 6 61 P
14 | Harns Elementary K-5 LP LP 5 38 P
15 | lda B Ranking Elementary K-5 HP HP 6 35 DP
N 16 Jamesyville School K-8 LP LP 6 29 DP
17 | J H Gunn Elementary K-5 LP LP 3 34 FP
18 | Knotts Island Elementary K-6 HP HP 6 15 DP
19 | Manchester Elementary 1-5 LP LP 6 48 P
20 | Nantahala School K-12 HP HP 6 16 DP
21 | Park Road Elementary K-5 LP LP 3 25 FP
22 | Parkview Elementary PK-5 LP LP 5 29 DP
23 | Pnnceton School K-12 HP HP 6 76 P
24 | Rutherfordton Elementary K-5 HP HP 6 28 FP
25 | Scotts Creek Elementary K-8 LP LP 5 27 DP
26 | Silk Hope Elementary PK-8 HP HP 4 32 DP
27 | Tryon Elementary PK-5 HP HP 3 32 P
28 | West Rockingham Elem K-6 HP HP 6 27 DP
29 | Woodhill Elementary PK-5 LP LP 3 36 P
KEY HP - High Performing, LP = Low Performing (Inadequately Performing)

_P = Participated, _ DP = Declined to Participate,

FP. = Failed to Participate
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IV. INSTRUMENTATION

The Leadership Practices Inventory Second Edition (LP/) by Kouzes and
Posner (1995) i1s the instrument selected for this study This inventory was
developed through a combination of qualitative and quantitative research
methods and studies In-depth interviews and written case studies from people’s
personal-best leadership experiences generated the conceptual framework,
which consists of five key leadership practices (1) challenging the process, (2)
inspiring a shared vision, (3) enabling others to act, (4) modeling the way, and
(5) encouraging the heart The Leadership Practices Inventory provides scores
In these five practices

The LPI 1s based upon responses to the Personal-Best Leadership
Experience Questionnaire, this questionnaire Is twelve pages iong and consists
of 38 open ended questions Completing this questionnaire requires between
one to two hours of reflection and expression Kouzes and Posner have
completed this questionnaire with more than 2,500 individuals and another 5,000
individuals completed its shorter version Additionally, Kouzes and Posner
interviewed over 300 individuals who were managers from middle- to senior
levels In their organizations |

Kouzes and Posner along with selected others, familiar with their evolving
leadership model, wrote statements describing each of the various leadership
actions and behaviors Each statement was cast on a five-point Likert scale with

the higher value representing greater use of the behavior These statements
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were then modified, discarded or required lengthy discussions and repeated
feedback sessions with the respondents as well as select subject matter experts
Empirical analysis then occurred on various sets of the behaviorally based
statements Refinement of the LP/ continues today Kouzes and Posner have

amassed nearly 60,000 respondents to the LP/ currently

The LPI, Second Edition, 1s comprised of thirty statements, each of the
five leadership practices has six statements Both a self (leader) and observer
(follower) form of the LP/ has been developed Individuals who wish to enhance
their leadership skill typically first complete the LPI-Self and then ask five or six
people who are familiar with their behavior to complete the LPI-Observer
Typically the LPI-Observer is voluntary and anonymous, with the instruments
being returned directly to the researchers or seminar facilitators

The LPI typically takes approximately eight to ten minutes to complete
and can be self- or computer scored The LP/ asked respondents to respond on
a ten-point frequence scale, where No 1 indicates “almost never”’ to No 10
indicates “almost always”

Means and standard deviations for each LP/ scale are presented In
Table 5, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliability Indexes for the Leadership
Practices Inventory, page 49 Based upon Kouzes and Posner’s research,
enabling others to act I1s perceived by respondents and their constituents as the

leadership practice most frequently used This is followed by challenging the

process, modeling the way, and encouraging the heart Inspiring a shared vision
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Table 5, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliability Indexes for the Leadership
Practices Inventory

Leadership Practice Mean | Standard LPI LPI-Self LPI-Observer
Deviation | (N+43,899) | (N=6,651) (N=36,248)

Challenging the 22 38 417 81 71 82
Process
Inspiring a Shared 2048 490 87 81 88
Vision
Enabling Others to 23 89 437 85 75 86
Act
Modeling the Way 22.18 416 81 12 82
Encouraging the 21 89 522 91 85 92
Heart

The Leadership Challenge by Kouzes and Posner (1995)

Is perceived by both respondents and their constituents as the leadership

practice least frequently engaged in (Kouzes and Posner, 1995)

Kouzes and Posner report that internal reliabilities (Chronbach alphas) on
the LPI range between 81 and 91 with reliabilities for the LPI-Self (ranging
between 71 and 85) somewhat lower than those for the LPI-Observer (ranging
between 82 and 92) The internal reliability 1s substantial and reliable over time
as other studies have also supported (Kouzes and Posner, 1995) Scores for
the LPI have been relatively stable and not related to the demographic factors of
age, marital status, years of experience, and educational level This is also true
of organizational characteristics such as size, functional area, and line versus

staff positioning These research findings concemning the LP/, extend across a
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variety of nonbusiness settings, including school superintendents, principals and
administrators, health care administrators, female bank executives, personnel in
higher education, church pastors of large congregations, and family support
center directors The LPI/-Self and LPI-Observer 1s an appropriate instrument to
use for this study because i1t validly measures principal leadership practice A
version specifically for college students has also been developed.

The factor structure of the LP/ 1s stable and has remained similar to the
findings Kouzes and Posner reported in 1997 The factor structure is consistent
with the a priori conceptual model with other researchers reporting comparable
factor structures (Bauer, 1993, Herold, Fields, and Hyatt, 1993) Comparison
between male and female respondents has been analyzed across a variety of
organizations and professions Generally the Kouzes and Posner model has
not been significantly different between males and females on the LP/-Self
except that female managers report engaging in the leadership practice of
encouraging the heart significantly more often, than their male counterparts
Comparisons have been made between government and business respondents,
across functional disciplines (customer service, finance, information systems,
manufacturing, and marketing), and ethnic backgrounds with no significant
differences discovered.

Utilizing the responses from the LPI/-Observer, Kouzes and Posner
examined the relationship between leaders’ effectiveness and their leadership

practices (as measured by the LP/) in validating the instrument By only looking
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at the observer’s responses this was a relative independent assessment and
minimized the potential for self-report bilas Regression analysis was performed,
with [eader effectiveness as the dependent variable and the five leadership
practices as the independent variables The regression equation was highly
significant (F=318 88, p< 0001) The leadership practices explained over 55
percent (adjusted R = 756) of the variance around constituents’ assessments of
their managers’ effectiveness

A variety of other researches have utilized the LP/ In their dissertation
investigations of various leadership issues It has been used in dissertation
studies looking at (1) effectiveness and professional credibility in the high
school principalship at the University of Nebraska (Larson, 1992); (2) principals’
leadership behavior and school effectiveness in rural schools in Saskatchewan,
Canada (Brice, 1992), (3) at the ethical philosophy of middle school
administrators at the University of Minnesota (Noland, 1993), and, (4) principals’
leadership role In effective site-based managed elementary schools at the
University of Bridgeport (Aubrey, 1992) Kouzes and Posner (1995) indicate that
these independent research efforts with University dissertation programs further
substantiate the utility and robustness of the LP/ Correlations with other
sociological and psychological instruments from such studies further enhance
confidence that the LP/ measures what it Is purported to measure (Kouzes and
Posner, 1995)

“The Leadership Practices Inventory (1997) has sound
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psychometric properties Internal reliabilities for the five leadership

practices (as assessed by both Self and -Observer versions) are

very good and are consistent over time. The underlying factor

structure has been sustained across a variety of studies and

settings, and support continues to be generated for the

instrument’s predictive and concurrent validity For the most part,

findings are relatively consistent across people, genders, and

ethnic and cultural backgrounds, as well as across various

organizational characteristics (such as the functions the

organization employs, Its size, and its public- or private-sector

status)” (Kouzes and Posner, 1995, page 351).
A sample summary of the LP/ results 1s given in Table 6, The Leadership
Practices Inventory Scoring Summary Sample, page 53 This table
demonstrates how, the LP/ scores are summarized after they have been scored
for this study LPI practices are displayed in order of highest to lowest average
observer scores (column 3) so that the researcher can quickly determine the
areas that observers perceive to be strengths as well as areas that are
opportunities for leadership improvement

The scores in the “self-rating” column represent the sum of the principal’s
LPI-Self responses to the six statements about each of the five leadership
practices The score for each practice can range from a high of 60 to a low of 6
(column 2) The teacher (observer) feedback 1s not identified by teacher name
but I1s instead by assigned number For purposes of this study, feedback from

teachers will be identified 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and so on

Kouzes and Posner developed a detailed chart of LP/ Percentile



Table 6, The Leadership Practices Inventory Scoring Summary Sample*

©olamnsyt 3 5 16.i7 13819 11
erver Ratings
Effective Leadership s T — —
(Observers)
Modeling the way 506 H 51 | 50 | 50 | 50 | 51 51
Enabling others to act 47 3 L 43 | 47 | 50 | 50 | 52 44
Challenging the process 441 L 39 | 45 | 45 | 43 | 47 44
Encouraging the heart 440 L 46 | 39 | 44 | 42 | 46 45
Inspiring a shared vision 331 M 32 [ 32|33 |35 | 34 33

AVG

AGR

11-17 = Identification of all observers (teachers) (column 5-11)

Average of all LPI-Observer Forms, the averages practice by practice of all
observers' ratings Range from high of 60 to a low of 6 (column 3)

Degree of consistency between observer scores, with H=high, M=Moderate, and
L=Low degree of consistency or agreement (column 4).

11 = Teacher 1

12 = Teacher 2

13 = Teacher 3

14 = Teacher4 (etc)

*As taken from Figure 2 Sample Summary Page (Kouzes and Posner, 1997, page 10)

Rankings This was accomplished by ranking the five leadership practices of the

LPI based upon the percentage of people who score at or below a given number

in Kouzes and Posner’s database of more than 12,000 leaders and 60,000

observers since 1986  This ranking s determined by the percentage of people

who score at or below a given number If your score on “challenging” i1s at the

70" percentile this means that your score 1s higher than 70 percent of all the

people who have taken the LP/ You would place in the top 30 percent of this
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dimension. Kouzes’ and Posner’s study indicates that a high score is one at the
70" percentile or above, a low score Is a score at the 30" percentile or below A

score that falls between these ranges would be considered a moderate score

V. DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

The design and statistical analysis of this study was supported by the
Department of Educational Administration and Leadership at The University of
Tennessee prior to beginning this project The prospectus and approval from
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of The University of Tennessee was
obtained. The Leadership Practices Inventory (1997) was purchased from
Pfeiffer (Jossey Bass) and permission secured from James Kouzes and Barry
Posner at TPG/Learning Systems to utilize the Leadership Practices Inventory
(1997) in this study The instrument was piloted prior to formally inttiating this
research project to make certain that there were no fiaws in the duplicated
materials, cover letters, and return mailing directions

An introductory phone contact was made by the researcher to all
qualifying school principals to invite their participation and obtain their
commitment to this study Principals were asked to hold a faculty meeting for
the purpose of explaining this study and securing their teachers’ willingness to
participate Principals were also given the option of mailing this survey to their
teachers at hpme (Option 1), as opposed to having teachers complete it In a

faculty meeting, if they felt this option would increase the participation rate or



perhaps secure increased teacher participation

Principals who chose the home mailer method (Option 2), received their
research materials organized in the same fashion as those organized for the
faculty meeting The only two differences were that (1) principais needed to
insert a personal note (to include with the LPI materials for teachers) indicating
their support of this study, and (2) the packet included a stamped, addressed
envelope for teachers to individually mail the LPI-Observer directly back to the
researcher [f a principal chose the faculty meeting approach to completing the
LPI instruments (Option 1), the principal was asked to distribute to each teacher
a packet containing (1) an introductory letter, (2) the LPI-Observer, and (3) an
unmarked envelope for the completed LP/ survey to be placed in and sealed (for
confidentiality purposes)

Cover letters explaining the objective of this study were written to both
teachers and principals (Appendix D, Leadership Practices Inventory - Self, page
122, and Appendix E, Leadership Practices Inventory - Observer, page 127)
The cover letter asked for their assistance in obtaining information about
principals’ leadership practice in an era of public school reform in North
Carolina The LP/ inventories were duplicated based upon each participating
school’s teacher numbers and packaged as follows
A 1- LPI-Self with response sheet for the principal (Appendix D, Leadership

Practices Inventory - Self, page 122),

B the correct number of LPI-Observer and response sheets for his/her
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school’s teachers (Appendix E, Leadership Practices Inventory -
Observer, page 127),

C envelopes for mailing and/or return mailing (dependent upon principal’s
choice, and return bulk mailers
Schools were identified numerically in order to maintain identification of each
school’s achievement test performance level and to follow-up when there was a
poor response from a school All LP/ documents were numbered accordingly
and numeric codes assuring the confidentiality of each participant Matenals
were assembled and packets were mailed to each principal who agreed to
participate Principals who utilized the faculty meeting procedure had rapid turn
around on data return For schools that did not return data, additional phone
calls were made attempting to secure principals’ participation as well as second

and third letters ertten to principals whose materials were not returned

VI. DATA ANALYSIS
Comparison statistics utilizing the mean scores from both forms of the LP/
(Self- and -Observer) were utilized to compare effective leadership practices in
both high and inadequately performing schools There are a number of ways of
testing a null hypothesis (chance explanation), among the most widely used is
the t-test that determines If the relationship between the variables 1s due to some
real occurrence and is statistically significant, or if the relationship is simply a

result of chance or other factors The familiar meaning of the word significant 1s
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“iImportant” or “meaningful” but in statistics, this words means “less likely to be a
function of chance than some predetermined probability” (Ary, Jacobs, and
Rzazvieh, 1985)
The t-test analysis of independent samples was used in analyzing the

data in this study to answer the first research question, (1) How do the LPI

scores of principals (LPI-Self) in high performing schools compare to the
LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self) in schools that are performing
inadequately? This analysis sought to determine if there were significant
differences between the LPI-Self scores of principals in high performing schools
and those of principals in iInadequately performing schools Subsequently, the
same correlation statistic test was used to determine the second research
question, (2) How do the LPI scores of teachers (LPI-Observer) in high
performing schools compare to the LPI scores of teachers (LPI-Observer)
in schools that are performing inadequately?

For the third and fourth questions the t-tests for paired samples were
used to determine the significance of any relationship discovered between the
principals’ self-score and his/her teachers’ ratings within the same level of
school performance (high performing or inadequately performing). (3) /In high

performing schools, how do the LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self)

compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LPI-Observer)? This paired
samples analysis determined If the observed differences in any of the five

effective leadership practices (the independent variables) was significantly
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different between principals’ self-scores in both high and inadequately
performing schools (the dependent vanables) Analyzing these data would
reveal any unusual inconsistencies in the report of either the principals or the
teachers. (4) In schools performing inadequately how do the LPI scores of
Principals (LPI-Self) compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LPI-
Observer)? This paired samples analysis determined If the observed
differences In any of the five effective leadership practices (the independent
variables) was significantly different between teachers’ ratings between high or
inadequately performing schools.(the dependent variables)

An .05 level of significance was used in this study to determine the
significance of the relationship among the variables in both the t-test for
independent samples as well as the t-test for paired or correlated samples The
sample size in this study was small to begin with and did not iend it self to multi-
variate statistical techniques A Bonferroni Adjustment technique was
considered because of making comparisons on multiple vanables but was

deemed unnecessary In light of the findings
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to determine If a significant relationship
exists between principals’ leadership practice and student achievement test
scores Specifically, (by means of the Leadership Practices Inventory, 1997) this
study gathered data on principals’ in high performing and inadequately
performing schools School performance for this study was determined on the
North Carolina ABCs model achievement testing program

Il. FINDINGS

The findings of this study are the result of an analysis of (1) the LP/
scores of principals in high performing schools compared to the LP/ scores of
principals In schools that are inadequately performing, (2) the LP/ ratings of
teachers, in high performing schools compared to the LP/ ratings of teachers in
schools that are performing inadequately, (3) the LP/ scores of principals
compared to the LPI ratings of their teachers in high performing schools, and (4)
the LP! scores of principals compared to the LPI ratings of their teachers in
inadequately performing schools. Table 7, Subjects, Respondents, and
Response Rate by School Performance Levels, page 60, shows the actual raw
data Table 8, LP! Self- and Observer- Mean Scores by School Performance

Levels, page 61 shows the actual mean scores of all respondents in schools In
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Table 7, Subjects, Respondents, and Response Rate by School Performance

Levels

School Perfformance LPI-Self LPI-Self LPI-Observer | LPI-Observer

Levels No. No. No. No.
Distributed Returned Distributed Returned

High Performing K-8 8 [ 100% | 8 { 100% || 346 | 100% | 147 | 42%
Schools (N=7)
Inadequate Performing | 9 | 100% | 9 | 100% || 284 | 100% | 107 | 38%
K-8 Schools (N=6)
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Table 8, LPI Self- and Observer- Mean Scores by School Performance Levels

Effective Leadership High Performing Schools Inadequately Performing Schools
Practices (LPI)
Sch# Self-Scores LPITea Ratings Sch# Self-Scores LPITea Ratings
PRACTICE Challenging 7 46 44 10 46 48
the process
9 42 42 20 52 39
13 48 51 30 53 &5
18 55 33 40 50 53
20 44 56 1 50 58
23 49 47 16 37 38
24 53 50
PRACTICE 7 4 52 10 47 49
Inspiring a shared vision
9 41 44 20 51 54
13 46 52 30 52 57
19 48 32 40 46 54
37 42 1 55 56
20
23 47 50 16 35 41
24 45 42
PRACTICE 7 47 50 10 47 47
Enabling others to act
9 40 43 20 58 56
13 53 49 30 51 57
19 49 39 40 48 57
20 52 438 1" 56 56
23 51 54 16 45 42
24 52 33
PRACTICE 7 47 53 10 52 51
Modeling the way
9 54 50 20 59 56
13 52 55 30 55 §7
18 56 32 40 57 56
20 49 45 1" 57 54
23 53 53 16 41 43
24 55 53
PRACTICE 7 4 46 10 47 47
Encouraging the heart
9 33 40 20 60 56
13 53 50 30 57 57
19 49 35 40 52 57
20 43 43 1 58 56
23 55 56 16 46 45
24 51 46
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both performance levels The statistical findings are presented for each research
guestion as follows
Research Question No. 1: How do the LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self) in
high performing schools compare to the LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self) in
schools that are performing inadequately? (Table 9, Comparison of Mean
Self- Scores of Principals in High Performing and Inadequately Performing
Schools, page 63)

Because there were differences in the mean Self- scores of the principals
on the LP/ practices in both high and inadequately performing schools a
determination was necessary as to whether or not the principals’ Self- scores
between high and inadequately performing schools occurred from chance or was
an indication of significant difference The t-test of differences for independent
samples was the analysis used to determine the significance of the differences
observed The mathematical computations used to make this determination
were completed by computer (SPSS software program) The estimated
probability of the null hypothesis being rejected was set at 05 (p < 05)
t-values for the mean Self- scores ranged from -1.19 to 05 (from the computer
analysis ) And P-values ranged from a low of .25 (inspinng a shared vision) to
a high of 96 (challenging the process) None of the P-values found suggests a
significant difference at the 05 level, between any of the principals’ Self- score

means (on the five effective leadership practices) between high and
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TABLE 9, Comparison of Mean Self- Scores of Principals in High Performing and
inadequately Performing Schools

t-tests for Independent Samples

School Classification

. High Performing Inadequately t- P- Diff
Leadership Practice Schools Performing Schools
value | Vvalue
(Vanables)
Principal Pnncipal
LPI-Seif LPI-Seff
N=7 N=6
R M SD R M SD
Modeling the way 1] 5243 | 330 | 1 5350} 657 | -38 711 | No Diff
Enabling others to act 2| 4914 | 453 | 3 | 5083 | 519 | -.63 543 | No Diff
Challengingthe process |3 | 4814 | 467 | 4 | 4800 | 5.90 05 962 | No Diff
Encouraging the heart 4 4643 | 781 | 2 | 5233 | 766 | -1.37 198 | No Diff
Inspiring a shared vision {5 { 4400 | 383 | 5 | 4767 | 703 |-119 | .258 | No Diff

R=Rank M=Mean SD=Standard Deviation N=Number of Schools




64
inadequately performing schools
When comparing principals’ Self- scores in high performing schools to
inadequately performing schools, principals’ mean Self- scores indicated they

rated themselves in the moderate range (30-60 percent) on all five LP/ effective

leadership practices The highest mean Self- score in both high and
inadequately performing schools was modeling the way in high performing
schools (52 43) and In inadequately performing schools (63 50) The lowest
mean Self- score in high performing schools was inspiring a shared vision
(44 00) In inadequately performing schools the lowest mean Self- score was
also on inspiring a shared vision (47 67). Actual rank on highest mean to lowest
mean for both performance levels and the Standard Deviation 1s shown in Table
9, Comparison of Mean Self- Scores of Principals between High Performing
Schools and Inadequately Performing Schools, page 63

There were no statistically significant differences between the mean LP/-
Self scores reported by principals in high performing schools and those in

inadequately performing schools

Research Question No. 2: How do the LPI ratings of teachers (LPI-Observer),
in high performing schools compare to the LPI ratings of teachers
(LPI-Observer) in schools that are performing inadequately? (Table 10,
Comparison of Mean Scores of Teachers’ Ratings in High Performing and

Inadequately Performing Schools, page 65)
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TABLE 10, Comparison of Mean Scores of Teachers’ Ratings in High Performing
and Inadequately Performing Schools

t-tests for Independent Samples Results

School Classification
Leadership Practice High Performing Inadequately t p-
. igl e -
(Variables) Schools Performing Schools value | vatie Diff
Teacher Teacher
LPI-Observer LPI-Observer
N=6 N=7
R M sb R M sD

Modeling the way 1 4846 | 804 | 2 | 5277 | 541 | -111 | .290 | No Diff
Enabling others to act 3| 4537 | 708 3 | 5251 | 640 | -188 | 087 | No Diff
Challenging the process | 2 | 4610 | 750 | 5 | 4844 | 836 | -53 | 605 | No Diff
Encouraging the heart 4 | 4517 | 678 | 1 5321 | 574 |-229 | 043 | DIFF
Inspirng a shared vision | 5 | 4487 | 713 | 4 | 5196 | 613 | -190 | 084 | No Diff

R=Rank M=Mean SD=Standard Deviation N=Number of Schools
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Because there were differences in the mean scores between the teachers’
ratings (Observer-) of principals on the five leadership practices between high
performing schools (N=6) and inadequately performing schools (N=7) a
determination was necessary as to whether or not the difference was significant
or occurred from chance The t-test of differences for independent samples was
the analysis used to determine the significance of observed differences

A computer (SPSS software program) accomplished the mathematical
computations for this comparison of teachers’ ratings (Observer) on each of the
five leadership practices between high (N=6) and inadequately performing
schools (N=7) The estimated probability of the null hypothesis being rejected
was set at 05 ( p < 05) for this comparison utilizing the t-test of differences for
independent samples From the computer analysis, t-value ranges were -2 28
to - 53, P-values ranged from a low of 04 to 61 for teachers’ ratings of the five
effective leadership behaviors in high performing schools when compared to
teachers’ ratlnés In iInadequately performing schools

All teachers’ ratings of the effective leadership practices between both

school performance levels was in the moderate range of effective practice

(30-60 percent) However, when the teachers’ ratings on each of the five
effective practices were compared in high performing schools (N=6) to
Inadequately performing schools’ (N=7) mean scores ratings indicate that

teachers 1n inadequately performing schools rated principals higher on each of

the five effective leadership practices than teachers rated principals in high
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performing schools Thus principals in inadequately performing schools scored
higher In the effective leadership practices of the LP/

The highest mean score In teachers’ ratings, in high performing schools
was found to be in modeling the way, 48 46, the lowest mean score was found to
be inspinng a shared vision, 44 87 The highest mean score In teachers’ ratings
In inadequately performing schools was discovered to be encouraging the heart,
53 21 and the lowest mean score was found to be challenging the process,

48 44

The leadership variable having a significant difference at the 05 level (p
< 05) was encouraging the heart ( 043 < 05) when compared between teachers’
ratings In high performing schools to teachers’ ratings in inadequately
performing schools In the inadequately performing schools, teachers’ ratings
indicate that principals engage more in this practice, encouraging the heart
(53.21) than principals (45 17), in high performing schools The male/female
breakdown however, does not parallel Kouzes’ and Posner’s research that
indicates female managers tend to score higher than their male counterparts on
this practice It 1s of interest to note that there were two female principals and
five male principals in high performing schools and one female principal and five
male principals in inadequately performing schools (three female and ten male
principal participants in this study)

This study found a statistically significant difference between the means

of teachers' ratings (Observer-) on encouraging the heart at the 05 level of
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significance between teachers’ ratings in high performing schools (N=6) and

teachers’ ratings inadequately performing schools (N=7)

Research Question No. 3: /n high performing schools, how do the LPI scores
of principals (LPI-Self) compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LPI-
Observer)? (Table 11, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with the
Mean Scores of Teachers’ Ratings in High Performing Schools, page 69)

Because there were differences in the mean of the principals’ Self- scores
in high performing schools when compared to the mean of teachers’ ratings
(Observer-) on each of the five leadership practices, a statistical analysis (SPSS
computer software program) was necessary to determine If any of the observed
differences were significant The t-test of differences for paired or correlated
samplies was the basis of the analysis

The estimated probability of the null hypothesis being rejected was set at
05 (p < 05) t-values ranged from 1 24 to - 28 and P-value ranges were from
788 to 263 None of the P-values at the 05 significance level, uncovered any
significant differences between principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings in
high performing schools

In this comparison it is noted that the highest and lowest mean for both
principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings placed each effective practice at
the same rank order position, except the following two enabling others to act

(principals ranked 2, and teachers ranked 3), and challenging the process
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TABLE 11, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with the Mean Scores
of Teachers’ Ratings in High Performing Schools

t-tests for Paired or Correlated Samples
School Classification
Leadership Practice High Performing High Performing vame | vame | P
(Variables) Schools Schools
Principal Teacher
LPI-Self LPI-Observer
N=7 N=6
R M sD | R M SD

Modeling the way 1] 5243 | 330 | 1 4846 | 804 |1 109 318 | No Diff
Enabling others to act 2| 4914 | 453 | 3 | 4536 | 718|124 263 | No Diff
Challenging the process | 3| 4814 | 467 | 2 | 4610 | 750 | 53 618 { No Diff
Encouraging the heart 4| 4643 | 780 | 4 | 4517 | 678 | 48 646 | No Diff
Inspinng asharedwvision | 5| 4400 | 383 | 5 | 4487 | 713 | -28 .788 | No Diff
R=Rank M=Mean SD=Standard Dewiation N=Number of Schools
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(principals ranked 3 and teachers ranked 2) These leadership praétlces rank
order position was simply reversed between the two school performance levels

Principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings placed principals’ effective
practice in the moderate range of performance (30-60 percent) All principals’
Self- scores revealed means between 44 00 - 49 14 except one, modeling the
way, 52 43 All teachers’ ratings revealed means between 44 87 and 48 46
The highest mean scores of principals’ Self- scores in high performing schools
was modeling the way 52 43, for teachers’ ratings in high performing schools,
modeling the way, 48 46 was aiso the highest mean score.

The means In this t-test of differences for paired samples are closer
together between the principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings than was
noted in Question 1 and Question 2 which was a comparison of high and
inadequately performing schools However, Question 3 and Question 4
compares schools at the same performance level There was no statistically
significant difference in the means of the principals’ Selfr- scores and teachers’
ratings among the five effective leadership practices of the LP/ and high
performing schools (N=6) These data suggest that the ratings reported by both

teachers and principals were completed in an attempt to be as accurately as

possible and bias in reports seemed to be minimized

RESEARCH QUESTION NO. 4 - /n schools performing inadequately, how do the

LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self), compare to the LPI ratings of teachers (LPI-
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Observer), (Table 12, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with the
Mean Score Ratings of Teachers in Inadequately Performing Schools, page 72)

Statistical analysis (SPSS computer software program) was used to
assess differences in inadequately performing schools in the means of
principals’ Self- scores in inadequately performing schools and teachers’ ratings
of the five effective leadership practices

The estimated probability of the null hypothesis being true was set at 05
(p < 05) t-values ranged from 4 18 to - 15 and P-values ranged from 886 to
009 The relationship between principal and teachers’ ratings on inspiring a
shared vision indicate a significant difference at the 05 level

In comparing principals’ Self- scores to teachers’ ratings in inadequately
performing schools, it 1s noted that the highest mean for principals’ Seff- score
was modeling the way, 53.50 and for teachers’ ratings it was encouraging the
heart, 53 21 The lowest mean score for principals of inadequately performing
schools was inspiring a shared vision, 47 67, and for teachers’,
48 44

All principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings in inadequately
performing schools placed principals’ effective leadership practice in the
moderate range of performance (30-60 percent) All principals’ Self- scores in
s Inadequately performing schools revealed means between 53.50 and 47 67

All teachers’ ratings revealed means between 53 21 and 48 44
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TABLE 12, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with the Mean Score
Ratings of Teachers Iin Inadequately Performing Schools

t-tests for Paired or Correlated Samples

School Classification

Leadership Practice ' tvaive | P- Diff
(Variables) | po et | oty Senoots
Principals Teachers
LPI-Self LPI-Observer
N=7 N=6
R M sD | R M SD
Modeling the way 1 5350 | 657 | 2 | 5277 | 541 81 | 457 | No Diff
Enabling others to act 3|1 5083 519 ]| 3 | 5251|640 | -88 | 420 | No Diff
Challenging the process | 4 | 4800 | 590 | 5 | 4844 (8.36 | - 15 | 886 | No Diff
Encouraging the heart 2 ]| 5233 | 766 | 1 5321|574 | -60 | 568 | No Diff
Inspinng ashared vision | 5 | 4767 | 703 | 4 | 5196 | 613 | -4 18 | 009 | DIFF

R=Rank M=Mean

SD=Standard Deviation

N=Number of Schools
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Important to note was that there was statistical significance in inspiring a

shared vision at the 01 level of significance (this level of significance 1s greater

than the 05 level previously set), between principais’ Self- scores and teachers’

ratings in inadequately performing schools (N=7) in this leadership practice

Table 13, Rank Order by Mean Scores Among Participant Categories and

School Performance Levels , page 74 presents the following

A review of principals’ mean score rankings in high performing schools
and inadequately performing schools,

A review of teachers’ mean score rankings in high performing and
inadequately performing schools,

A review of principals’ and teachers’ mean score rankings in high

performing schools,

A review of principals’ and teachers’ mean score rankings in inadequately

performing schools

Modeling the way and encouraging the heart were the leadership practices that

had the highest mean scores The leadership practices that were discovered in

this study having a significant difference are shaded
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND
RECOMMENDATION

. INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides a summary of the study on the relationship between
effective leadership practice In the school principalship and student achievement
test scores The summary includes (a) an overview of the problem, (b) the
research questions, (c) the research design and methodology, and (d) the
findings for each research question The summary is followed by conclusions,

discussion, and recommendations

. SUMMARY
The purpose of this study was to determine whether or not there is a
difference between the perceived leadership practices of principals and
achievement test results North Carolina elementary public schools have been
engaged In statewide school reform and have linked achievement test results
and leadership performance Specifically, the study examined the following
research questions

Research Question 1. How do the LPI scores of principals (LP/-Self) in high

performing schools compare to the LP/ scores of principals (LPI-Self) in schools
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that are performing inadequately? (See TABLE 9, Comparison of Mean Self-
Scores of Principals in High Performing Schools and Inadequately Performing
Schools, page 63)

Research Question 2. How do the LPI ratings of teachers (LPI-Observer), In
high performing schools compare to the LP/ ratings of teachers (LPI-Observer)
In schools that are performing inadequately? (See Table 10, Comparison of
Mean Scores of Teachers Ratings in High Performing and inadequately
Performing Schools, page 65)

Research Question 3.  In high performing schools, how do the LP/ scores of
principals (LPI- Self) compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LPI-
Observer)? (See Table 11, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with
the Mean Score of Teachers’ Ratings in High Performing Schools, page 69)
Research Question 4.  In schools performing inadequately, how do the LPI
scores of principals (LPI-Self) compare to the LP/ ratings of their teachers (LPI-
Observer)? (See Table 12, Comparison of Principals’ Self- Score Means with
the Mean Score Ratings of Teachers in Inadequately Performing Schools, page

72)

ll. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This ex post facto study searched for differences in principals effective
leadership practice between high and inadequately performing schools, as

demonstrated by student achievement testing Principals’ Self- scores and
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teachers’ ratings (Observers) on the Leadership Practices Inventory (1997)
provided an assessment of leadership effectiveness in both high and in
inadequately performing schoclals in North Carolina

This ex post facto study identified high and inadequately performing
schools and then asked principals and teachers to rate leadership behavior in
the principal to determine If there were any significant differences between
principals’ leadership behaviors in the two categories of schools High
performing and inadequate school performance was defined by the North
Carolina ABCs accountability model school achievement tests  Only schools
where the principal had been employed at least three years qualified for this
study Schools that met both sample selection criteria were identified and
principals were contacted to secure school participation in the research project
Research information was mailed to all school sites and upon completion
returned to this researcher

Research data were analyzed and the t-tests of differences for
independent samples and t-test for paired or correlated samples were used to
discover significant differences between the variabies Significance of difference

imits were established at 05 level (p < 05)

IV. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FOR RESEARCH QUESTIONS
A summary of the findings for the research questions under investigation

In this study are presented below
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Research Question 1.

How do the LPI scores of principals (LPI-Self) in high performing
schools compare to the LPI scores of Principals (LPI-Self) in schools that
are performing inadequately?

Principals from both high and inadequately performing schools, placed

themselves, in the moderate range (30-60 percent) on all five of the LP/ effective

leadership practices There were no significant differences between the
principals’ effective leadership practices in high and inadequately performing
schools The highest mean score for both levels of school performance on
principals’ Self- score was modeling the way but no significant difference was
observed between school performance levels on this effective practice The
lowest mean score for high performing schools was inspiring a shared vision and
the lowest mean score for inadequately performing schools was the same No
statistically significant differences in the mean scores of principals’ Self- score,
on the five LP/ effective leadership practices between high performing and

inadeguately performing schools was observed

Research Question 2.

How do the LPI ratings by teachers (LPI-Observer), in high

performing schools compare to the LPI ratings by teachers (LP/-Observer)

in schools that are performing inadequately?
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Teachers (LPI-Observer) from both high and inadequately performing
schools, rated principals in the moderate range (30-60 percent) on all five of the
LPI effective leadership practices The highest mean score in teachers’ ratings,

In high performing schools was in modeling the way; but there was no significant

difference between the reports from teachers in high and inadequately
performing schools The lowest mean score was inspiring a shared vision but
again there was no significant difference between teachers in different
performance levels The highest mean score In teachers’ ratings, in
inadequately performing schools was encouraging the heart This mean score
revealed a statistically significant difference between teachers’ reports from two
different school performance levels The lowest mean score In Inadequately
performing schools was challenging the process but with no difference noted
between the reports of teachers from different school performance levels

Teachers’ ratings In inadequately performing schools indicate principals

scored higher n all five leadership practices than teachers’ ratings placed

principals in high performing schools This finding 1s unexpected Certainly

because of the current inkage of school achievement testing and principals’
leadership effectiveness, one would expect such a finding to be in high
performing schools, not iInadequately performing schools

Encouraging the heart was the only variable in which the teachers’ reports
revealed a significant difference Again the significant difference favored

principals in inadequately performing schools The significant difference was 04,




somewhat lower than the 05 significance level established for this study

Teachers’ ratings In inadequately performing schools gave principals a higher
rating In this effective practice than teachers’ ratings in high performing schools
This finding too, seems out of the ordinary for inadequately performing schools
Kouzes and Posner note that female managers tend to score higher on this
practice but the male/female breakdown of participants in this study was three
female principals and ten male principals, thus the higher scores for
encouraging the heart are not indicative of male female difference (see

Research Question 2, pages 65-67)

Research Question 3.

In high performing schools, how do the LPI scores of principals (LP/-
Self) compare to the LPI ratings of teachers (LP/-Observer)?

Principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings placed principals’ effective
leadership practices in the moderate range (30-60 percent) of performance In
this comparison, it 1s noted that the highest and lowest mean for both principals’
Self- scores and teachers’ ratings placed each effective practice at the same
rank order position for all practices except the following two enabling others to
act and challenging the process; the rank order position of the two practices was
reversed In the two school performance levels

There was no statistically significant difference in the means of the

principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings among the five effective leadership
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practices of the LPI and high performing schools

Research Question 4.

In schools performing inadequately, how do the LP/ scores of
principals (LPI-Self) compare to the LPI ratings of their teachers (LP/-
Observer)?

All principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings in inadequately
performing schools placed principals effective leadership practice in the

moderate range of performance (30-60 percent) In comparing principals’ Se/f-

scores to their teachers’ ratings in inadequately performing schools, the highest
mean Self- score for principals was modeling the way, and for teachers’ ratings
the highest mean score was encouraging the heart, there was no significant
difference in either of these effective practices between school performance
levels

The lowest mean score for principals of inadequately performing schools
(N=7) was inspiring a shared vision (x =47 67) and the lowest mean score for
teachers was challenging the process (% = 48,44) A statistically significant
difference was discovered between principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings
in the inspiring a shared vision practice In this practice, the P-value was 009
and significant in terms of the 05 level set for this study This was the second
statistically significant difference discovered but is between schools at the same
performance level and the first statistically significant difference discovered

between principals and teachers at the same achievement test level. This
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finding seems unusual In this particular school performance level (inadequately
performing) and certainly not what would be expected

This statistically significant finding Is also in the opposite direction one
would expect It shows that teachers’ ratings were significantly higher than
principals’ Self- reports regarding inspinng a shared vision. This suggests that .
principals’ were underestimating their effectiveness more than they were

overstating it. The other categories, where no significant differences were

found, suggest that assessments were reported in an effort to be accurate In
other words, principals’ Self- reports corresponded with and were reinforced by

teachers’ ratings

V. CONCLUSIONS
Based upon this study the following conclusions were drawn about the
impact of principals’ effective leadership practices by school principals on school

achievement testing performance

Conclusion One.

Comparisons were drawn between principals from both school performance
levels and between teachers from both school performance levels (Research -

Questions 1 and 2) In comparisons between high and inadequately performing

schools, there were no statistically significant correlations found between

principals’ perceptions and only one statistically significant correlation found
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between teachers’ ratings between the two school performance levels regarding
principals effective leadership practices
The statistically significant difference found was in the effective

leadership practice of encouraging the heart, and was between teacher ratings

between high and inadequately performing schools There was no other
correlation found in effective leadership practices between school performance
levels and thus no relationship Is discerned between effective leadership
practices and student achievement testing

Principals, overall, see themselves in inadequately performing schools as
engaging In effective Ieadershlp. practices (47-53) just as principals 1n high
performing schools see themselves as positively engaged In effective practices
(44-52) It 1s interesting to note that high performing schools’ principals

produced mean Self- scores a few points lower than principals in inadequately

performing schools This data supports the conclusion overall, that there 1s little
difference In principals’ leadership practices between school performance levels
Inspinng a shared vision was the leadership practice with the lowest mean
principal Self- score for both school performance levels Principals regardless of
school performance level see themselves as engaged in this effective leadership
practice less than the other effective practices (x=44.00 principals in high
performing schools and x=47.67 principals in inadequately performing schools)
Teachers’ ratings reveal a significant difference in the practice of inspinng a

shared vision but this singular area with significant difference, does not change
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the conclusion that overall principals’ leadership Is not different between school
performance levels

Certainly, with North Carolina’s legislated rewards and sanctions (for
principals and teachers) tied to student achievement testing, visionary
leadership In all likelihood, 1s not a priority leadership practice It is no surprise
that this is the leadership practice with the lowest mean score in both school
performance levels with an accountability program driven by student

achievement test

Conclusion Two.

Comparisons were drawn between teachers and principals within each school
performance level In these two comparisons, which serve as a triangulation
check on score anomalies rather than a comparison between high and low
school performance levels, again there is no significant correlation found
between leadership practices and student achievement test scores This
conclusion is supported by principals’ Self- scores and teachers’ ratings when
compared within the same achievement test performance levels Only one
leadership practice scored a significant difference n this comparison, inspiring a

shared vision (Research Question 4, page 71-74 )

Between principals and teachers at same achievement test performance
levels, both principals and teachers rate principals at a moderate level of

effective practices In all areas of the LP/ Principals’ Self- scores and teachers’
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ratings 1n high performing schools are similar with no practices indicating any
significant difference In inadequately performing schools, teachers rate
principals (means scores) higher (in effective leadership practice) than did their
counterparts in high performing schools

Teachers in high performing schools see principals positively engaged
In modeling the way (the highest mean score) whereas teachers in inadequately
performing schools see principals positively engaged in encouraging the heart
At the opposite end of the scale, teachers in high performing schools see
principals less engaged In inspinng a shared vision and teachers in inadequately
performing schools see principals less engaged In challenging the process. lt is
interesting to note that encouraging the heart 1s the one effective leadership
practice that produced a significant difference (.04) between principals’ Self-
scores and teachers’ ratings between same school performance levels

Principals in inadequately performing schools enjoyed a much higher
teacher mean ranking than did their counterparts in high performing schools
This 1s a unexpected finding In this study and somewhat outside what might be
considered typical or expected It Is the teachers from inadequately performing
schools that rate principals more highly engaged in encouraging the heart than
high performing school principals (%= 53 21 for principals in inadequately
performing schools and x=45 17 for high performing schools) The notion that
principals’ effective leadership practices are not substantially different between

high and inadequately performing schools continues to be the primary
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conclusion of this study and is supported in comparisons between principals and
teachers In school principals’ Self scores and teachers’ ratings in both school
performance levels

The primary conciusion from the research data was that principals
whether in high performing schools or inadequately performing schools are
equally engaged In effective leadership practices The data In this study do not
support any other conclusions but does indicate that further study 1s warranted If
the state continues to professionally sanction principals in inadequately
performing schools based on student achievement test scores

Challenging the process and inspinng a shared vision were the effective
leadership practices that have the lowest mean scores, enjoying a rank order of
four and five respectively from principals’ Self- scores, and a rank order of five
and four from teachers’ ratings This data again supports the notion of no
difference In principals use of effective leadership practice at same level
comparisons of school performance within the North Carolina ABCs model

achievement tests
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VI. DISCUSSION

In North Carolina the School Improvement and Accountability Act (1989)
represented the beginning of an emphasis on accountability through school-
based goal setting measured by student achievement testing This set the stage
for subsequent legislation which continues to push planning and accountability
(for increasing student achievement) down to the school level However, there 1s
still, much to learn about the quality and kinds of decisions necessary for
improving achievement test scores at the school-site and the principal’s
leadership role in that process

It 1s no easy task for a principal to move a school from the traditional
school culture of 1solated teaching to one of a professional community united by
a common vision and committed to honestly looking at instructional practice and
achievement test scores It 1s not surprising that many principals struggle with
the leadership responsibilities in today’s schools especially in states where
principals face professional sanctions (McColskey, Mikow-Porto, and Bingham,
1998)

One would generally assume that principals in,high performing schools
would have higher effective leadership practice scores on the Leadership
Practices Inventory (Kouzes and Posner, 1997) than principals in inadequately
performing schools Clearly, that 1s not what this study has uncovered, and
naturally the question arises as to, Why has this occurred? North Carolina might

perhaps (1) initiate implementation of additional leadership assessment tools for
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school principals throughout the state, (2) focus principals’ staff develop on site-
based management techniques and skill, (3) increase staff development
opportunities for principals, and (4) focus university administrator training
programs on helping principals achieve the state’s accountability goals in public
schools These are a few of the 1ssues raised by the results of this study on the
correlation between effective principal leadership and achievement test scores
North Carolina will, undoubtedly, continue its demand for school-site
accountability and the current practice of financially rewarding and/or
sanctioning school principals based upon a school’'s achievement test scores,
but this study give the state reason to rethink this approach

Other questions arise as the information and data In this research are
reviewed - - (1) Has North Carolina relied too heavily on the principles of
effective schools research as the model needed to bring about school
improvement? (2) Can ambiguous phrases from effective schools research,
such as sfrong instructional leadership, high achievement expectation, and
pervasive instructional focus assist principals directly in the improvement of
achievement test results (at least sufficiently to avoid professional sanctions or
for that matter to warrant financial rewards)? (3) Does effective schools
research provide an adequate framework for constructing learning communities,
providing collaborative work places, identifying ways in which each individual’s
hope, Imagination, enthusiasm and commitment can be engaged In light of the

implications of this study, policymakers must find additional ways to assess
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principal effectiveness If rewards and sanctions are to reinforce desired
leadership practices If teachers see principals in both school performance
levels as engaged In the LP/I’s effective leadership practices and If this i1s what
North Carolina policy makers want perhaps all LP! effective leadership practices
should be more fully developed and understood by school leaders at all levels
This 1s an area North Carolina policy makers must explore more fully

North Carolina must also stop and consider that in the ABCs
accountability program, it has become impossible to ignore the enormous gap
between student achievement test performance in high-performing schools and
student performance in inadequately-performing schools Is this disparity a
result of effective principal leadership alone? This study suggests that it is not
The North Carolina ABCs testing results clearly indicate, that schools are doing
least well with the state’s neediest students (those from low-income homes,
clustered in communities with low educational levels and high unemployment
rates) (The Forum, 1998)

The impact of socio-demographic factors on achievement test results are
undeniable, and the results of this s’Fudy clearly point out that principals in
inadequately performing schools employ effective leadership practices and in
some instances to a greater degree than principals in high performing schools
In light of such information, 1s it reasonable to assume that principals’ effective
leadership practice can offset the dramatic impact of the socio-demographic

factors? What are the reasons policymakers assume principal effectiveness can

o
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be measured by students’ achievement test gains? If North Carolina continues
to act on a false assumption, how many more promising opportunities to improve
inadequately performing schools are being missed?

This study Iindicates that principals of iInadequately performing schools
are not devoid of effective leadership practices Clearly, this study’s results call
into question the practice of linking principals professional rewards and
sanctions to students’ achievement test scores At a minimum this study calls for
further study regarding the connection between students’ achievement test

results and effective principal leadership

Vil. RECOMMENDATION

School rewards and sanctions for principals should not be based solely

on student achievement test results The assumption that there 1s a relationship

between principals’ effectiveness and test scores has little foundation This
study indicates that effective leadership practices are equally exercised by
principals in inadequately performing schools and principals in high performing
schools Furthermore, this finding Is representative of both principals’
perceptions and teachers’ ratings

Policymakers must determine, what initiatives have impacted improved
achievement test scores and set educational policies and programs in motion
that support principals in leading schools in the implementation of these well

researched practices Clearly from this study, leadership effectiveness cannot

S
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be measured solely on achievement test scores To link achievement test
scores to effective leadership singularly 1s naive Policymakers ought to
consider what this study found - - that principals of schools performing at
inadequate levels as reflected by achievement testing, are also engaged in
effective leadership practices

An appropriate statewide program of rewards and sanctions for principals

ought to consider a multiple sets of factors Perhaps teacher and principal

rewards should be separate that s, If teachers are rewarded on the basis of

student achievement test scores, principals should be rewarded on the specific
factors that connect the principal to the teacher in assisting them be competent
practitioners, more capable of improving student achievement test scores For
example, principals should to be assessed on the how well they develop and

implement a program of teacher in-service within the school. A quality in-service

program that truly offers teachers concrete ways in which they can improve
classroom Instructional practice and technique for students Principals reward
would be refocused to this factor in improving student achievement test scores
This study also raises the issue of assessment from a site-based
management perspective and whether or not principals, teachers, student, and
parents are In truth the C (Control) of the ABCs model If North Carolina’s

schools are legislated to have School Improvement Teams composed of

teachers, students, parents, and staff and this team is charged with developing

and implementing a program of school improvement, why not let this group
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assess the principal through the School Improvement Plan This invents a
model that also assists principals in better assessing teachers and from a site-
based management vantage point
Certainly, the school improvement plan i1s an action plan and details

specifically who, what, when, where, or how the school can improve In such an

action plan both principal and teacher roles and responsibilities are described in
detail Assessment would become more authentic and multi-dimensional and

should then govern principal rewards and sanctions
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APPENDIX A

North Carolina ABCs Accountability Model
North Carolina ABCs of Public Education
(Accountability, Basics and Control)

Overview, Formulas, and Achievement Level Ranges
in 1995 the North Carolina legislature [NCGS 115C-238(b) (4)] required a Task
Force to report annually to the State Board of Education on the implementation
of site-based management in the public schools (Chairman, Perdue, 1995)
Murphy (1995) described the relationship for site-based management

Underlying almost all recent reform proposals is the assumption

that the problems In education can be ascribed to the structure of

schooling - that the most serious barrier to progress Is the nature of

the system itself The primary change here has been a shift from

mechanistic, structure-enhancing strategies to a professional

approach to reform and from regulation, prescription, and

monitoring to capacity building and support (page, 4)

in June, 1996, the North Carolina General Assembly enacted the School-
Based Management and Accountability Program (SB1139) into law and the
North Carolina State Board of Education developed the ABCs of Public
Education (1996) in response to this new law

All public schools in North Carolina are under ABCs model legislation and
are presently under site-based managed (SBM) directives SBM is a process of

decentralization in which schools find site-based solutions to site-based

problems and needs The philosophy of SBM is simply that those closest to
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students are In the best position to address the needs of students Effective
schoois literature suggests that SBM promotes ownership and commitment
within the school community more effectively than administrative or district office
policies, rules, and regulations SBM is more conducive to building “learning
communities”, a contemporary viewpoint point regarding how schools should

operate

Communities are collections of individuals who are bonded together

by natural will and who are together bound to a set of shared ideas

and ideals This bonding and binding s right enough to transform

them from a collection of “I” Into a collective “‘we” As a “we,”

members are part of a tightly knit web of meaningful relationships

This “we” usually shares a common place and over time comes to

share common sentiments and traditions that are sustaining

(Sergiovanni, 1996, page 48).

School accountability in the ABCs model centers on the performance of
individual schools in the areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. Previously,
student performance problems were largely hidden because test scores were
reported in the aggregate in North Carolina school systems and across regional
districts rather than by individual schools This Is no longer true and school
accountability 1s defined by the North Carolina ABCs model in three core
academic areas (Basics reading, writing, and mathematics) and are measured
annually Each school 1s held accountable for the academic progress of its
students Students’ scores on the ABCs model achievement tests are reported

In terms of developmental scale scores These developmental scale scores

measure a student’s academic growth across both time and grade levels The
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state’s expectation Is for each North Carolina school to produce a year’s worth of
growth for a year's worth of schooling with its students

At the K-8 school level, the North Carolina State Board of Education has
established two types of annual student growth goals. (1) performance
standards and (2) growth standards Grade level formulas calculate expected
growth and exemplary growth, see Table 14, North Carolina ABCs Model
Student Growth Formulas and Standards in North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests
by Grade Level, page 112 and Table 15, North Carolina ABCs Model Formulas

by Grade Level, page 113 Each school’'s composite growth score summarizes

the performance of its students in reading, mathematics and writing Table 16,
North Carolina ABCs Model Student Achievement Level Ranges for North
Carolina End-of-Grade Tests by Grade Level, page 114 show the score ranges
that determine student grade level performance The composite score iIs used to
determine whether a school meets its per-established state expected standard or
if 1t has exceeded that standard and achieved an exemplary standard (110%

INcrease over previous year's scores)







Table 15, North Carolina ABCs Model Formulas by Grade Level

Grade 3
RE,. 6 0-0.38d,+.22d,
ME,. 11 9-0.32d,, + 0 26d,

Grade 4
RE,.52-038d, + 22d,
ME,.73-032d, + 026d,

Grade 5
RE.. 46 -0 38d, + .22d,,
ME;_74-032d, + 0 26d,

Grade 6
RE;.30-038d, + 22d,,
ME.. 7 1 -0 32d,, + 0 26d,

Grade 7
RE,.33-038d, + 22d,,
ME,.65-032d,, + 0 26d,

Grade 8
RE,.27-038d + 22d,,
ME,. 49-032d, + 0 26d,

113

Western Regional Accountability Center (WRAC) 1997 (North Carolina Department of Public

Instruction)
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Table 16, North Carolina ABCs Model Student Achievement Level Ranges for
North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests by Grade Level

Mathematics - Eighth Grade

Subject/Grade Level | Level lI Level lll Level IV
Reading - Pre-Test 3" Grade 118-127 128-132 | 133-144 145-162
Reading - Third Grade 115-130 | 131-140 | 141-150 151-172
Reading - Fourth Grade 119-134 | 235-144 | 145-155 156-174
Reading - Fifth Grade 124-138 | 139-148 | 149-158 159-178
Reading - Six Trade 124-140 | 141-151 | 152-161 162-183
Reading - Seventh Grade 126-144 | 145-154 | 155-163 164-183
Reading - Eighth Grade 132-144 | 145-155 | 156-165 166-187
Mathematics 105-117 118-125 | 126-134 134-154
Pre-Test 3" Grade
Mathematics - Third Grade 98-124 125-137 | 138-149 150-171
Mathematics - Fourth Grade 111-131 132-142 | 143-155 156-178
Mathematics - Fifth Grade 117-140 141-149 | 150-160 161-185
Mathematics - Six Trade 130-145 146-1564 | 155-167 168-196
Mathematics - Seventh Grade 134-151 152-160 | 161-172 173-203
137-154 | 255-164 | 165-177 178-208

NC State Board of Education Accountability Brief September 1996, Vol 1, no 1
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North Carolina ABCs Accountability Model
Elementary Level

(K-8) Growth Reports, Expected and Exemplary
A student’s academic growth Is determined by each student’s score on the North
Carolina End-of-Grade (EOG) tests in (1) reading comprehension, (2) mathematics
(3-8 grade), and (3) writing (4" and 7" grade) Each student’s score on the End-
of-Grade tests is reported in developmental scale scores, see Table 16, North
Carolina ABCs Model Student Achievement Level Ranges for North Carolina
End-of-Grade Tests by Grade Level, page 114 The students’ scale score 1s the
basic ruler with which each student’s growth in reading, math, and writing 1s
measured annually Just as an individual’s height is measured in inches and
Increases each year, a student’s scale score on the EndOof-Grade tests Is
expected to increase annually (with the rate of growth in scale scores more rapid
at the early grade levels), see Table 14, North Carolina ABCs Model Student
Growth Formulas and Standards in the North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests by
Grade Level, page 112

Each student’s developmental scale score equates to a performance level
(1, 11, ll, IV) and 1s mathematically manipulated to determine a growth score
See Table 16, North Carolina ABCs Model, Student Achievement Level Ranges
for North Carolina End-of-Grade Tests by Grade Level, page 114 Both growth

and performance scores of all students in a school are combined mathematically



116
to yield a school-wide growth and performance composite score as ts shown In
Table 17, Sample North Carolina School’'s End-of-Grade Expected and
Exemplary Growth Report in the ABCs Model, page 117 The\growth composite
score most nearly indicates the change that occurs In a student’'s academic
achievement each year (value-added) and I1s the basis of the school’s selection
for inclusion in this study North Carolina’s goal is for all schools to meet their
pre-determined expected growth score each year Schools that achieve
exemplary growth levels are identified for state recognition and financial reward
it must be noted, however, that exemplary growth can be achieved by schools
even with low performance levels (1, Il) simply because exemplary growth Is
based on a school’s performance from one year to the next and if low to begin
with achievement of the 110% i1s based on previous year's baseline Thus
schools could have achieved 110% of their expected growth (their previous
years scores were low) but still have large numbers of their students performing
below grade levels This fact i1s why this researcher will utilize each school’s
growth composite score and study leadership in schools that are making
substantial gains with students academically The schools it should be noted
are not necessarily achieving North Carolina’s ABCs model award and
recognition categories and financial packages (Schools of Excellence, Schools
of Distinction) (see Table 18, A Summary of North Carolina K-8 Schools’ ABCs

Model, Recognition Categories for 1997 and 1998, page 121).
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Table 17, Sample North Carolina Schools’ End-of-Grade Expected and
Exemplary Growth Report in the ABCs Model

1996 1997 Actual Expected Diff in Stdrd Exemplary Diff Stdrd
Growth Grwth Grwth n Grwth
Grad Score Grade Score Score | Grwth * ek Score | Grwth | Grwth sk
READING
3-P 1369 3 1451 82 1434 65 17 089 1440 71 11 058
3 1415 4 1459 44 1480 65 21 164 1485 70 26 -203
4 1444 S 1506 62 1498 54 08 066 1503 59 03 025
MATHEMATICS
3-pP 1307 3 1414 107 1421 114 07 027 1433 126 18 074
3 1436 4 1509 73 1496 60 13 063 1504 68 0S 024
4 146 1 5 1552 81 1532 71 20 101 1840 79 12 060
WRITING (Index)
A N | [0 [o
GROWTH COMPOSITE: Expected Growth Exemplary Growth
MET 127 | NOT MET -110
*Difference 1s Actual Growth Minus Expected
Growth.
**Difference 1s Actual Growth Minus Exemplary Growth
***The Difference in Growth Is adjusted and shown as the Standard Growth, the purpose for
this adjustment is to have reading, mathematics, and writing (where applicable) contribute
equally to the composite score (Standard scores are calculated by dividing the difference in
reading and mathematics growth or wrniting Index by the associated standard deviation)

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, ABC Tools/Version 2/4a 725 Excludes children
with less than 106 days in school membership, 6-26-98
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APPENDIX C

North Carolina ABCs Model Assessment Standards

School Performance Standards, Growth Standards, and Recognition

Categories

Students are judged In two ways

1. Performance standard refers to the absolute achievement or the
percentage of students in a K-8 school at or above grade level on EOG
tests Student test resuits are reported as Level |, 11, lll, IV Level lll is
considered grade level performance for all students The performance
standard in conjunction with the growth standard 1s used to identify
schools that qualify for recognition and/or assistance Schools with more
than half of their students performing below grade level and not meeting

expected growth may be targeted for assistance

Each school as a whole Is judged on its students’ achievement with the

performance standard (percentage of students achieving grade level or above
performance, Level lll or IV) A recognition program for achievement with the
performance standard provides financial incentives for certified teacher
positions and administrators at each school and is identified in the following
categories
a Schools of Excellence - a school that meets Its expected growth
standard and at least 90 percent of its students performing at or

above grade level, Level lll (performance standard)
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Schools of Distinction - a school that has at least 80 percent of
its students performing at or above grade level, Level lli (1s not
required to have met its growth standard)

Low- performing Schools - schools that fail to meet their

expected growth standard and have less that 50% of their students
performing at or above grade level (performance standard) or
below Level lll and, have state assigned assistance teams working

with them

Growth standard refers to a benchmark set annually to measure a

school’s progress toward increasing the percentage of students at or

above grade level It Is the expected growth rate for that particular school

based on the school’s (a) previous performance, (b) statewide average

growth and (c) a statistical adjustment which 1s needed whenever you

compare test scores of students from one year to the next The amount of

growth 1s different for every school This information is placed in a

formula that generates expected growth and exemplary growth standards

using computer software known as the ABC Tools

a

Expected Growth Standard - for grades K-8, the school reached
It expected growth standard, as set by the State Board of
Education formula, based on its own previous performance,
statewide averages and a statistical adjustment.

Exemplary Growth Standard - for grades K-8, the school not
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only met expected growth or gain, but performed even better For
K-8, exemplary growth factors 1s 10% above the statewide average
growth In the formula and is used In conjunction with the
performance standard to identify schools that qualify for

recognition and assistance

Each school as a whole I1s judged on its students’ achievement with the growth

standards A recognition program for achievement with the growth standards

provides financial incentives for certified teacher positions and administrators at

each school and i1s identified in the following categories

a

Top 25 Schools in Academic Growth - the schools that attain the

State’s 25 highest values on the exemplary growth composite

Exemplary Schools - schools that attained their exemplary growth

standard (regardless of their performance standards)

Schools that Meet Expected Growth Standards - schools that

attain their expected growth standard (but not their exemplary

growth standard)

Table 18, A Summary of North Carolina K-8 Schools, ABCs Model, Recognition

Categories for 1997 and 1998, page 121 shows the total number of schools and

percentage in each category in 1997 and 1998 that achieved North Carolina’s

performance award categories for the 1997 and 1998 (A school could achieve

School of Excellence or School of Distinction but not have made significant






APPENDIX D
Leadership Practices Inventory - Self

122

Copynght © 1997 Kouzes Posner Intemational, Inc All nghts reserved

JAMES M KOUZES/BARRY Z. POSNER

[FADERSHP PRACTICES INVENTORY [1P]

SELF

Your Name.

INSTRUCTIONS

Wnite your name 1n the blank above On the next two pages are thirty state-
ments describing vanous leadership behaviors Please read each carefully Then
look at the raung scale and decide how frequently you engage in the behavior
descnbed

Here’s the raung scale that youll be using

1 = Almost Never 6 = Sometimes

2 = Rarely 7 = Fairly Often

3 = Seldom 8 = Usually

4 = Once 1n a While 9 = Very Frequently
5 = QOccasionally 10 = Almost Always

In selecting each response, please be realisuc about the extent to which you
actually engage 1n the behavior Do not answer 1n terms of how you would like
to see yourself or 1n terms of what you should be doing Answer 1n terms of
how you typically behave—on most days, on most projects, and with most
people

For each statement, decide on a raung and record 1t 1n the blank to the left
of the statement When you have responded to all thirty statements, turn to
the response sheet on page 4 Make sure that you wnte your name on the
response sheet in the blank marked “Your Name ” Transfer your responses and
return the response sheet according to the mstructions provided

For future reference, keep the portion of your LPI-Self form that hsts the
thirty statements
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- LEADEASH PRACTGES NVENTORY [P
SELF

To what extent do you typically engage 1n the following behaviors? Choose the
number that best applies to each statement and record 1t n the blank to the left
of the statement

i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Almost Rarely Seldom  Once  Occasionally Someumes Furly Usually  Very  Almost
Never in a While Often Frequenty Always

1 1seek ow challenging opportumties that test my own skills and
abihities

21 talk abour future trends that will mfluence how our work gets
done

3 1 develop cooperatve relationships among the people 1 work with
— 4 1set a personal example of what I expect from others
— 5 1 praise people for a Job well done

__ 6 1challenge people to try out new and mnovauve approaches to their
work

7 1 describe a compelling 1mage of what our future could be hike
— 8 1acuvely listen to diverse pomts of view

— 9 Ispend ume and energy on making certain that the people 1
work with adhere to the principles and standards that we have
agreed on

10 1 make 1t a point to let people know about my confidence 1n thewr
abilities

11 1 search outside the formal boundaries of my organuzaton for innova-
tive ways to 1mprove what we do

—_ 12 1 appeal to others to share an exciung dream of the future
13 1 treat others with dignuty and respect

14 1 follow through on the promises and commitments that
——  Imake

15 1 make sure that people are creauvely rewarded for their contribu-
uons to the success of our projects
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1
Almost Rarely Seldom Once  Occasionally Someumes Farly Usually Very  Almost

Never

— 16
17

— 18
— 19
20

21
- 22
- 23

—_24

— 28

— 29
— 30

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
n a While Often Frequenty Always

1 ask “What can we learn?” when things do not go as expected

1 show others how their long-term interests can be realized by enhst-
Ing in a common Vision

1 support the decisions that people make on their own
1 am clear about my philosophy of leadership

1 publicly recognize people who exemphfy commitment to shared
values

1 experiment and take nisks even when there 15 a chance of fallure
1 am contagiously enthusiastic and positive about future possibihiies

1 e people a great deal of freedom and choice 1 deciding how to
do their work

1 make certamn that we set achievable goals, make concrete plans, and
establish measurable mulestones for the projects and programs that we
work on '

I find ways to celebrate accomplishments

I take the mitanve to overcome obstacles even when outcomes are
uncertain

I speak with genuine conviction about the higher meaning and
purpose of our work

1 ensure that people grow 1n their jobs by learming new skills and
developing themselves

1 make progress toward goals one step at a ume

1 give the members of the team lots of apprecianon and support for
their contributions

Now turn to the response sheet and follow the wnstructions for transfernng your

responses
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[FADERSHP PRACTCES INENTORY [LR

SELF

RESPONSE SHEET

Your Name:

Instructions. Write your name n the blank above Separate this response

sheet from the rest of the LPI by teanng along the perforated line Transfer

the ratings for the statements to the blanks provided on this sheet Please notice

that the numbers of the statements on this sheet are hsted from left to rght
After you have transferred all raungs, return the form according to the

“Important Further Instructions” below

1 2 3 4 5
6 —— S 8 9 10
11 12 13 14 15
16 17 —— 18 9 20
21 22 23 24 25
26 27 28 29 30

Important Further Instructions

After completing this response sheet, return it to
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JAMES M. KOUZES/BARRY Z. POSNER

[EADERSHIP PRACTCES INVENTARY {1P]

OBSERVER

Name of Leader

INSTRUCTIONS

You are being asked by the leader whose name appears above to assess his or
her leadership behaviors On the next two pages are thirty statements descnb-
1ng various leadership behaviors Please read each statement carefully Then
look at the rating scale and decide how frequently this leader engages in the
behavior descnbed

Here’s the raung scale that you'll be using

1 = Almost Never 6 = Sometimes

2 = Rarely 7 = Fairly Often

3 = Seldom 8 = Usually

4 = Once 1n a While 9 = Very Frequently
5 = Occasionally 10 = Almost Always

In selecting each response, please be realisuc about the extent to which the
leader actually engages 1n the behavior Do not answer 1n terms of how you
would like to see this person behave or n terms of how you think he or she
should behave Answer mn terms of how the leader typically behaves—on most
days, on most projects, and with most people

For each statement, decide on a raung and record 1t in the blank to the left
of the statement When you have responded to all thirty statements, turn to
the response sheet on page 4 Do not wnte your name on the response sheet

Transfer your responses and return the response sheet according to the mstruc-

tions provided

For future reference, keep the portion of your LPI-Observer form that hsts
the thirty statements
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[FADFRSHP PRACTIES INVETORY [LP

OBSERVER

To what extent does this person typically engage 1n the following behaviors?
Choose the number that best applies to each statement and record 1t 1n the
blank to the left of the statement

! 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Almosc Rarely Seldom  Once  Occasionally Someumes Farly Usually Very  Almost
Never n a While Often Frequently Always

He or She:

1 Seeks out challenging opportumties that test his or her own skills
and abihuies

2 Talks about future trends that will influence how our work gets done

—___ 3 Develops cooperauve relationships among the people he or she works
with

— 4 Sets a personal example of what he or she expects from others
5 Praises people for a job well done

—__ 6 Challenges people to try out new and mnnovatve approaches to their
work

7 Describes a compelling 1mage of what our future could be ke *
—_ 8 Acuvely hstens to diverse points of view

— 9 Spends ume and energy on making certain that the people he or she
works with adhere to the principles and standards that have been
agreed on

____ 10 Makes 1t a pomnt to let people know about s or her confidence 1n
their abilines

11 Searches outside the formal boundaries of his or her organization for
mnnovauve ways to improve what we do

12 Appeals to others to share an exciung dream of the future
____ 13 Treats others with digmty and respect

____ 14 Follows through on the promises and commitments that he or she
makes

15 Makes sure that people are creatively rewarded for their contnbution:
to the success of projects
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Almost Rarely Seldom  Once  Occasionally Sometmes Farly Usually Very  Almost

Never

in a While Often Frequently Always

He or She:

— 16
- 17

—— 18
— 19
— 2
— 21
— 22
— 23

— 24

—25

— 26

- 27

— 28

— 29
—30

Asks “What can we learn?” when things do not go as expected

Shows others how their long-term interests can be reahized by enhst-
Ing n a common Vision

Supports the decisions that people make on their own

Is clear about his or her philosophy of leadership

Publicly recognizes people who exemplfy comrmtment to shared values
Experiments and takes risks even when there 1s a chance of fallure

Is contagiously enthusiastic and positve about future possibilities

Gives people a great deal of freedom and choice m deciding how to
do their work

Makes certam that we set achievable goals, make concrete plans, and

establish measurable milestones for the projects and programs that we ,

work on
Finds ways to celebrate accomplishments

Takes the mnative to overcome obstacles even when outcomes are
uncertain

Speaks with genume conviction about the higher meaning and
purpose of our work

Ensures that people grow 1 their jobs by learning new skills and
developing themselves

Makes progress toward goals one step at a time

Guves the members of the team lots of appreciation and support for
their contnbutions

Now turn to the response sheet and follow the instructions for transfernng your

responses
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[FADERSHP PRACTICES INVENTORY [IP]

OBSERVER

RESPONSE SHEET

Name of Leader:

Your Relationship to This Leader:
[)Manager  [] Direct Report  [] Coworker [ Other

Instructions: If the leader’s name does not appear 1n the blank above, please
write 1t in Do not write your name on this sheet Separate the response sheet
from the rest of the LPI by teanng along the perforated hne Transfer the rat-
mngs for the statements to the blanks provided on this sheet Please notice that
the numbers of the statements on this sheet are hsted from left to nght

After you have transferred all raungs, return the form according to the
“Important Further Instructions” below

1 2 3 4 5
6 —— 7 8 9 10
11 12 13 14 15
16 —— 17 18 —— 19 20
21 22 23 24 25
26 27 28 29 30

Important Further Instructions

After compleung this response sheet, return 1t to
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KOUZES POSNER INTERNATIONAL

15419 Banyan Lane
Monte Sereno, California 95030
/PhoneIFAx: (408) 354-9170

March 3, 1999

Ms Elizabeth B. Balcerek

Blue Ridge School PK-12

95 Bobcat Drive

Cashiers, North Carolina 28717
828-743-2646

Dear Elizabeth’

Thank you for your correspondence (dated 8 February 1999) requesting permussion to
use the Leadership Practices Inventory (LP1) in your dissertation. We are willing to allow
you to reproduce the instrument as outlined in your letter, at no charge, with the following
understandings-

(1) That the LPI is used only for research purposes and 1s not sold or used in
conjunction with any compensated management development activities;

(2) That copynght of the LP1 is retained by Kouzes Posner Intemational, and that
the following copyright statement be included on all copies of the instrument’
"Copynght ® 1997 James M Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner. All nghts reserved
Used with permission.”; and,

(3) That one (1) bound copy of your dissertation, and one (1) copy of ali papers,
reports, articles, and the like which make use of the LPI data be sent promptly to
our attention,

If the terms outlined above are acceptable, please sign one (1) copy of this letter and
return it to us. Would you also indicate the anticipated completion date for your
research. Best wishes for every success with your project. If we can be of any further
assistance, please let us know.

Pasner, Ph.D.
Managi\ g Rartner

—

1 understa d agree to abide ese conditions. :
(Slgne%ﬁgﬂﬁhﬂed COmpletlon-éwiﬂé! 7/ 1979
/ /J
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APPENDIX G
Cover Letter To Principal

School Leadership Survey - Principal
Spring 1999

This research i1s designed to obtain information about the leadership practices of
public school principals in North Carolina Principals and teachers are in key positions
to assist with researching school leadership by providing perceptual information
relevant to successful principal practice in an era of public school restructuring in North
Carolina

Teachers are asked to complete the LP/-Observer and principals are asked to
complete the LPI-Self Both instruments are composed of thirty statements describing
various leadership behaviors Teacher and principal responses will assist this
researcher in looking at the interactive process of school leadership from both leader
and follower perspectives and 1s done in connection with a doctoral dissertation at The
University of Tennessee

/7
Your participation in this research is completely voluntary If you wish to
participate, please review the instructions for the LPI-Observer (teachers) or LPI-Self
(principals) before you begin Remember, read each statement carefully, look at the
rating scale (1-10), and decide how frequently you engage in the behavior described
Answer each statement in terms of how you typically behave, on most days, on
most projects, and with most people.

Your contribution to this research by responding to this questionnaire 1s
appreciated If you have any questions | would be happy to respond, my work number
is (828) 743-2646 Please seal the completed LPI-Self in the enclosed labeled
envelope THE ANONYMITY OF All RESPONDENTS WILL BE GUARANTEED. The
surveys are given an identification number to (1) exclude your name, (2) for the
purpose of identifying respondents as principals or teachers in the computer analysis,
and (3) to track participation rate

Permission granted to Elizabeth B Balcerek, Principal
Blue Ridge School PK-12, Cashiers, North Carolina 28717
Doctoral candidate at University of Tennessee-Knoxville

Prepared by James Kouzes and Barry Posner, Kouzes Posner International
15419 Banyan Lane, Monte Sereno, Califormia 95030
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APPENDIX H
Cover Letter to Teachers

School Leadership Survey - Teacher
Spring 1999

This research 1s designed to obtain information about the leadership practices of
public school principals in North Carolina Principals and teachers are in key positions
to asstst with researching school leadership by providing perceptual information
relevant to successful principal practice 1n an era of public school restructuring in North
Carolina

Teachers are asked to complete the LPI-Observer and principals are asked to
complete the LP/-Self Both instruments are composed of thirty statements describing
various leadership behaviors Teacher and principal responses will assist this
researcher in looking at the interactive process of school leadership from both leader
and follower perspectives and 1s done in connection with a doctora! dissertation at The
University of Tennessee

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary If you wish to
participate, please review the instructions for the LP/-Observer (teachers) or LPi-Self
(principals) before you begin Remember, read each statement carefully, look at the
rating scale (1-10), and decide how frequently your principal engages in the behavior
described. Answer each statement in terms of how your principal typically
behaves, on most days, on most projects, and with most people If you prefer not to
participate, simply fold your survey and place in the white envelope, seal and
return to the stack (total confidentiality on your participation I1s even provided for in
this measure)

Your contribution to this research by responding to this questionnaire 1s
appreciated If you have any questions | would be happy to respond, my work number
1s (828) 743-2646 Please seal the completed LP/-Observer in the enclosed labeled
envelope THE ANONYMITY OF ALL RESPONDENTS WILL BE GUARANTEED The
surveys are given an identification number to (1) exclude your name, (2) for the
purpose of identifying respondents as principals or teachers in the computer analysis,
and (3) to track participation rate.

Permission granted to Elizabeth B Balcerek, Principal
Blue Ridge School PK-12, Cashiers, North Carolina 28717
Doctoral candidate at University of Tennessee-Knoxville

Prepared by James Kouzes and Barry Posner, Kouzes Posner Intermational
15419 Banyan Lane, Monte Sereno, Calfornia 95030
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APPENDIX |
IRB Permussion Letter

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE .
KNOXVILLE )

College of Education

Bureau of Evaluation, Research, & Service
414 Claxton Addition

Knoxville, Tennessee 37996-3400

(423) 974.2272

FAX (423) 974-8718

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ms Elizabeth B Balcerek
P.0.Box 175
Tuckasegee, NC 28783

Dr Mary Jane Connelly
309 Claxton Addition
Campus Mail

Dr Gerald Ubben
238 Claxton Addition

Campus Mail
/
FROM: Dr lan Rocke%
SUBJECT: Approval of Form A Review - Use of Human Subjects in Research
DATE: October 15, 1999

The Commuttee has reviewed your Form A and has approved it for Compliance with Human
Subject Research Guidelines for the Project “Principal’s Effective Leadership Practice in High
and Inadequately Performing Schools.”

Attached is the signed permission form If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me
at (423)974-4112

c: Ms. Brenda Lawson
|
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returned to Western Carolina University and earned teaching credentials and
then taught in both the elementary and high school arenas for twenty years in
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