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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

The American public school principalship 
has increasingly become a focal point for school 
critics, university researchers, teacher groups, 
and central office administrators bent on under-
standing and improving the quality of educational 
programs in our nation's schools. Principals 
frequently take the brunt of multiple and usu-
ally conflicting expectations over issues rang-
ing from student discipline to the problems of 
personnel administration, compliance with in-
creasing numbers of state and federal policy man-
dates, and maintaining a "smooth-running" educa-
tional program that serves the needs of a school 
community that has become less and less homogen-
eous in the character of students' abilities and 
parents' aspirations for themselves and their 
children. Principals daily face pressures of 
competing images about what their role should be, 
and even the best have a difficult time maintain-
ing an appropriate balance between the tasks of 
managing a smooth-running school and serving as 
a catalyst for and facilitator of instructional 
improvement.l 

Current literature generally supports the premise that 

the school principal has emerged as one of the most impor-
2 tant positions in all connnunities throughout the country. 

More specifically, there is a general consensus among edu-

cators that the principal's primary function is to be an 

instructional leader. Accordingly, Hunter states: 

1Arthur Blumberg and William Greenfield, 
Princi al: Pers ectives on School Leadershi 
Allyn an Bacon, Inc. , p. 

The Effective 
(Boston, Mass.: 

2charles L. Wood, Everett W. Nicholson, and 
Findley, The Secondar School Prihci al: Mana er-
visor (Boston, l ss.: Bacon, nc., 

1 
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The product of the schools is learning, 
and the process for producing that product 
is instruction. All other functions in the 
schools exist to support and augment this 
basic purposel Consequently, the princi-
pal 's primary ~unction is to be an instruc-
tional leader. 

Moreover, the Senate Select Committee on Equal Educational 

Opportunity provides the following statement in support of 

instructional leadership being the primary responsibility 

of the school principal. 

In many ways the school principal is the 
most important and influential individual in 
any school. He is the person responsible for 
all of the activities that occur in and around 
the school building. It is his leadership that 
sets the tone of the school, the climate for 
learning, the level of professionalism and mo-
rale of teachers, and the degree of concern 
for what students may or may not become. He 
is the main link between the school and the 
community and the way he performs in that ca-
pacity largely determines the attitudes of 
students and parents about the school. If a 
school is a vibrant, innovative, child-centered 
place; if it has a reputation for excellence in 
teaching; if students are performing to the 
best of their ability one can almost point to 
the p4incipal 1 s leadership as the key to suc-
cess. 

3Madeline Hunter, "What's Going On Around Here? Twelve 
Principals Talk About Preservice, Inservice, and Other Woes," 
in National Association of Elementary School Principals, 
The National Elementary Principal, 57:3 (March, 1978), p. 11. 

4senate Select Committee on Equal Educational Oppor-
tunity, Toward Equal Educational Optortunitz: The Report of 
the Senate Select Committee on E ua Educational 0 ortunit 
Was ington, . overnment Printing ice, e ruary 

1970) p. 305, cited by Blumberg and Greenfield, op. cit., 
p.44. 
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From a historical perspective, Brain5 points out that a cer-

tain amount of prestige has been associated with the posi-

tion of school principal and that many persons have been 

willing to accept the leadership of the principal without 

question. He points out further that today the position 

does not assure the principal unquestioning followers unless 

the leadership is earned. 6 How to accomplish this leadership, 

especially for the effective improvement of instruction, is 

a most important challenge confronting many principals. 

According to the 1977 study of the high school princi-

palship by the National Association of Secondary School 

Principals (NASSP), the three most time-consuming activities 

of the principal are (1) school management, (2) personnel 

management, and (3) student activities. 7 Because of the de-

mands of such time-consuming activities, instructional 

leadership may receive little attention. 

Roe and Drake state that there are numerous factors 

which tend to prevent the principal from spending his time 

on instructional leadership. 

5George B. Brain, "Increasing Your Administrative 
Skills in Dealing with the Instructional Program," Handbook 
of Successful School Administration, ed. Prentice-Hall 
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974) 
p. 417. 

6 Ibid . , p . 417 . 
7David R. Byrne, Susan H. Hines, and Lloyd E. McCleary, 

The Senior Hi h School Princi - Volume One: The 
Nation.a Survey Res ton, a. : ssociation o Second-
ary School Principals, 1978) 
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1. The great majority of schools are so or-
ganized that the principal is the chief 
administrator of his building and is held 
responsible for all management details. 

2. The central administration places prior-
ity on a "well-run" school with major 
consideraztions on smooth operation; i.e., 
getting reports in on time; good managing 
of supplies and equipment; minimizing 
personnel problems, community controversy, 
and discipline problems, etc. 

3. If the community does not observe a well-
run building, it loses confidence in 
other operations of the school. 

4. There is greater prestige associated with 
being considered an executive who is 
"administratively in charge." 

5. It is easier to evaluate and account for 
job activities when dealing with people 
and things than with instructional 
leadership and ideas. 

6. "Safe," well-understood operational pro-
cedures, teaching methods, and instruc-
tional processes create less controversy 
and conflict. 

7. Professional preparation programs for 
principals invariably are swallowed up by 
the overall administration program which 
has as its major emphasis the school 
superintendency. 

8. Preparation programs for principals em-
phasize more management and administra-
tion than they do instruction, curriculum, 
program evaluation, supervision, and 
human relations. 

9. The principalship is considered by the 
majority of professors in educational 
administration as a stepping-stone to a 
central office position or the superin-
tendency rather than an important profes-
sional career position in its own right. 
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10. Many school principals themselves con-
sider their positions a stepping-stone 
to the superintendency. 

11. Rather than relating to the teachers as 
a colleague, master teacher, head teacher 
or principal teacher, the principal cre-
ates the image of administrator or chief 
executive. 

12. Recent movements in teacher militancy, 
teacher contract negotiations, as well 
as efforts by school superintendents to 
encourage principals to side with them 
as part of their "management team," 
have tended to swing the principalship 
away from the idea of "principal teacher" 
to principal administrator. 

13. The unprecedented growth in the school 
age population following World War II 
created so many logistical problems 
that communities had difficulty in 
establishing sufficient schools . . 8 

In response to the dominating aspects of the principal's 

administrative management responsibilities, Weldy asserts: 

. . . the principal is indeed the instructional 
leader of the school. Principals already have 
no choice. In this period of declining student 
achievement, wavering public confidence in 
schools, and demands for financial accountabil-
ity, principals must furnish instructional 
leadership whether they want to or not. If they 
don't know how, they must learn. I9 they don't 
have the time, they must find time. 

The need to seek ways in which school principals can 

accomplish the responsibility of instructional leadership 

8william H. Roe and Thelbert L. Drake, The Principal-
~ (New York, New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 
!97Zi-) pp. 11-12. 

9Gilbert R. Weldy, "Principals Are Instructional 
Leaders: It's A Fact - Not A Myth," NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 
63, No. 423 (January 1979) p. 72. 
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carries the presumption that they are not satisfying the 

instructional leadership responsibility commonly used to 

describe them. In an effort to provide pertinent infor-

mation which will assist in establishing a better under-

standing of the principal as an instructional leader, 

this study examined the instructional leadership behavior 

of selected middle school principals in the metropolitan 

area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the instruc-

tional leadership behavior of the principal as perceived 

by middle school principals and full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

More specifically, the objectives of the study were: 

1. To determine the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals 

and full-time middle school teachers in 

the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 

2. To determine the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals 

and full-time middle school teachers in 

the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 
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3. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

4. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

5. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the 

principal as perceived by middle school 

principals in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

6. To determine if significant differences 

exist between the "actual'' instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the 

principals as perceived by full-time middle 

school teachers in the metropolitan area 

of Richmond, Virginia. 
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An additional objective of the study was to examine demo-

graphic characteristics of the two respondent groups such 

as sex, race, age, annual income, and experience in order 

to determine if any significant relationships existed be-

tween the demographic characteristics of the respondents 

and their perceptions of the "actual" instructional leader-

ship behavior and the "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior of the principal. 

Statement of the Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were developed to guide the . 

study: 

1. There is no significant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals when compared to 

the perceptions of full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

2. There is no significant difference between 

the "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals when compared to 

the perceptions of full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 
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3. There is no significant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior and the "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of the principal as perceived 

by middle school principals in the metro-

politan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

4. There is no significant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior and the "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of the principal as perceived 

by full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

S. There is no significant relationship between 

each of the demographic characteristics of 

the respondents and their perceptions of 

the "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior and the "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of the middle school principal 

in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 

Importance of the Study 

The nature of the principal's position continues to 

change in response to changes in school and in society. 

Therefore, it is important that continuous information 

be provided relative to the overall role of the school 
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principal. According to the 1977 NASSP study, 

. . . the principalship needs to be redefined 
if it is to return to a significant viability. 
A redefinition needs to be undertaken on both 
the conceptual and operational grounds. Such 
an undertaking should be identified as a major 
priority of the professional field since the 
nature of the principalship and those who fill 
this role, to a large extent; determine the 
character of secondary education in the 
future .... 10 

There have been several significant developments rela-

tive to middle school education in the State of Virginia: 

1. The growth in the number of schools des-

ignated as middle schools in Virginia; 

2. The appointment of a statewide advisory 

committee during 1979 to develop guide-

lines for middle schools in Virginia; 

and, 

3. The proposed requirement for a middle 

school certification in Virginia. 

In view of these developments and the importance of provid-

ing an appropriate and effective educational program for 

grades five through eight, the findings of this study 

should be of importance to school administrators and 

teachers. 

The study reported here was undertaken to collect and 

analyze valuable information about the instructional 

lOByrne, et al., op. cit., p. 63. 
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leadership behavior of the middle school principal. Through 

an analysis of whether significant differences exist be-

tween the instructional leadership behavior of the princi-

pal as perceived by middle school principals and full-time 

middle school teachers in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia, this study provides descriptive data about the 

middle school principal as an instructional leader. 

In addition, the results of this should provide valu-

able information for the Virginia Department of Education 

and agencies of higher education relative to their involve-

ment in the preparation and training of individuals enter-

ing the middle school principalship, as well as the continu-

ous evaluation of those currently in the position. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions were established in order to 

provide a consistent discussion of the study: 

1. Instructional Leadership Behavior. The per-

ceived "actual" and "expected" behaviors of 

the school principal as determined by the 

responses on the Survey of Instructional 

Leadership Behavior (SILB). 

2. Middle School. That portion of the K-12 

school organization which includes any com-

bination of grades five through eight, with 

not less than 500 students nor more than 

1500 students enrolled during the 1979-80 

school year. 
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3. Middle School Principal. The administrative 

head of the middle school who is directly 

responsible to the superintendent. For the 

purpose of this study the middle school 

principal was completing a minimum of three 

years as the principal or as an administra-

tor of the same school. 

4. Middle School Teacher. A full-time profes-

sional staff member of the middle school 

who is officially in the school as an instruc-

tor of students. 

5. Richmond SMSA. The local governmental tmits 

which are identified by the federal govern-

ment's Standard Metropolitan Statistical 

Area (SMSA). 

6. Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). 

The federal reporting system which identifies 

the local governments that constitute a metro-

politan area. More specifically, an SMSA is a 

cotmty or group of contiguous counties which 

contain at least one city of 50,000 inhabit-

ants or more, whereas the counties are socially 

and economically integrated and the complete 

title of the SMSA identifies the central city. 
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7. Survey of Instructional Leadership Behavior 

(SILB). An instrument developed by this 

writer to analyze the instructional leader-

ship behavior of the principal as perceived 

by the middle school principals and full-

time middle school teachers in the metropoli-

tan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

8. Actual Behavior. The perceived frequency of 

how often the principal performs the instruc-

tional leadership behavior items listed on 

the SILB. 

9. Expected Behavior. The perceived frequency 

of how of ten the principal is expected to per-

form the instructional leadership behavior 

items on the SILB. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations were established for the 

study: 

1. This study was limited to a selected group of 

middle schools located in the metropolitan area 

of Richmond, Virginia as determined by the SMSA. 

2. Only those schools which were officially listed 

as middle schools in the 1979-80 Virginia Edu-

cational Directory and subsequently satisfied 

the criteria for a middle school as set forth in 

this study were considered. 
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3. This study was based on the responses of 

a group of middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Given these limitations, the perceptions of the middle 

school principals and full-time middle school teachers 

in this major metropolitan area can be generalized only 

to areas of similar SMSA structure. 

Organization of the Studz 

This study is presented in five chapters. This chap-

ter has introduced the subject and purpose of the study. 

In addition, the chapter has presented the statement of the 

hypotheses, importance of the study, and the organization 

of the study. 

Chapter II presents a review of related literature 

which serves as a general background for the subject in-

vestigated in this study. Chapter III describes, in de-

tail, the methodology of the study including the subjects. 

research instrument, collection and treatment of data. 

Chapter IV presents the results of the study and is 

designed to show if any significant differences existed be-

tween the perceptions of the instructional leadership be-

havior of the school principal as perceived by middle 

school principals when compared to the perceptions of full-

time middle school teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. Chapter V presents the summary, con-

clusions, and recommendations. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In order to provide a general background .of pertinent 

information, this chapter is presented in four parts: (1) 

The Middle School: An Historical Sketch, (2) The School Prin-

cipalship: Its Origin, (3) Perspectives On The Principal As 

An Instructional Leader, and (4) Sunrrnary. It is important 

to note that the terms instructional leadership and educa-

tional leadership were found to be prevalent in the litera-

ture. Sergiovanni, et al., for example, used the term 

educational leadership to make the following point: 

Though many decry the emergence of manage-
rial and political roles in education admini-
stration, ... the 'bottom' line for educa-
tional administrators remains educational 
leadership. Management roles ... exist only 
to support and complement educational leader-
ship roles.11 

As cited earlier, Hunter12 makes the same point using 

the term instructional leadership. Therefore, this writer 

acknowledges that no constructive purpose is served in de-

bating the use of one term (educational leadership) over 

the other (instructional leadership). The literature 

11Thomas J. Sergiovanni, Martin Burlingame, Fred D. 
Coombs, and Paul W. Thurston, Educational Governance and 
Administration (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1980) p. 16. 

12H 1 . unter, oc. cit. 

15 
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reviewed indicates that the terms tend to overlap and are 

used interchangeably. 

The Middle School: An Historical. Sketch 

Alexander, et al., identify the middle school as any 

school which combines grades 5-8 or 6-8 in the same school 

unit. 13 They explain further that the middle school is 

defined as: 

. . . a program planned for a range of older 
children, pre-adolescents, and early adoles-
cents that builds upon the elementary school 
program for earlier childhood and in turn is 
built upon by4the high school's program for 
adolescence.l. 

Any discussion of the historical developments of the 

middle school is generally preceded by an appropriate dis-

cussion of the junior high school. Lounsbury and Vars aptly 

point out that a full understanding of the current middle 

school cannot be achieved without an understanding of the 

development of the junior high school. 15 They state further 

that the two schools (middle and junior high) are bound to-

gether and, in fact, may be one in the same. 16 Therefore, 

13william M. Alexander, et al. , The Emergent Middle 
School (New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1968) p.5. 

14Ibid. 

15John Lounsbury and Gordon Vars, A Curriculum For 
The Middle School Years (New York: Harper & Row, Publish-
ers, 1978) p. 14. 

16Ibid. 
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a brief discussion of the junior high school is presented 

in this portion of the chapter. 

There is some dieagreement concerning the correct date 

for the establishment of the first junior high school. How-

ever, Richmond, Indiana is generally credited with having 

established the first junior high school in 1895. 17 Other 

claims for the establishment of the first junior high school 

in the United Stated include: Providence, Rhode Island 

(1898). Baltimore, Maryland (1902), Kalamazoo, Michigan 

(1902), New York, New York (1905-1907), Berkley, California 

(1909-1910), and Columbus, Ohio (1909-1910) . 18 

After 1910, the number of junior high schools estab-

lished in the United States increased significantly and this 

growth in numbers has been well documented. Lounsbury and 

Vars report that while there are no recent data on the num-

ber of existing junior high schools, they estimate over 8000 

as late as the mid-1970s. 19 

Several elements, especially in the earlier years of 

the establishment of the junior high school, account for the 

17 Wood, Nicholson, and Findley, op. cit., p. 5. 

18rbid. 

19Lounsbury and Vars, op. cit., p. 18. 
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increase in number. Devita, et al., report the following: 

1. The lack of implementation of the early 
findings of adolescent psychology. 

2. The economic and program deficiencies 
of isolated and small grammar schools. 

3. The elimination of pupils at the end 
of the eighth grade. 

4. Lack of influence on the part of male 
and female teachers for early adoles-
cents. 

5. Elementary teaching methods too long 
continued and too suddenly changed. 

6. Articulation with corresponding elimi-
nation at the end or during the ninth 
grade. 

7. The inadequate provision for personal, 
social, educational and vocational 
guidance in the elementary and high 
schools. 

8. The age of the students entering col-
lege was higher than thoug25 reasonable 
by college administrators. 

Kindred, et al., offer the following reasons for the 

growth in the number of junior high schools: 

1. Lack of adequate housing and heavy en-
rollments in both elementary and secon-
dary schools in the construction of 
junior high schools. 

2. The offering of a broad educational 
program on the junior high level not 
generally found traditionally in 
elementary schools. 

20Joseph C. Devita, Philip Punerantaz, and Leighton B. 
Wilklow, The Effective Middle School (West Nyack, New York: 
Parker Publishing Co., 1970) p. 16. 
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3. The improved holding power of the school 
for students beyond the fifth grade. 

4. An acknowledgment that the junior high 
school offered a program better fitted 
to the nature and the needs of young 
adolescents.21 

Lounsbury and Vars state further that age distribution 

within student enrollments and the capacities of available 

buildings are also major determinants of how schools are 

organized. 22 The junior high, like most institutions, has 

its shortcomings; therefore. it is not void of criticisms. 

Such shortcomings and criticisms tend to catalyze the emer-

gence of the middle school. 

Kindred, et al., offer the following summary of the 

major criticisms of the junior high school: 

1. The junior high school has tended, by and 
large, to pattern itself after the senior 
high school, despite the excellent theory 
behind it . . In fact, it has become 
a high school for junior pupils. 

2. Recent pressures on the junior high school 
to place more empahsis upon academic sub-
jects ... have left less time for sub-
jects such as fine arts, industrial arts, 
and homemaking . . . which are equally 
important in a general education program. 

3. Study assignments and homework loads have 
increased considerably due to the thrust 
downward of senior high school subjects. 

21Leslie W. Kindred, et al., The Intermediate Schools 
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1968) 
p. 26. 

22Lounsbury and Vars, loc. cit. 
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4. Traditional contention that the junior 
high school should get students ready 
for senior high school has meant mas-
tery of content and skills in limited 
areas at the expense of a broad, ex-
ploratory program. 

5. The complexity of the junior high 
school . . • has made it difficult for 
pupils to adjust and find the neces-
sary satisfactions wanted in a school 
situation. 

6. Junior high school programs today are 
badly out of line in many instances 
with the needs of the pre-adolescent 
and early adolescent youngster. 

7. Quite often junior high school teachers 
are dissatisfied with their assignment, 
preferring instead to be on the senior 
high staff. They express this dissat-
isfaction in their relations with 
pupils . . . . 

8. The junior high school is often housed 
in a former senior high school building 
or in an old elementary school building. 
Neither of these buildings are (sic) 
suitable for meeting the requirements 
of a modern junior high school program. 

9. Since the ninth grade is closely tied 
to the senior high school with reference 
to subject offerings and units of credit 
for college admissions, the fundamental 
purposes and functions of the junior high 
school are divided; as well as the pro-
gram; it is, in reality, two schools 
under one roof. 

10. In six-year junior high schools, it is 
common to administer the entire six years 
as a single unit. There is, however, 
some separation of activities for the 
junior and senior high schools. But even 
where this is done, the danger persists 
that proportionately more attention 
may be given to pupils in the upper three 
grades and that pupils in the lower three 
grades may have more difficulty in acquir-
ing the use of the facilities. 
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11. Two-year junior high schools leave much 
to be desired. They not only make it 
difficult for teachers to know pupils 
.. . . but also require that pupils grow 
from the position of follower to that 23 
of a leader in a brief period of time. 

Lounsbury and Vars maintain that the impetus gained 

by the middle school movement is because of three major 

sources of strength. 

1. The Concern For Academic Excellence And 

Specialization. This can be traced to 

the advent of the Sputnik area when 

there was an obsession with academic 

and post-high school education. 

2. The Belief That Young People Are Maturing 

Earlier. There are those who believe that 

young people are maturing physically and 

socially much earlier than their counter-

parts did in the early 18th century. 

3. The Dissatisfaction With The Typical 

Junior High School. The tendency of the 

junior high school to imitate the senior 

high school is a major point of dissat-

faction. 24 

Because of an increasing wave of criticisms and dissatis-

faction with the junior high school, the current middle 

23Kindred, et al., op. cit., pp. 29-30. 

24Lounsbury and Vars, op. cit., p. 19. 
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schools began to develop. Several surveys indicate sig-

nificant increases in the number of existing middle 

schools since the early 1960s. 

Cuff, for the purpose of his study, defined middle 

school as having grades six and seven with no grades below 

four and no grades higher than eight and was able to find 

499 middle schools operating in 446 public school systems 

in 29 states. 25 Gross reports finding 960 middle schools 

in 47 states and the District of Columbia. 26 Alexander's 

survey indicates that there were approximately 1,100 middle 

schools in 1967-68. 27 Kealy identifies 2,298 middle schools 

in 1970. 28 During the 1973-74 school year, Raymer identi-

fies 1,906 middle schools having grade levels of 5-8, 6-8, 

d ·. b' . f 4 9 29 an various com 1nat1ons o - . Finally, Brooks reported 

finding 4,060 middle schools in 1977 with 66% organized in 

grades 6-s. 30 

25william A. Cuff, "Middle Schools on the March," NASSP 
Bulletin, Vol. 51 (February, 1967), p. 83. 

26Bernard M. Gross, "An Analysis of the Present and 
Perceived Purposes Functions, and Characteristics of the 
Middle School," (Doctoral Dissertation, Temple University), 
1972. 

27Alexander, et al., The Emergent Middle School, p. 9. 

28Ronald D. Kealy, "The Middle School Movement: 1960-
1970," National Elementary Principal (November, 1971), p. 24. 

29Joe T. Raymer, "A Study To Identify Middle Schools 
And To Determine The Current Level of Implementation of 
Eighteen Basic Middle School Characteristics In Selected 
United States and Michigan Schools," (Doctoral Dissertation, 
Michigan State University), 1974. 

3°Kenneth Brooks, "The Middle School: A National Sur-
vey," Middle School Journal (February, 1978), p. 6. 
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Although the junior high school was developed to 

bridge the gap between elementary and senior high school 

years, it is evident by the continued emergence of the 

middle school that it {junior high school) has not been 

an effective transition. Therefore, the middle school 

promises to be a viable alternative. Paramount in this 

thinking is the importance of the school principal, who is 

confronted with unparalleled opportunities to provide 

effective leadership with an emphasis on instruction. 

The School Principalship: Its Origin 

Goldman points out that the term, school principal, 

describes the results of a period of evolution lasting 

for more than a century. 31 Goldman continues: 

In order to understand the principal-
ship as it is today, it is important to 
know how the position evolved. It did not 
begin as a carefully planned, clearly de-
fined position in education; rather it 
emerged in response to a multitude of 
factors, including increases in school 
enrollments, and numbers of teachers 
employed, and the proliferation of services 
provided by the school. As the means for 
dealing with these factors became more 
complex and more demanding of time, a 
distinctive role3~or the school principal 
began to emerge. 

31samuel Goldman, The School Principal (New York: The 
Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1966) p. 1. 

32Ibid., p. 2. 
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Goldman, citing Pierce33 as a major source of information 

on the historical development of the school principalship 

aptly summarizes how the position of school principal be-

gan: 

The modern public school principal-
ship had its beginning in the early high 
schools about the middle of the 1800s. The 
high schools were closely patterned after 
European counterparts since they were de-
signed to serve a few; therefore, the 
secondary school principal performed a 
multitude of duties. The high school 
principalship predates the elementary 
school principalship, but both dev~koped 
in response to similar influences. 

The one-room schoolhouse characterized the typical early 

organization for education. As cities expanded and school 

enrollments increased, more teachers were added and schools 

expanded. With the development of grading practices and 

departmentalization, it became increasingly evident that 

someone in the school had to be responsible for its admin~ 

istration. Hence, the development of the principal teacher.35 

In what may be considered the first job description for the 

school princ..ipal, the Board of Education in Cincinnati, 

Ohio, outlined the following duties and responsibilities 

for the "prin".!ipal teacher:" 

33Paul R. Pierce, The Origin and Development of the 
Public School Princ5pal (Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1935 p. 1, in Samuel Goldman, op. cit., 
p. 3. 

34Ibid. 

35Goldman, op. cit., p. 3. 
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1. To function as the head of the school 
charged to his care; 

2. To regulate the classes and course of 
instruction; 

3. To discover any defects in the school 
and apply remedies; 

4. To make defects known to the visitor 
of the ward or district if he were 
unable to remedy conditions; 

5. To give necessary instruction to his 
assistants; 

6. To classify pupils; 

7. To safeguard the schoolhouse and 
furniture; 

8. To keep the school clean; 

9. To instruct assistants; 

10. To refrain from impairing the stand-
ing of the assistants, especially in 
the eyes of students; 

11. To require the cooperation of his 
assistants.36 

As cities and towns continued to expand, local school 

cormnittees expanded their school programs. Consequently, 

the inadequacy of the role of the principal teacher be-

came evident. To remedy this situation, principal teachers 

were given released time and began to move toward estab-

lishing the principalship as an official staff position in 

the school's administration. 

Goldman makes the following observation about the 

"birth" of the school principalship: 

36p· · · G ldma 4 ierce, op. cit., in o n, p .. 
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Born in response to the many clerical 
tasks that became necessary as the educa-
tional enterprise expanded, the principal-
ship has developed into an important posi37 
tion of leadership in American education. 

Goldman continues: 

The early beginnings of the principal-
ship were quite unimpressive. Concerned 
with the details- ~and routine, content to 
serve as a transmitter of directives from 
the superintendent to teachers, afraid to 
experiment and to innovate, interested in 
security and self-preservation, the early 
school principal did little to estgblish 
himself as an educational leader.3 

While the role of the school principal, as we know it 

today, can be traced from and bears some resemblance to 

that of the principal teacher in the middle 1800s, it has 

changed significantly. Many of the changes in the role of 

the school principal are attributed to a variety of forces 

that have significant impacts on education as a social 

institution. Wood, et al., note the following: 

1. Continuing evolution of secondary educa-
tion. 

2. Urbanization 

3. Population changes 

4. School district reorganization 

5. Technical advances 

6. Student and teacher action to gain a 
voice in decision making. 

37Goldman, op. cit., p. 1. 

38Ibid., p. 5. 
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7. Changing societal values 

8. Teacher collective bargaining 

9. Changing political environments. 39 

Goldman points out further that the uniqueness of a local 

school alone can impact significantly on the role of the 

h 1 · . 1 h . 4o I . f h h d h sc oo principa s ip. n spite o t e growt an c anges 

in the development of the school principal due to the unique-

ness of individual school districts or to the impact of so-

cietal factors, two critical and enduring expectations of 

the school principal have been established. Blumberg and 

Greenfield explain: 

The essential features of the principalship 
were established by the turn of the twentieth 
century and have not changed in any significant 
way since that time. While the duties and re-
sponsibilities have continued to grow and in-
crease in complexity, the expectation that prin-
cipals serve the twin functions of providing 
structional leadership and managing school 
affairs have been rooted firmly in the minds of 
school superintendents and school board members 
in the 7a!lY 4~oos, particularly in America's 
large cities. 

The role of the school principal has undergone many 

changes since its inception; nevertheless, instructional 

leadership prevails as an important priority. The next 

39wood, et 1 p •t p 3 a., 0. Cl. ., •• 

40Goldman, The School Principal, p. 10. 

41Blumberg and Greenfield, The Effective Principal, 
p. 10. 
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segment of this chapter presents a discussion of some 

perspectives on the school principal as an instructional 

leader. 

Perspectives On The Principal As The Instructional Leader 

After the establishment of the Department of Secondary 

School Principals and the Department of Elementary School 
P . . 1 42 . h . rincipa s , many concepts concerning t e expectations 

held for the school principal by varied referent groups 

were formulated. Expectations for the school principal 

have been reported by Horowitz, et a143 , Sergiovanni and 

Carver44 , and Chase45 , among others. Goldhammer!! a146 , 

present a convincing argument when they state that the 

position of school principal at all levels is uncertain and 

ambiguous. 

42Paul B. Jacobson, James D. Logsdon, and Robert B. 
Weigman, The Princi alshi : New Pers ectives (Englewood 
Cliffs, New 73) p. 34. 

43Myer K.orowitz, et al., "Divergent Views of the 
Principal's Role: Expectations Held by Principals, Teach-
ers, and Superintendents," The Alberta Journal of Educa-
tional Research x;.J (December, 1969), p. 195. 

44Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Fred D. Carver, The New 
School Executive (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1973) 
pp. 175-176. 

45Francis S. Chase, "How to Meet Teachers' Expectations 
of Leadership," Administrator's Notebook, Vol. 1 (July, 
1953), pp. 2-3. 

46Keith Goldhannner and Gerald L. Becker, "What Makes A 
Good Elementary School Principal?" American Education, Vol. 
6, No. 3 (April, 1970)p. 11. 
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There are numerous conceptions of the school princi-

pal and the literature is mixed on the subject. However, 

the general concensus among educators is that the primary 

function of the principal is to be an instructional leader. 

Brieve makes the following point. 

A principal is and must be an instruc-
tional leader. He is the single most impor-
tant individHal in influencing the instruc-
tional program in his school. Therefore, it 
seems appropriate to examine the concept of 
instructional leadership as it relates to a 
school principal.47 

The basic tenet of Brieve's position is supported by 

Jenson48 , Mcintyre49 , and Zechman50 , among others. In 

addition, Morphet, et al., provide the ·following support-

ing argument. 

47Fred J. Brieve, "Secondary Principals As Instruc-
tional Leaders," NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 56 (December, 1972) 
p. 11. 

48Theodore J. Jenson et al., Elementary School Admin-
istration (Boston, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1967) 

49Kenneth E. Mcintyre, "Administering and Improving 
the Instructional Program," in Performance Ob~ectives for 
School Princi als: Cance ts and Instruments e . J. A. 
u ertson et a ~ , Ber eley: Mccutchan u lishing Co. , 

1974) p. 152. 

SOHarry T. Zechman, "Are Principals Competent in the 
Instructional Leadership Domain?" NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 61, 
(December, 1977) pp. 21-25. 
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It is much more than a truism to state 
that the most important task of the princi-
pal is to provide leadership for the develop-
ment and implementation of the instructional 
program at his school. He is the executive 
in the line organization . . . . He is at 
the school center and has far greater oppor- 51 
tunity to (make) change or to prevent change. 

Harris points out that the principal who wishes to be ef fi-

cient and effective as an instructional leader should ad-

here to the following conceptual framework: 

1. Leadership involves the pursuit of 
change. Without change as an essen-
tial focus or purpose, there is no 
need for leadership. 

2. Leadership involves responsibility. 
Leaders assume responsibility above 
and beyond that of followers. One 
does not exercise just being in-
volved in change processes. 

3. Instructional leadership involves 
change that is uniquely instructional. 
Instructional changes can be clearly 
distingu!~hed from other kinds of 
changes. 

Goldman, in his discussion of the functions of the princi-

pal, stated that the central functions of all administra-

tive effort should be upon the development of a program 

that will provide rich educational opportunities for each 

51Edgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns; and Theodore L. 
Reller, Educational Or anization and Administration: Gon-
ce ts, Practices, and Issues Eng ewoo C i s, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Ha , inc., p. 346. 

52Ben M. Harris, "Altering the Thrust of Supervision 
Through Creative Leadership/' Educational Leadership (May, 
1977) p. 568. 
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student. 53 Goldman states further that, in most cases, 

major responsibility . . . is vest in the school princi-

pal. It is his responsibility to insure that the educa-

tional program in his school is as good as available sources 

permit. 54 It is clearly the instructional leadership of 

the school principal that determines not only what programs 

are utilized for the effective education of the students. 

Jacobson, Logsdon, and Weigman emphasize the need for 

principals to develop a strategy to accomplish the objectives 

of instructional leadership, especially in view of the vari-

ety of tasks they are required to perform. 55 Expanding this 

same thesis, Pendergrass and Wood provide a systematic in-

structional design model, Planned Instructional Emphasis 

(PIE), to accomplish the tasks. 56 Pendergrass and Wood state: 

53Goldman, op. cit., p. 38. 

54Ibid. 

55Jacobson, et al., op. cit., p. 135. 

56R. A. Pendergrass and Diane Wood, 11 Instructional 
Leadership and the Principal, 11 NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 63, 
(March, 1979), p. 42. 
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. . . designing and delivery instruction is 
the purpose of the school. The principal 
must utilize a system of instructional de-
sign so that all tasks and activities re-
volve around the cen57a1 focus, teaching 
and learning . . . . 

Roe and Drake, in their analysis of the job of the school 

principal, describe the responsibilities of the principal 

on the basis of dual-emphasis Administrative-Managerial 

and Educational and Instructional Leadership. 58 This con-

cept is in keeping with the earlier expectations that 

principals serve a twin function of providing instruc-

tional leadership and managing school affairs. 

The literature clearly indicates the prevailing atti-

tude that the school principal is the instructional 

leader, and more importantly, should continue to assume 

the all-important responsibility of providing instructional 

improvement. However, there is a growing number of educa-

tors who simply do not subscribe to this notion. Roe and 

Drake, for example, in their description of the dual-

emphasis of the principal's job, assert that the educa-

tional leadership emphasis is "the emphasis that most 

principals profess they dream about but can't achieve. 1159 
i' 
' 

57 Ibid. 

58Roe and Drake, op. cit., pp. 13-14 .. , 

59Ib. , ia. 
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Lack of time tends to dominate the reasons for not satis-

fying the instructional leadership responsibility. Roe and 

Drake continue: 

. . . it is virtually impossible to assume 
that the principal can be a real instruc-
tional leader and at the same time be held 
strictly accountable for the general opera-
tional and manageme~0 detail required by 
the central office. 

Blumberg and Greenfield expand this point in their 

discussion of the school principal as follows: 

School principals are, for the most 
part, managers; their work environment 
gives most of them little choice in the 
matter. While this situation does not 
prevent a few committed and talented 
individuals from achieving excellence 
as instructional leaders, most principals 
find themselves frustrated by their in-
ability (be it skill, knowledge, or time 
allocation) to move beyond the management 
function inherent in the role of the 
principal as it has 6Ivolved during the 
past hundred years. 

Hoeh asserts that instructional leadership is an outdated 

role for the principal and that many principals are begin-

ning to question the feasibility of directing primary em-

ployees toward instructional improvement. 62 Hoeh continues 

60 rbid. 

61Blumberg and Greenfield, op. cit., p. 46. 

62James A. Hoeh, "Feeling Guilty For Not Being An 
Instructional Leader? Don't." NASSP Bulletin, Vol. 57, 
(November, 1973), p. 1-7. 
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his argument: 

Proponents of the theory that the improve-
ment of instruction should receive major atten-
tion from the principal, even in today's com-
plex social institution, presumably rely 
heavily on the archaic supposition that the 
principal historically and even today derives 
his power from serving as principal teacher 
(and) . . • whereas the teaching staff at one 
time represented the primary group to whom 
the principal responded, the citizenry and 
student body now are competing for his ener-
gies and creativeness. This ... has pre-
cluded emphasis on instructional improvement 
but has promoted a new, more fundamentaa3 priority - the improvement of learning. 

In support of this argument, Salley, McPherson, and 

Baehr state: 

In our judgment there has been change to 
American education, but it has only been to 
solidify the bureaucratization and mechaniza-
tion of American schools and school systems. 
Professional educators, as well as many adult 
clients of the schools, appear to be more ob-
sessed with management than with education. 
Thus, the job of a principal is increasingly 
defined in terms of administrative rather 
than instructional functions. We doubt, per-
haps cynically, that this pattern will be 
altered. If anything, the federal government, 
state departments of education, foundations, 
universities, local boards of education, and 
citizens-at-large are tending to increase the 
pressure on the principal to become a produc-
tion manager. If this is so, we only ask that 
the principal be given a set of unambiguous 
expectations by these groups. In short, we 
may want to take the principal off the hooks 
marked "change agent" and "instructional 
leader."64 

63Ibid. 

64columbus Salley, R. Bruce McPherson, and Mellany 
E. Baehr, "What Principals Do: A Preliminary Occupational 
Analysis," Handbook of Ed'ucation.·a1 Supervision, eds. Sir 
James R. Marks, Emery Stoops, and Joyce King-Stoops (2nd 
ed.; Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1978), pp. 37-38. 
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Despite the growing number of educators who do not support 

the thesis that the principal is the instructional leader 

in the school, there is little disagreement regarding the 

principal's continuing to be one of the "most durable and 

critical positions in the administration of American 

schools."65 

In their discussion of why the principal is considered 

the most important instructional resource in the school, 

DeRoche and Kaiser assert that it is the principal who 

knows the faculty - their strengths and weaknesses; has the 

best opportunity to help teachers; sets the climate in the 

school; is in the best position to create a support team 

for the teachers; has the greatest opportunity to inter-

pret the school's goals and objectives and the school's 

programs to parents and the community; and finally, (the 

principal) is in the best position to organize, supervise 

and evaluate the school's programs and personne1. 66 In 

addition, DeRoche and Kaiser are quick to point out that 

instructional services in a school take time, effort, 

organization and coordination; and it must be the principal 

in each school who takes on the responsibilit- for delivery 
f h . 67 o t ese services. 

65 Ibid., p. 22. 

66Edward F. DeRoche and Jeffrey S. Kaiser, Gom¥lete 
Guide To Administering School Services (New York:arker 
Publishing Company, Inc., 1980), p. 18. 

67 Ibid., p. 51. 
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Sumnary 

This chapter has reviewed related background litera-

ture in three areas: (1) The Middle School: An Historical 

Sketch, (2) The School Principalship: ·Its Origin, and (3) 

Perspectives on the Principal As an Instructional Leader. 

An emphasis on the instructional leadership responsibility 

of the school principal was the focus of the discussion. 

It is apparent from the literature review that there 

are mixed views on the instructional leadership responsi-

bility of the principal. Although there is a growing 

number of educators who do not think the principal is the 

instructional leader of the school, the literature indicates 

clearly that the principal not only is the instructional 

leader, but the principal should continue to assume the 

important responsibility of providing for the improvement 

of instruction. Regardless of the different views on the 

subject, it is consistently agreed that the principal is 

one of the most important positions in American education. 

In closing, Sarason's observations are pertinent: 

I have yet to see any proposal for system 
change that did not assume the presence of a 
principal in a school. I have yet to see in 
any of these proposals the slightest recogni-
tion of the possibility that the principal, 
by virtue of role, preparation, and trad~gion, 
may not be a good implementer of change. 

68seymour B. Sarason, The· Cultur·e of the· s·chool and the 
· 'Problemof Change (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1971) p. 111. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

This study was a descriptive-analytical survey of 

middle school principals' and full-time middle school 

teachers' responses to the Survey of Instructional Leader-

ship Behavior (SILB). The purpose of this study was to 

determine whether significant differences existed between 

the two respondent groups in terms of their perceptions of 

the "actual" instructional leadership behavior and "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of middle school princi-

pals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. This 

chapter describes, in detail, the methodology of the study 

including the subjects, research instrument, collection of 

data, and the statistical treatment of the data used in 

effecting the study. 

Subjects 

According to the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(SMSA), eight governmental localities are included in the 

Richmond area. Since there were no middle schools located 

in four of the eight localities at the time the study was 

conducted, these four were excluded. One locality refused 

to grant the approval to conduct the study; therefore, the 

subjects for the study were identified from three govern-

mental localities to make up a representative group of 

middle schools and principals, as well as full-time middle 

school teachers in the Richmond area. Anonymity was assured. 

37 
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All middle schools included in this study were identi-

fied through the 1979-80 Virginia Educational Directory 

and the individual school divisons. Each middle school 

was limited to those having a student enrollment of not 

less than 500 nor more than 1,500 in any combination of 

grades five through eight and was headed by a principal 

who was completing a minimum of three years as the princi-

pal or as an administrator of the same school. Eleven 

schools were identified and the subjects consisted of 

eleven middle school principals and 380 full-time middle 

school teachers. 

The building principal and the full-time teachers of 

each middle school served as the respondent groups. Each 

principal was endorsed as a secondary principal by the 

Virginia State Department of Education and verified to 

have been completing a minimum of three years as the prin-

cipal or as an administrator of the same school. Each 

middle school teacher possessed a teaching certificate from 

the Virginia State Department of Education and was verified 

to have been employed on a full-time basis and to have been 

completing a minimum of one full year of teaching in the 

same school on any grade level, or a combination of grade 

levels between five and eight. Substitute teachers, part-

time teachers, and full-time and part-time non-instructional 

staff members within the school were not included in the 

study. 
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Research Instrument 

The initial task of this study was to prepare a list 

of instructional leadership behaviors in a form convenient 

for middle school principals and full-time middle school 

teachers which described the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of the principal. To accomplish this task, 

the Survey of Instructional Leadership Behavior (SILB), an 

instrument consisting of 34 items, was developed and pre-

pared in the following manner: 

1. An extensive search of the literature was 

conducted for the purpose of identifying 

recommended examples of instructional 

leadership behavior for the school 

principal. Each example was recorded 

with an appropriate notation of its source. 

This resulted in a total of 93 items. 

2. Each item was stated declaratively in 

the present tense to describe each instruc-

tional leadership behavior. 

3. A total of 20 principals in the metro-

politan area were consulted for the pur-

pose of receiving additional examples of 

instructional leadership behavior other 

than those extracted from the literature. 

This resulted in the addition of 14 items. 
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4. The list of 107 items was shared subse-

quently with college professors of educa-

tion, fellow doctoral students and col-

leagues. The purpose was to examine the 

clarity of each statement and to receive 

constructive criticisms which would im-

prove upon the choices made and to elimi-

nate repetition. This procedure resulted 

in a significant reduction of the total 

number of items to 34. 

5. The 34 items of instructional leadership 

behavior were then classified into three 

categories as follows: 

a. Administrative and Organization Supports 

Item 1. The principal defines the goals 
and the objectives unique to 
the school. 

Item 2. The principal allocates materials 
and equipment for instructional 
activities. 

Item 8. The principal articulates the 
goals and the objectives of the 
school to all members of the 
staff. 

Item 10. The principal formulates the 
instructional objectives for 
each grade level in the school. 

Item 11. The principal inventories the 
changing needs for time and space 
to accomplish various instruc-
tional objectives. 
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Item 15. The principal coordinates the 
arrangement of facilities to 
accomplish instructional 
objectives. 

Item 18. The principal determines the 
procedures and schedules for 
standardized testing within 
the school. 

Item 20. The principal coordinates all 
support services to accomplish 
instructional objectives. 

b. Personnel Management and Supervision 

Item 4. The principal provides for the 
assignment of substitute 
instructional personnel. 

Item 5. The principal participates in 
the recruitment, and the selec-
tion of all instructional per-
sonnel. 

Item 6. The principal plans in-service 
training activities for instruc-
tional personnel. 

Item 7. The principal assigns or re-
assigns instructional personnel 
within the school to maximize 
conditions for learning. 

Item 9. The principal visits classrooms 
to observe instructional techniques. 

Item 12. The principal collects and analyzes 
data concerning the performance of 
teachers. 

Item 14. The principal leads in-service 
training activities for instruc-
tional personnel. 

Item 17. The principal confers individually 
with instructional personnel about 
instructional matters. 

Item 19. The principal recormnends all 
instructional personnel for 
re-employment, promotion or 
dismissal. 
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Item 21. The principal provides for the 
demonstration of effective 
instructional techniques. 

Item 26. The principal defines the job 
responsibilities of each staff 
member in accordance with the 
instructional philosophy of 
the school. 

Item 29. The principal demonstrates a 
general knowledge of all fields 
of curriculum unique to the 
instructional objectives of the 
school. 

Item 30. The principal provides for the 
establishment of a collection 
of professional resource mate-
rial within the school. 

Item 32. The principal participates in 
instructional team meetings. 

Item 33. The principal conducts group 
conferences with instructional 
personnel experiencing similar 
problems in instruction. 

c. Student Growth and Development 

Item 3. The principal collects and an-
alyzes data concerning the 
performance of students. 

Item 13. The principal assigns students 
to the appropriate classes and 
time periods for instruction. 

Item 16. The principal determines the 
promotion and retention of 
students. 

Item 23. The principal provides for an 
appropriate system for report-
ing students' performances to 
parents and other schools. 

Item 25. The principal relates the needs 
of the students within the school 
to the goals of the school system. 
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Item 28. The principal meets the needs of 
the students within the school 
in accordance with legal require-
ments. 

Item 31. The principal coordinates and 
supervises student assemblies. 

Item 34. The principal coordinates stu-
dent discipline. 

To establish further the clarity of each item and to 

examine the reliability of the research instrument, the 

SILB was piloted in selected middle schools in Virginia 

which were not to be included in the actual study. A total 

of 70 full-time middle school teachers and two middle school 

principals participated in the pilot study of the research 

instrument by indicating their responses to the "actual" 

instructional leadership behavior and "expected" instruc-

tional leadership behavior of the principal. On these re-

sponses, a Cronbach Alpha was computed and yielded a co-

efficient of 0.922. 

No attempt was made to include all of the many examples 

of instructional leadership behavior in the initial and, 

more importantly, the final development of the SILB. It 

was important for the purpose of this study that the princi-

pals and teachers recognized clearly the instructional 

leadership behavior described by each item. Scoring of the 

SILB was accomplished by assigning a numerical value to each 

of the items as follows: 



Always . . 

Very Of ten . 

Sometimes. 

Rarely . . 

Never. 

(No Response). 

Collection of Data 
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. 5 

. 4 

3 

. . 2 

. 1 

•. 0 

Administrative approval to conduct with study was ob-

tained from each of the school divisions selected for the 

study. The middle schools which did not satisfy the 

criteria set forth in this study were eliminated from 

further consideration. 

The middle school principal of each of the 11 middle 

schools included in the study was asked also to give up 

approval to conduct the study. Once full administrative 

approval was obtained, each participating middle school 

principal was contacted for an initial conference and was 

given a brief description of the purpose and methodology of 

the study. Each principal was advised that the approximate 

time necessary to collect the data was 20 minutes. Complete 

anonymity was assured. 

In May, 1980, the SILB was distributed to each of the 

11 middle school principals and the entire staff of the 

middle schools which participated in the study. The SILB 

was administered separately to each school, but to both 
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respondent groups at the same time. 

In the presence of the principal, a brief description 

and explanation of the purpose and methodology of the 

study were given. This was supported further by a cover 

sheet which accompanied the SILB. All participants were 

instructed not to write their names on the SILB and were 

told that all responses would remain anonymous since only 

group responses were important to this study and would 

serve as the basis for data analysis. In that there were 

no identifications made on the SILB, complete anonymity 

was achieved. 

Once the SILB was completed by each participant, per-

sonal data such as sex, age, years of experience, educa-

tional background, number of years assigned to the school, 

and ethnic group were collected and used for analysis. -

Since only the responses of the building principals and 

full-time teachers that satisfied the criteria set forth 

in the study were important, all other responses were 

determined inappropriate and subsequently discarded. 

Treatment of Data 

To accomplish the purpose of the study, responses to 

the SILB were collected and determined usable from 11 

middle school principals and 380 full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

· These responses along with the demographic characteristics 

of each respondent were hand-scored and keypunched indivi-

dually onto IBM data cards. Each hypothesis presented in 
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this study was tested at the .05 level of significance to 

determine which should be retained and which should be re-

jected. 

Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested using independent t-test 

values. Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested using dependent t-

test values. Hypothesis 5 was tested by conducting a multi-

way analysis of variance using all demographic data as inde-

pendent variables. 

All data were analyzed by employing the Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS). The computer centers of Virginia 

Commonwealth University (Richmond, Virginia), and Virginia 

Polytechnic Institute and State University (Blacksburg, 

Virginia) were used to run all data. 



Chapter IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to analyze the instru-

tional leadership behavior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals when compared to the perceptions 

of full-time middle school teachers in the metropolitan area 

of Richmond, Virginia. Responses to the Survey of Instruc-

tional Leadership Behavior (SILB) were collected in order to 

accomplish the following objectives. 

1. To determine the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

2. To determine the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

3. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

47 
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4. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as 

perceived by middle school principals and 

full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

5. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the 

principal as perceived by full-time middle 

school teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

6. To determine if any significant difference 

exists between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" in-

structional leadership behavior of the 

principal as perceived by middle school 

principals in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

An additional objective of the study was to examine selected 

demographic data of the respondents (sex, age, race, annual 

income, education, and experience), and their relationships 

to the "actual" instructional leadership behavior and the 

"expected" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 

school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 
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This chapter reports the results of the study includ-

ing a description of the subjects, a scale analysis of the 

SILB, findings, and discussion, Each hypothesis reported 

in the findings was tested at the , 05 level of signifi-:-· 

cance. 

Description of the Subjects 

As pointed out in Chapter III, eight governmental lo-

calities were included in the Richmond SMSA when this study 

was conducted (May, 1980). Four of the eight localities 

did not have any middle schools at the time of the study, 

One of the remaining four localities refused to grant per-

mission to conduct the study. Therefore, the subjects for 

this study were identified from three localities to make up 

a group of middle schools and principals, as well as full-

time middle school teachers in the Richmond SMSA. Of the 

532 who participated in the study~ 391 (73%} of the returned 

responses were usable. Of this number, 11 were middle school 

principals and 380 were full-time middle school teachers, 

Table 1 provides a comparison of the number of responses 

made by the principals and full-time middle school teachers 

who participated in the study, As shown in this table, each 

school was well represented in the number of usable responses. 

Demographic data (sex, age, race, experience, education, and 

annual income) on the principals and full-time teachers who 

participated in the study are contained in Table 2. 

The mean scores for each response to the items on the 



SCHOOL Number 
Participated 

A 1 

B l 

c 1 

D l 

E l 

F 1 

G 1 

H l 

I 1 

J l 

K 1 

11 

Table 1 

A Comparison of the Number of Responses 
Made by the Middle School Principals and 
the Full-time Middle School Teachers Who 

Participated in the Study 

PRINCIPALS 
Usable Number 

Responses Percent Participated 

1 100 35 

1 100 50 

l 100 48 
l 100 40 

l 100 81 

l 100 32 

1 100 46 

1 100 31 

1 100 51 

l 100 53 

1 100 65 

11 100 532 

TEACHERS 
Usable 

Responses Percent 

26 74.29 

35 70.00 

26 54.17 

26 65.00 
Vl 

66 81.48 0 

29 90.62 

24 52.17 

26 83.87 

34 66,67 

39 73.58 

49 75.38 

330 71.4;3 
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Table 2 

Demographic Data on the Middle School 
Princioals and the Full-time Middle 
School.Teachers Who Participated in 

the Study 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA PRINCIPALS TEACHERS 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

Sex 
~la le 10 91.00 128 
Fem.ale 1 9.00 252 

Age 
30 or under ll8 
31 - 40 5 45.45 151 
41 and over 6 54.55 111 

Race* 
White s 45.45 131 
Non-White 6 54.55 249 

Experience 
4 years or under 3 27.27 99 
5 - 9 years 4 36.36 133 
10 years or more 4 36.36 148 

Education 
Less chan Bachelor 5 
Bachelor 242 
Masters or Beyond 11 100.00 133 

Annual Income 
Under $10,000 16 
$10,000 - $14, 999 238 
$15,000 and over ll 100.00 126 

* Note: This category originally had six ethnic 
identifications (Black, White. Chicano/ 
Hispanic, American Indian, Asian, and Other). 
Because the n~~ber of resoondents who idenci-
fied with the last four were negligible, the 
category was changed. 

33.68 
66. 32 

31.05 
39.74 
29.21 

34.47 
65.53 

26.05 
35.00 
38.95 

l.32 
63.68 
35.00 

4.21 
62.63 
33.16 
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SILB as perceived by the full-time teachers ranged from 

2.82 - 4.45 for "actual" instructional leadership behavior 

and 3.27 - 4.82 for "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior. In addition, standard deviation values ranged from 

0.48 - 1.58 for "actual" instructional leadership behavior 

and 0.50 - 1.62 for "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior (see Appendix E). 

The mean scores for each response to the items on the 

SILB as perceived by the middle school principals ranged 

from 2.47 - 4.43 for "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior and 2.77 - 4.62 for "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior. In addition, standard deviation values ranged 

from 0.87 - 1.48 for "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior and 0.50 - 1.62 for "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior (see Appendix F). 
Table 3 contains the means and the differences between 

the means of the principals' and teachers' responses to the 

SILB. As shown in this table, the differences between the 

means for the principals' perceptions of their actual behav-

ior (Xpa) and the teachers' perceptions of their principals' 

actual behavior <Xra) ranged from -0.06 to 1.18. In addition, 

the differences between the means for the principals' per-

ceptions of their expected behavior (Xpe) and the teachers' 

perceptions of the principals' expected behavior <XTe) ranged 

from -0.31 to 0.89. 

Table 4 contains the means and the differences between 



Table J 

Means and Differences of Lhe Principals' aud 
Full-time Teachers' Responses to the SJLH 

(Xra - ){Ta) ancl (Xl'e - XTe) 

------------------
Item 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

Descriptor 

Defines goals 
Allocates mnterinls 
Collects student data 
Provides suhstitutes 
Participates in recruitment 
Plans training 
Assigns personnel 
Articulates goals 
Visits classrooms 
Formulates objectives 
Inventories needs 
Analyzes teacher data 
llssigns students 
Leacls trainlnR actlvitJes 
Coordinates facilities 

x Pa 

4.09 
11. 45 
3.27 
3.18 
t, .loO 
3. 2 7 
4.36 
4.18 
3.73 
2.82 
3.7) 
,, . 17 
:L 00 
3.00 
3. 73 

XT Xra - ·xTa a 
-----

11. 03 0.06 
J.27 l.18 
).09 0.18 
3.17 0.01 
'• .1.2 -0.02 
J .13 0 .14 
3.74 0.62 
4.02 0 .16 
3.15 0.58 
2. 1;9 0.13 
3. 41, 0. 29 
3.89 0.28 
2 .f,7 0.53 
2.49 0.51 
3.Sl 0. 22 

---·-----------------------------------· 
Xp 11 Principal"'' pPrceptions of their ,1ct:ual lwhnvior 
7.Pe P1·incipals' perceptions of tlwir c>xpecteJ behavior 
XTa Teachers' perceplions of lhc princi.p11l:;' nctu11l hclrnvior 
XTe Teachers' perceptions of the prineip11Ls' expc>ctc>d lwlrnvior 

xP(' ~e Xre - XTf' 
-----··--------

,, • 1, 5 IL 39 0.06 
'•. 55 3.66 0:89 
4.18 3.68 0. 50 
) .1,5 3.47 -0.02 
4.64 4.62 0.02 
3.91 3.55 0. JI) 

4.73 4.24 o. {15 
4.55 t, . .116 0.09 
4.36 3.93 0. /13 
3. /15 3.25 0.20 
4.36 t1. 06 0.30 
1,. 73 1 .. JO 0.4) 
3. 27 2. 77 0.50 
] . t,5 ). u. O.Jl 
1 .. 09 3.83 0.26 

U1 w 



Item 
Number 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Descriptor 

Determines student promotion 
Confers with personnel 
Determines testing 
Recommends personnel 
Coordinates services 
Provides demonstration 
Assesses effectiveness 
Provides reporting system 
Directs development 
Relates needs/goals 
Defines responsibilities 
Directs identification 
Meets legal needs 
Demonstrates knowledge 
Provides resource materials 
Supervises assemblies 
Participates in meetings 
Conducts conferences 
Coordinates discipline 

Table 3 (cont'd) 

2.82 
3.91 
3.18 
4.45 
3.64 
2.91 
3.30 
4.27 
2.91 
4.18 
4.36 
3.64 
4.45 
3. 72 
3.82 
3.73 
3.27 
3.18 
4.70 

2.88 
3.27 
2.82 
4.43 
3.38 
2.97 
3.10 
3.82 
2.58 
3.73 
4.09 
3.37 
4.03 
3.67 
3.41 
3.31 
3.07 
2.92 
3.90 

XPa Principals' perceptions of their actual behavior 
XPe =Principals' perceptions of their expected behavior 

-0.06 
0.64 
0.36 
0.02 
0.26 

-0.06 
0.20 
0.45 
0.33 
0.45 
0.27 
0.27 
0.42 
0.05 
0.41 
0.42 
0.20 
0.36 
0.80 

Xra •Teachers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior 
~e • Teachers' perceptions of the principals' expected behavior 

3.20 
4.36 
3.82 
4. 73 
4.18 
4.09 
4.36 
4.45 
3.63 
4.60 
4.82 
4.09 
4.55 
4.18 
4.27 
3.55 
3.82 
4.09 
4.50 

2.80 
3.88 
3.23 
4.39 
3.92 
3.67 
3.85 
4.22 
3.43 
4.30 
4.44 
3.73 
4.46 
4.29 
3.88 
3.86 
3.69 
3.82 
4.42 

0.40 
0.48 
0.59 
0.34 
0.26 
0.42 
0.51 
0.23 
0.20 
0.30 
0.38 
0.36 
0.09 

-0.09 
0.39 

-0.31 
0.13 
0.27 
0.08 
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Table 11 

Means and Differences of the Principals' and 
Full-time Teachers' Responses to the SILB 

(XPe - XPa) and (i<Te - XTa) 

Number Descriptor XPa XPe XPe - x Pa 

1 Defines goals 4.09 4.45 0.36 
2 Allocates materials 4. 1,5 11. 55 0.10 
3 Collects student data 3.27 4.18 0.91 
4 Provides substitutes 3.18 3.45 0.27 
5 Participates in recruitment 4.110 4.64 0.24 
6 Plans training 3.27 3.91 0.64 
7 Assigns personnel 4. 36 4.73 0.37 
8 Articulates goals 4.18 '·· 55 0.37 
9 Visits classrooms 3. 73 4.36 0.63 

10 Formulates objectives 2.82 3.45 0.63 
11 Inventories needs 3.73 4.36 0.63 
12 Analyzes teacher data 4.17 4. 73 0.56 
13 Assigns students 3.00 3.27 0.27 
14 Leads training activities 3.00 3.45 0, 1,5 
15 Coordinates facilities 3. 73 11. 09 0.36 

Xra Principals' p•rceptions of their actual behavior 
Xre ~ Principals' perceptions of the fr expected behavior 
XTa Teachers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior 
x ~ Te Teachers' perceptions of the principals' expected behavior 

XTa XTe x -Te XTa 

4.03 4.39 0.36 
3.27 3.66 0.39 
3.09 3.68 0.59 
3.17 3.47 0.30 
l1. 42 4.62 0. 20 
3.13 3.55 0.42 lT1 

lT1 
3. 74 4.24 0.50 
4.02 4.46 0.44 
3. 15 3.93 0. 78 
2.69 3.25 0.56 
3. 41, 4.06 0.62 
3.89 '•. 30 0.111 
2.47 2. 77 0.30 
2.49 3.14 0.65 
3.51 3.83 0.32 



Item 
Number 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 

Descriptor 

Determines student promotion 
Confers with personnel 
Detennines testing 
Recommends personnel 
Coordinates services 
Provides demonstration 
Assesses effectiveness 
Provides reporting system 
Directs development 
Relates needs/goals 
Defines responsibilities 
Directs identification 
Meets legal needs 
Demonstrates knowledge 
Provides resource materials 
Supervises assemblies 
Participates in meetings 
Conducts conferences 
Coordinates discipline 

Table 1. (cont'd) 

2.82 
3.91 
3.18 
4.45 
3.64 
2.91 
3.30 
4. 27 
2. 91 
4 .18 
4.36 
3.64 
4.45 
3. 72 
3.82 
3. 73 
3.27 
3.18 
4.70 

3.20 
4.36 
3.82 
4. 73 
4.18 
4.09 
4.36 
4.45 
3.63 
4.60 
4.82 
4.09 
4.55 
4.18 
[L 27 
3.55 
3.82 
4.09 
4.50 

ifPa = Principals' perceptions of their actual behavior 
~Pe = Principals' perceptions of their expected behavior 

0.38 
0.45 
0.64 
0. 28 
0.54 
1.18 
1.06 
0.18 
0.72 
0.42 
0.46 
0.1,5 
0.10 
0.46 
0.45 

-0.18 
o. 55 
0.91 

-0.20 

~a Teachers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior 
XTe ~Teachers' perceptions of the principals' expected behavior 

2.88 
3.27 
2.82 
4.43 
3.38 
2.97 
3.10 
3.82 
2.58 
3.73 
4.09 
3.37 
IL 03 
3.67 
3.41 
3.31 
3. 07 
2.92 
3.90 

2.80 
3.88 
3.23 
4. 39 
3.92 
3.67 
3.85 
4.22 
3 .113 
4.30 
4. 41~ 
3.73 
4.46 
4.29 
3.88 
3.86 
3.69 
3.82 
4.42 

-0.08 
0.61 
0.41 

-0.04 
0.54 
0. 70 
0.75 
0.40 
0.85 
0.57 
0.35 
0.36 
0, l,3 
0.62 
0.47 
0.55 
0.62 
0.90 
0.52 
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the means of the principals' and teachers' responses to the 

SILB. As shown in this table, the differences between the 

means for the principals perceptions of their expected behav-

ior (Xpe) and actual behavior (Xpa) ranged from -0.20 to 1.18. 

In addition, the differences between the means for the teach-

ers' perceptions of their principals' expected behavior (XTe) 

and actual behavior (~a) ranged from -0.08 to 0.90. A dis-

cussion of the means and difference between the means pro-

vided in Tables 3 and 4 is presented later in this chapter. 

Table 5 provides a summary of all item responses by 

school to the "actual" instructional leadership behavior and 

"expected" instructional leadership behavior as perceived by 

full-time middle school teachers. As shown in this table, 

the mean scores ranged from 2.75 - 3.73 for the teachers per-

ceptions of their principals' actual behavior and 3.43 - 3.94 

for the teachers' perceptions of their principals' expected 

behavior. In addition, standard deviation values ranged from 

0.52 - 0.80 for actual behavior and 0.50 - 1.04 for expected 

behavior. Since there was only one principal per school, a 

summary of all items by school was statistically impractical. 

Tables 6 and 7 provide summaries of all item responses 

to the SILB as perceived by the full-time middle school 

teachers and middle school principals respectively. Accord-

ingly, the mean score for the full-time teachers' percep-

tions of their principals' actual behavior was 3.28 and the 

mean score for the full-time teachers perceptions of their 
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Table 5 

Summary of the Means, Standard Deviations, and 
Standard Error of the Means for All Item Re-
sponses to the Survey of Instructional Leader-
ship Behavior (SILB) by School for the Full-time 

Middle-School Teachers 

ACTUAL BEHAVIOR EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 
SCHOOL (N) i STD SE i STD SE 

A (26) 3.08 0.73 0.14 3.43 0.89 0.18 

B (35) 2.75 0.88 0.15 3. 69 0.62 0.10 

c (26) 3.38 0. 72 0 .14 3.66 0.50 0.10 

D (26) 2.98 0.86 0.17 3.52 1. 04 0.20 

E (66) 3.67 0.64 0.08 3.87 0.60 0.07 

F (29) 3.73 0.52 0 .10 3.64 0.85 0 .16 

F (24) 3.14 0.88 0.18 3.45 0.87 0.18 

H (26) 3.34 0.67 0.13 3.81 0.61 0.12 

I (34) 3.22 0.88 0.15 3.94 0.61 0.11 

J (39) 3.33 0.57 0.09 3.85 0.66 0. ll 

K (49) 3. !.2 0.78 0. ll 3. 71 0.76 0.11 

STD • Standard Deviation 

SE a Standard Error of Mean 



Table 6 
SUMMARY OF ALL ITEM RESPONSES TO THE 

SURVEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR (SILB) 
FOR FULL-TIME MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS 

N 

Actual Behavior 380 

Expected Behavior 380 

STD = Standard Deviation 
SE = Standard Error of Mean 

-x 

3.28 

3. 72 

STD 

.78 

.73 

Minimum 
Value 

1.00 

l.00 

Maximum 
Value 

5.00 

5.00 

SE 

.04 

.04 



Table 1 

SUMMARY OF ALL ITEM RESPONSES TO TUE 
SURVEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR (SILB) 

FOR MIDDLE SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

N 

Actual Behavior 11 

Expected Behavior 11 

STD ~ Standard Deviation 
SE ~ Standard Error of Mean 

x 

3.66 

4.13 

STD 

.60 

.32 

Minimum 
Value 

1. CJO 

1. 00 

Maximum 
Value 

s. 00 

5.00 

SE 

.18 

.10 °' 0 
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principals' expected behavior was 3.72. The mean score for 

the middle school principals' perceptions of their actual 

behavior was 3.66 and the mean score for the middle school 

principals' perceptions of their expected behavior was 4.13. 

The total number of responses possible for the SILB was 

68 (34 items for "actual" instructional leadership beahvior 

and 34 items for "expected11 instructional leadership behav-

ior). However, certain parts of the data were missing on 

some of the responses from middle school principals and full-

time middle school teachers. For the principals, the highest 

number of missing responses for any item on the SILB was 1 

for both actual and expected behaviors. For the teachers, 

the missing responses ranged from 4 to 24 for actual behav-

ior and from 9 to 21 for expected behavior. There were no 

missing responses for any of the demographic data for neither 

group. The missing responses were not considered to be ran-

domly distributed among the respondents; therefore, the miss-

ing responses were not included in any statistical treatment 

of the data. 

Scale Analysis of the SILB 

A principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation 

was performed on the item responses to the SILB for middle 

school principals and teachers (N=391). Two separate anal-

yses were performed. One analysis was performed on the 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior items and another 

was performed on the "expected" instructional leadership 
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behavior items. As noted in Chapter III, it was hoped that 

the items on the SILB would cluster into three groupings 

with a relatively even distribution. The results of the 

factor analysis with a three-factor limitation revealed this 

was not the case. The principals' and teachers 1 perceptions 

of the "actual" instructional leadership behavior items and 

"expected" instructional leadership behavior items on the 

SILB can be explained quite well by a single dimension. 

The results of the factor analysis on the "actual" items 

indicated that a single factor accounted for the majority of 

the variance within the scale. One factor accounted for over 

72% of the variance within the scale and the second and third 

factors accounted for 8% and 6% respectively. Similarly, 4 

of the 11 items had the highest loading on the category, Ad-

ministrative and Organizational Support; 8 of the items had 

the highest loading on the category, Personnel Management and 

Supervision; and 3 of the 8 items had the highest loading on 

the category, Student Growth and Development if the three 

factors were used. 

A similar picture emerged when examining the principals' 

and teachers' perceptions of the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior items on the SILB. The first factor ac-

counted for 59% of the variance within the scale. Second 

and third factors accounted for 14% and 7% respectively. If 

the three factors were used, only 4 of the 11 in the cate-

gory, Administrative and Organizational Support loaded high. 

In addition, 7 of the 15 '1expected" items in the category, 
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Personnel Management and Supervision, and 3 of the 8 items 

on the category, Student Growth and Development loaded high. 

The conclusion drawn from this analysis is that the 

primary factor was so dominate to suggest clearly the fea-

sibility of using the entire scale for scoring purposes. 

Therefore, only the mean scores for the 34 items were used 

to analyze the principals' and teachers' perceptions of the 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior and the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the middle school prin-

cipals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Findings 

Five hypotheses were tested in this study. Hypotheses 

1 and 2 were tested using independent t-test values. Hypo-

theses 3 and 4 were tested using dependent t-test values. 

Hypothesis S was tested by conducting a multiway analysis 

of variance using all demographic data as independent vari-

ables. 

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant differ-
ence between the 11actual 11 instructional leader-
ship behavior of the principal as perceived by 
middle school principals when compared to the 
perceptions of full-time middle school teachers 
in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

To test this hypothesis, the subjects were divided in-

to two groups, full-time middle school teachers and middle 

school principals according to their perceptions of the 
11actual" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 
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school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. The overall mean score of each group's response 

to the SILB for "actual" behavior was used. Accordingly, 

the mean score for the full-time middle school teachers 

was 3.28 and the mean score for the middle school princi-

pals was 3.66 (see Tables 6 and 7). Since the method of 

scoring the responses to the SILB ranged from 1 for "Never" 

to 5 for "Always," Table 6 indicates that the mean score 

reported for full-time middle school teachers tends to lean 

toward the "Sometimes" response for "actual" behavior. On 

the other hand, Table 7 indicates that the mean score re-

ported for middle school principals tends to lean toward 

the "Very Often" response for "actual" behavior. The mean 

difference between the two groups was .41 or two-thirds of 

one standard deviation. 

An independent t-test was conducted (t=2.05, p = .06). 

Since the p value was not less than the .OS level of sig-

nificance, the hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, there 

was no significant difference between the "actual" instruc-

tional leadership behavior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals and full-time middle school teach-

ers in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant differ-
ence between the "expected" instructional leader-
ship behavior of the principal as perceived by 
middle school principals and full-time middle 
school teachers in the metropolitan area of 
Richmond, Virginia. 
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To test Hypothesis 2, the subjects were divided into 

two groups, full-time middle school teachers and middle 

school principals, according to their perceptions of the 

"expected" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 

school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. The overall mean score of each group's responses 

to the SILB for "expected" behavior was used. Accordingly, 

the mean score for the full-time middle school teachers 

was 3.72 and the mean score for the middle school princi-

pals was 4.13 (see Tables 6 and 7). Since,the method of 

scoring the SILB ranged from 1 for "Never" to 5 for "Always,n 

Table 6 indicates that the mean score reported for full-

time middle school teachers tends to lean more than half 

above the "Sometimes" response. On the other hand, Table 

7 indicates that the mean score reported for middle school 

principals tends to lean strongly toward the "Very Often" 

response for "expected" behavior. The mean difference be-

tween the teachers and principals was .44 or approximately 

one standard deviation. 

An independent t-test was conducted (t = 4.03, p =.0010). 

Since the p value was less than the .05 level of signifi-

cance, Hypothesis 2 was rejected. Therefore, the results 

show that there is a significant difference between the "ex-

pected" instructional leadership behavior of the principal 

as perceived by middle school principals and full-time 

middle school teachers in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 
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Hypothesis 3. There is no significant differ-
ence between the "actual" instructional leader-
ship behavior and the "expected" instructional 
leadership behavior of the principal as per-
ceived by middle school principals in the 
metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Hypothesis 3 was tested using the middle school prin-

cipals' perceptions of the "actual" instructional leadership 

behavior and "expected" instructional leadership behavior 

in accordance with their responses to the SILB. The mean 

score for the middle school principals' perception of the 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior was 3.66 and 

the mean score for their perception of the "expected" in-

structional leadership behavior was 4.13 (see Table 7). 

Since the method of scoring the SILB ranged from 1 for 

"Never" and 5 for "Always," Table 7 indicates that the mean 

score reported for the middle school principals on "actual" 

behavior tends to lean slightly above the "Sometimes" re-

sponse and the mean score reported for the middle school 

principals on "expected" behavior tends to lean strongly 

toward the "Very Often" response. The mean difference be-

tween the middle school principals' perceptions of their 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior and their "ex-

pected" instructional leadership behavior was .47 or one-

half of a standard deviation. 

A dependent t-test was conducted (t = 2.48, p =.04). 

Since the p value was less than the .05 level of signifi-

cance, Hypothesis 3 was rejected. Therefore, the results 

showed that there was a significant difference between the 
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"actual" instructional leadership behavior and the "ex-

pected" instructional leadership behavior of the princi-

pal as perceived by middle school principals in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant differ-
ence between the "actual" instructional leader-
ship behavior and the "expected" instructional 
leadership behavior of the principal as per-
ceived by full-time middle school teachers in 
the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Hypothesis 4 was tested using the full-time middle 

school teachers' perceptions of the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of the principal in accordance with their 

(full-time middle school teachers) responses to the SILB. 

The mean score for the full-time middle school teachers' 

perceptions of the "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior was 3.28 and the mean score for their perceptions of 

the "expected" instructional leadership behavior of the 

principal was 3.72 (see Table 6). Since the method of 

scoring the SILB ranged from 1 for "Never" to 5 for "Always," 

Table 6 indicates that the mean score reported for the full-

time middle school teachers on "actual 11 behavior tends to 

lean slightly above the "Sometimes" response and the mean 

score reported for full-time middle school teachers on "ex-

pected" behavior tends to lean more than half above the 

"Sometimes" response. The mean difference between the full-

time middle school teachers' perceptions of the "actual'' 

instructional leadership behavior and "expected" instructional 
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leadership behavior of the principal was .44 or approxi-

mately one standard deviation. 

A dependent t test was conducted (t = 5.27, p = .0004). 

Since the p value was less than the .05 level of signifi-

cance, Hypothesis 4 was rejected. Therefore, the results 

showed that there was a significant difference between the 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior and the 11ex-

pected11 instructional leadership behavior of the principal 

as perceived by full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

HS~othesis 5. There is no significant relation-
s ip between each of the demographic character-
istics of the respondents and their perceptions 
of the "actual" instructional leadership behav-
ior and the "expected" instructional leadership 
behavior of the middle school principal in the 
metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

To test Hypothesis 5, the subjects were divided into 

two groups, full-time middle school teachers and middle 

school principals. The overall mean score of each group's 

responses to the SILB was used to test if any significant 

relationship existed between each of the demographic data 

of the respondents and their perceptions of the "actual" 

instructional leadership behavior and the "expected" in-

structional leadership behavior of the middle school 

principal in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia . 

.An analysis of variance on the full-time teachers' 

and middle school principals' perceptions for "actual" be-

havior and "expected" behavior and the demographic data for 
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each group was computed as shown in Tables 8 through 11. 

All demographic data (sex, age, ethnic group, number of 

years assigned to the school, experience, degrees, and an-

nual salary) were used as independent variables. 

The data presented in Table 8 indicate there was no 

significant relationship between the sex, age, experience, 

degrees held, or the annual salary of the full-time middle 

school teachers in terms of their perceptions of the "ac-

tual" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 

school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. The obtained p values for these variables were 

not less than the .05 level of significance; therefore, this 

portion of the hypothesis was retained. That is, both males 

and females had the same perceptions of their principals' 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior. The same held 

true for the age, experience, degrees held, and annual sal-

ary of the middle school teachers. On the other hand, the 

obtained p value (F=S.56, p .0190) for ethnic group indi-

cated a significant relationship between the ethnic group of 

the teachers in terms of their perceptions of the principals' 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior. Non-white mid-

dle school teachers' perceptions of their principals' "ac-

tual" instructional leadership behavior were higher than 

the perceptions of white middle school teachers. The mean 

score for non-white teachers' perceptions of the principals' 

actual behavior was 3.35 and the mean score for white teach-
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Table 8 
An Analysis of Variance of the Demographic 
Data for Full-time Middle School Teachers' 
Responses to the SILB (Actual Behavior) 

Demographic Data df SS F p 

SEX l l.58 2.68 0.1025 
AGE 3 0.35 0.29 0.7451 
ETHNIC 1 3.28 5.56 0.0190* 
YRS EXP 2 1.13 0.96 0.3848 
SCHASSD 2 l.38 l.17 0.3110 
DEGREES l 0.42 2.40 0.1226 
SALARY 2 0.16 0.14 0.8711 
SEX*AGE 2 3.15 2.67 0.0710 
SEX*ETHNIC l l.31 2.22 0.1372 
SEX* YRS EXP 2 0.13 O.ll 0.8959 
SEX*SCHASSD 2 0.86 0.07 0.9299 
SEX*DEGREES l 0.20 0.33 0.5659 
SEX* SALARY 2 0.04 0.04 0.9688 
AGE*ETHNIC 2 0.75 0.64 0.5304 
AGE*YRSEXP 4 3.95 l.67 0.1564 
AGE*SCHASSD 4 2.76 l.17 0.3248 
AGE*DEGREES 2 0.70 0.59 0.5536 
AGE*SALARY 4 0.27 0.12 0. 9770 
ETHNIC*YRSEXP 2 l.44 l.22 0.2957 
ETHNIC*SCHASSD 2 0.48 0.41 0.6650 
ETHNIC*DEGREES l 1.98 3.35 0.0682 
ETHNIC*SALARY 2 2.60 2.20 0.1123 
YRSEXP*SCHASSD 4 1.03 0.44 0.7820 
YRSEXP*DEGREES 2 3.28 2.78 0.0638 
YRS EXP* SALARY 3 l.72 0.97 0.4073 
SCHASSD*DEGREES 2 5.35 4.53 0.0115* 
SCHASSD*SALARY 3 0.47 0.27 0.8505 
DEGREES*SALARY l 0.21 0.35 0.5526 

* p < . 05 for significance 



71 

ers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior was 3.15. 

More specifically, the mean score for non-white female teach-

ers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior was 3.28 

and the mean score for white female teachers' perceptions was 

3.17. Therefore, non-white female teachers had slightly 

higher perceptions of the principals' "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior. The mean score for non-white male teach-

ers' perceptions of the principals' actual behavior was 3.49 

and the mean score for white male teachers' perceptions was 

3.10. Therefore, non-white male teachers had higher percep-

tions of the principals' "actual" instructional leadership 

behavior. As a result of conducting two-way interactions of 

the demographic data, the number of years the teachers were 

assigned to the school and the degrees held (F=4.53, P=0115) 

appeared to have had a significant relationship on the teach-

ers' perceptions of the principals' "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior. The findings suggested that the longer 

teachers with additional educational preparation were as-

signed to a school, the lower their perceptions of th~ ii~c-

tual" instructional leadership behavior. 

The data presented in Table 9 indicate there was no 

significant relationship between the sex. age, ethnic group, 

number of years assigned to the school, degrees held, and 

annual salary of the full-time middle school teachers and 

perceptions of the "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior of the middle school principals in the metropolitan 
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Table 9 

An Analysis of Variance of the Demographic 
Data for Full-time Middle School Teachers' 
Responses to the SILB (Expected Behavior) 

Demographic Data df SS F 

SEX 1 0.11 0.21 
AGE 2 0.69 0.66 
ETHNIC 1 0.75 0.14 
YRS EXP 2 3.99 3.83 
SCHASSD 2 0.14 0.13 
DEGREES 1 0.01 0.03 
SALARY 2 0.81 0.78 
SEX* AGE 2 1.49 1.43 
SEX*ETHNIC l 0.76 1.46 
SEX*YRSEXP 2 0.00 0.00 
SEX*SCHASSD 2 2.58 2.47 
SEX*DEGREES l 0.24 0.46 
SEX* SALARY 2 0.40 0.38 
AGE*ETHNIC 2 l.64 1.58 
AGE*YRSEXP 4 2.11 l.01 
AGE*SCHASSD 4 .2.13 1.02 
AGE*DEGREES 2 1.65 1. 58 
AGE*SALARY 4 0.69 0.33 
ETHNIC*YRSEXP 2 2.27 2.18 
ETHNIC*SCHASSD 2 0.38 0.36 
ETHNIC*DEGREES 1 4.81 9.23 
ETHNIC* SALARY 2 0.04 0.04 
YRSEXP*SCHASSD 4 2.47 1.18 
YRSEXP*DEGREES 2 1.50 1.44 
YRS EXP* SALARY 3 0.60 0.38 
SCHASSD*DEGREES 2 0.15 0.15 
SCHASSD*SALARY 3 0.522 0.33 
DEGREES*SALARY 1 0.56 l.08 

* p (. 05 for significance 

p 

0.6462 
0.5188 
0.7051 
0.0227* 
0.8743 
0.8610 
0.4588 
0.2420 
0.2275 
0.9992 
0.0862 
0.5002 
0.6819 
0.2084 
0.4025 
0. 3972 
0.2068 
0.8581 
0.1147 
0.6947 
0.0026* 
0.9628 
0.3182 
0.2387 
0.7693 
0.8642 
0.8028 
0.2997 
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area of Richmond, Virginia. The obtained p values for these 

variables were not less than the .05 level of significance; 

therefore, this portion of the hypothesis was retained. That 

is, both males and females had the same perceptions of the 

principals' "expected" instructional leadership behavior. 

The same held true for the age, ethnic group, number of years 

assigned to the school, and the annual salary of the middle 

school teachers. On the other hand, the obtained p value for 

years of experience (F=3.83, P= .0227) indicated there was a 

significant relationship between the teaching experience of 

the middle school teachers and their perceptions of the "ex-

pected" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 

school principals. The findings suggested that the more ex-

perience a teacher had, the higher their perceptions of the 

"expected" instructional leadership behavior of the princi-

pal. More specifically, the mean score for the perceptions 

of teachers with 10 or more years of experience was 3.79. 

The mean score for the perceptions of teachers with 5 to 9 

years of experience was 3.78 and the mean score for the per-

ceptions of teachers with 4 or less years of experience was 

3.60. As a result of conducting two-way interactions of the 

demographic data, the ethnic group of the teachers and the 

number of degrees held appeared to have had a significant 

relationship on the middle school teachers' perceptions of 

the "expected" instructional leadership behavior. The find-

ings suggested that white teachers with bachelor degrees had 
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higher perceptions of the principals' expected behavior than 

non-white teachers' perceptions of the principals' expected 

behavior. On the other hand, non-white teachers with masters 

degrees had higher perceptions of the principals' expected 

behavior than white teachers with masters degrees. More spe-

cifically, the mean score for the perceptions of white teach-

ers with bachelor degrees was 3.85. The mean score for the 

perceptions of non-white teachers with bachelor degrees was 

3.64. The mean score for the perceptions of non-white teach-

ers with masters degrees on expected behavior was 3.83 and 

the mean score for the perceptions of white teachers with 

masters degrees on expected behavior was 3.56. 

Tables 10 and 11 provide data on the relationship of 

each of the demographic data (sex, age, ethnic group, experi-

ence, number of years assigned to the school, degrees, and 

annual salary) of the middle school principals and the per-

ceptions of their "actual' instructional leadership behavior 

and "expected" instructional leadership behavior .. Since 

none of the obtained p values for the demographic data was 

less than the .05 level of significance, this portion of the 

hypothesis was retained. Middle school principals of dif-

ferent ethnic groups had the same perceptions of their ac-

tual and expected behaviors. The same held true for the sex, 

age, experience, number of years assigned to the school, de-

grees. and the annual salary of the principals. Therefore, 

there was no significant relationship between each of the 

demographic data and the principals' perceptions of their 
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Table 10 

An Analysis of Variance of the Demographic 
Data for Middle School Principals' Responses 

to the SILB (Actual Behavior) 

Demographic Data df SS F 

SEX 1 0.23 0.56 

AGE 1 0.36 0.86 

ETHNIC 1 0.13 0.33 

YRS EXP 2 0.89 1.08 

SCHASSD l 0.35 0.85 

DEGREES 0 0.00 

SALARY 0 0.00 

p ( . 05 for significance 

p 

0.4953 

0.4053 

0.5986 

0.4217 

0.4217 
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Table 11 

An Analysis of Variance of the Demographic 
Data for Middle School Principals' Responses 

to the SILB (Expected Behavior) 

Demographic Data df SS F 

SEX 2 0.32 3.85 

AGE 1 0.01 0.11 

ETHNIC 1 0.00 0.05 

YRS EXP 2 0.49 0.29 

SCHASSD 1 0.29 3.46 

DEGREES 0 0.00 

SALARY 0 0.00 

p( .05 for significance 

p 

0.1213 

0.7545 

0.8309 

0.7600 

0.1300 
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"actual" instructional leadership behavior and "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior. 

Discussion 

The results of the study have presented findings that 

reveal significant data relative to how principals and teach-

ers perceive the "actual" instructional leadership behavior 

and the "expected" instructional leadership behavior of the 

middle school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. As stated in Chapter I, the findings of this study 

can be generalized only to areas of similar SMSA structure. 

This writer hastens to point out that all hypotheses 

presented in this study were not retained. Of the five hy-

potheses presented, one was retained (Hypothesis 1), three 

were rejected (Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4), and one was retained 

in part (Hypothesis 5). 

Hypothesis 1, when tested, yielded a p value sufficient 

to retain it. Middle school principals and teachers were in 

general agreement about their overall perceptions of the "ac-

tual" instructional leadership behavior of middle school 

principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Although congruency existed between the middle school prin-

cipals' and teachers' perceptions on actual behavior, the data 

indicated that the principals' overall perceptions of their 

actual behavior were higher than the teachers' perceptions. 

More specifically, principals and teachers differed signifi-

cantly in their responses to the following instructional lead-

ership behavior items for actual behavior: 
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Item 2. The principal allocates material 
and equipment for instructional 
activities. 

Item 17. The principal confers individually 
with instructional personnel about 
instructional matters. 

Item 34. The principal coordinates student 
discipline. 

It is interesting to point out that although the principals' 

overall perceptions of their "actual" instructional leader-

ship behavior were higher than the teachers' overall per-

ceptions, the teachers believed their principals were per-

forming the instructional leadership behaviors described by 

the following items: 

Item 5. The principal participates in the 
recruitment and the selection of 
all instructional personnel. 

Item 16. The principal determines the pro-
motion and retention of students. 

Item 21. The principal provides for the 
demonstration of effective instruc-
tional techniques. 

This would tend to suggest that the teachers have a higher per-

cept.io,n the "actual" instructional leadership behavior de-

scribed by these items. 

Hypothesis 2, when tested, yielded a p value signifi-

cantly strong enough to reject this hypothesis. Middle 

school principals 1 perceptions of their "expected" instruc-

tional leadership behavior were clearly incongruent with 

the perceptions of the teachers for expected behavior. Fur-

thermore, middle school principals' overall perceptions of 

their "expected" instructional leadership behavior were 
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higher than the teachers' perceptions. Principals and 

teachers differed greatly in their responses to the 

following instructional leadership behavior items for ex-

pected behavior: 

Item 2. The principal allocates material 
and equipment for instructional 
activities. 

Item 3. The principal collects and analyzes 
data concerning the performance of 
students. 

Item 7. The principal assigns or reassigns 
instructional personnel within the 
school to maximize conditions for 
learning. 

Item 13. The principal assigns students to 
the appropriate classes and time 
periods for instruction. 

Item 17. The principal confers individually 
with instructional personnel about 
instructional matters. 

Item 18. The principal determines the proce-
dures and schedules for standardized 
testing within the school. 

Item 19. The principal recommends all instruc-
tional personnel for re-employment, 
promotion, or dismissal. 

Item 22. The principal assesses the effective-
ness of the school's inservice train-
ing program. 

Item 26. The principal defines the job respon-
sibilities of each staff member in 
accordance with the instructional 
philosophy of the school. 

The principals clearly felt they were expected to perform 

the instructional leadership behavior described by these 

items more often than they were actually performing them. 



80 

These incongruencies indicated that the principals placed 

high levels of importance on the £ollowing area of instruc-

tional leadership: (1) Instructional materials and equip-

ment; (2) Student performance; and (3) Personnel Supervi-

sion. Although the principals' overall perceptions of their 

expected behavior were higher, teachers' expectations of 

their expected behavior were higher for· the following in~'--

structional leadership behavior items: 

Item 4. The principal provides for the 
assignment of substitute instruc-
tional personnel. 

Item 29. The principal de~onstrates a gen-
eral knowledge of all fields of 
curriculum unique to the instruc-
tional objectives of the school. 

Item 31. The principal coordinates and 
supervises student assemblies. 

The p value obtained as a result of testing Hypothesis 3 

was barely sufficient to reject the hypothesis. However, the 

data indicated clearly that middle school principals' percep-

tions of their "expected" instructional leadership behavior 

were significantly higher than the middle school principals' 

perceptions of their "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior. This incongruence suggested that middle school princi-

pals were not satisfied with how often they were providing 

instructional leadership as described by the items on the 

SILB. This finding supported the contentions of many educa-

tors who feel the principal is unable to fulfill the respon-

sibility of providing instructional leadership in the school. 

The following instructional leadership behavior items 
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showed .those areas in which the principals felt they were 

expected to perform more often: 

Item 3. The principal collects and analyzes 
data concerning the performance of 
students. 

Item 6. The principal plans inservice train-
ing activities for instructional per-
sonnel. 

Item 9. The principal visits classrooms to 
observe instructional techniques. 

Item 10. The principal formulates the instruc-
tional objectives for each grade level 
in the school. 

Item 11. The principal inventories the changing 
needs for time and space to accomplish 
various instructional objectives. 

Item 18. The principal determines the procedures 
and schedules for standardized testing 
within the school. 

Item 21. The principal provides for the demon-
stration of effective instructional 
techniques. 

Item 22. The principal assesses the effective-
ness of the school's inservice training 
program. 

Therefore, the findings indicated the principals in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia felt the need to be-

come more involved in the following areas of instructional 

leadership: (1) Student performance; (2) Plant utilization 

and time management; (3) Classroom observation and teaching; 

and (4) Inservice program evaluations. The principals felt 

also that the need for the greatest improvement was in the 

area of providing for the demonstration of effective techniques. 



82 

On the other hand, the findings indicated that the princi-

pals were satisfied with their performance of the following 

instructional leadership behavior items: 

Item 31. The principal coordinates and 
supervises student assemblies. 

Item 34. The principal coordinates stu-
dent discipline. 

Hypothesis 4, when tested, yielded a p value sufficient 

to reject the hypothesis. Middle school teachers' percep-

tions of their principals' "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior were significantly higher than their percep-

tions of their principals' "actual" instructional leader-

ship behavior. This incongruence suggested that although 

the teachers' perceptions of their principals' actual behav-

ior were lower, they clearly expected the principals to ex-

pand their instructional leadership in the schools. Further-

more, the teachers felt their principals needed to become 

more involved in 32 of the 34 instructional leadership behav-

ior items on the SILB. The two items teachers expected the 

principals to spend equal or lesser amounts of time were the 

following: 

Item 16. The principal determines the promotion 
and retention of students. 

Item 19. The principal recommends all instruc-
tional personnel for re-employment, 
promotion, or dismissal. 

As stated earlier, the teachers felt their principals needed 

to become more involved in 32 of the 34 instructional leader-
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ship behavior items on the SILB. The greatest needs for more 

involvment from the principals were indicated by the follow-

ing instructional leadership behavior: 

Item 9. The principal visits classrooms to 
observe instructional techniques. 

Item 21. The principal provides for the demon-
stration of effective instructional 
techniques. 

Item 22. The principal assesses the effective-
ness of the school's inservice train-
ing program. 

Item 24. The principal directs the development 
or the modification of instructional 
materials that are not available com-
mercially. 

Item 33. The principal conducts group confer-
ences with instructional personnel 
experiencing similar problems in instruc-
tion. i 

Finally, the.re was no indication that sex, age, ethnic 

group, number of years assigned to the school, degrees, or 

salary had any statistically significant relationship as to 

how the principals perceived their "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior or "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior. Although statistical significance was not evi-

dent, it was interesting to find that non-white principals' 

perceptions of their actual and expected behaviors were 

higher than white principals' perceptions. In addition, the 

male principals' perceptions of their actual and expected 

behaviors were higher than the female's perception of her 

actual and expected behaviors. 

This was not the case for the middle school teachers. 
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The ethnic group of the middle school teachers had a signif-

icant influence on their perceptions of the principals' "ac-

tual11 instructional leadership behavior. Non-white teachers' 

perceptions of the actual behavior of their principals were 

higher than the perceptions of white teachers. The number 

of years the teachers were assigned to the school, in con-

junction with the degrees held, also had a significant influ-

ence on the teachers' perceptions of their principals' "ac-

tual" instructional leadership behavior. The findings sug-

gested that the longer teachers with additional educational 

preparation were assigned to a school, the lower their per-

ceptions of the principals' "actual" instructional leader-

ship behavior. In addition, the total number of years of 

experience the teachers had, influenced their perceptions 

of the principals' "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior. The more experience the teachers had, the higher 

their perceptions of the principals "expected" instruc-

tional leadership behavior. The data indicated also that 

ethnic group, in conjunction with the degrees held, had a 

significant influence on the teachers' perception of the 

principals expected behavior. Non-white teachers with ad-

ditional educational preparation had higher perceptions of 

their principals' "expected" instructional leadership behav-

ior white teachers with additional educational preparation. 



Chapter V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This final chapter is presented in three parts. First, 

a summary of the study is provided. Included in this sum-

mary is a discussion of the purpose of the study, the hypo-

theses, the subjects, the methodology and treatment of data. 

The conclusions derived from the results of the study and 

reconnnendations for further study are presented also. 

Summary 

This study was a descriptive-analytical survey of middle 

school principals' and full-time middle school teachers' re-

sponses to the Survey of Instructional Leadership Behavior 

(SILB). The study was undertaken to determine whether sig-

nificant differences existed between the respondents in 

terms of their perceptions of the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of middle school principals in the metropolitan 

area of Richmond, Virginia. Attention was given also to 

examining the relationship between selected demographic 

characteristics such as the sex, age, ethnic group, ex-

perience, educational background, and annual salary of the 

respondents and their perceptions of the middle school prin-

cipals' instructional leadership behavior. 

Five main hypotheses were developed and tested in or-

der to guide the study: 
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1. There is no significant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals when compared to 

the perceptions of full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

2. There is no significant difference between 

the "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior of the principal as perceived by 

middle school principals when compared to 

the perceptions of full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

3. There is no significant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior and the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as per-

ceived by middle school principals in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

4. There is no sognificant difference between 

the "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior and the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as per-

ceived by full-time middle school teachers 

in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 
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5, There is no significant difference between 

each of the demographic characteristics of 

the respondents and their perceptions of 

the "actual" instructional leadership behav-

ior and the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the middle school 

principals in the metropolitan area of 

Richmond, Virginia. 

The subjects for this study were identified from three 

governmental localities to make up a representative group 

of middle school principals, as well as full-time middle 

school teachers in the Richmond Standard Metropolitan Statis-

tical Area (SMSA). Of the 532 who actively participated in 

the study, 391 (73%) were determined usable responses. Of 

this number, 11 were middle school principals and 380 were 

full-time middle school teachers. 

To accomplish the objectives of the study, the Survey 

of Instructional Leadership Behavior (SILB) was developed, 

piloted and administered to 11 middle school principals and 

their staffs in May, 1980. The SILB consisted of 34 in-

structional leadership behavior items with a five-point 

Likert response format, ranging from 1 for "Never" to 5 for 

"Always" (see Appendices A and B). Respondents were in-

structed to circle the response that best indicated their 

perceptions of the "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior and the "expected" instructional leadership behavior 

of the middle school principals in the metropolitan area of 
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Richmond, Virginia. Lastly, the respondents were in-

structed to provide information about themselves such as 

their sex, age, ethnic group, experience, educational back-

ground, and annual salary. All responses to the SILB and 

demographic data were hand-scored, compiled, and converted 

for computer application. 

Each hypothesis presented in this study was tested at 

the .05 level of significance to determine which should be 

accepted and which should be rejected. Hypotheses 1 and 2 

were tested using independent t-test values. Hypotheses 3 

and 4 were tested using dependent t-test values. Hypothesis 

5 was tested by conducting a multiway analysis of variance 

using all demographic data as independent variables. 

Table 12 provides a sunnnary of the hypotheses tested in this 

study. Of the five hypotheses presented, one was accepted 

(Hypothesis 1), three were rejected (Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4), 

and one was rejected in part (Hypothesis 5). 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions are based on the findings of 

the study: 

1. Middle school principals and teachers were 

in general agreement relative to their per-

ceptions of the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior of middle school princi-

pals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. Although there was agreement, 

middle school principals' overall perceptions 



Table 12 

A Summary of the Hypotheses Tested 

Statement of the Hypotheses 

1. There is no significant difference 
between the "actual" instructional 
leadership behavior of the principal 
as perceived by middle school prin-
cipals when compared to the percep-
tions of full-time middle school 
teachers in the metropolitan area of 
Richmond, Virginia. 

2. There is no significant difference 
between the "expected" instructional 
leadership behavior of the principal 
as perceived by middle school prin-
cipals when compared to the percep-
tions of full-time middle school 
teachers in the metropolitan area of 
Richmond, Virginia. 

3. There is no significant difference 
between the "actual" instructional 
leadership behavior and the "expected" 
instructional leadership behavior of 
the principal as perceived by middle 
school principals in the metropolitan 
area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Results 

The results of an independent t-test (t=2.05, 
p =.06) indicated that the obtained p value was 
not less than the .05 level of significance. 
Therefore, the hypothesis was accepted. 

The results of an independent t-test (ts4.03, 
p •.0010) indicated that the obtained p value 
was less than the .05 level of significance. 
Therefore, the hypothests was rejected. 

The results of a dependent t-test (t~2.48, 
p ~.04) indicated that the obtained p value was 
less than the .05 level of significance. There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. 



Table 12 (cont'd) 

Statement of the Hypotheses 

4. 11lere is no significant difference 
between the "actual" instructional 
leadership behavior and the "expected" 
instructional leadership behavior of 
the principal as perceived by full-
time middle school teachers in the 
metropolitan area of Richmond, 
Virginia. 

5. There is no sirif icant difference 
between each o the demographic char-
acteristics of the respondents and 
their perceptions of the "actual" 
instructional leadership behavior 
and the "expected" instructional 
leadership behavior of the middle 
school principals in the metropolitan 
area of Richmodn, Virginia. 

Results 

11le results of a dependent t-test (t-5.27, 
p •.0004) indicated that the obtained p value 
was less than the .05 level of significance. 
Therefore, the hypothesis was rejected. 

11le results of an analysis of variance indic-
ated that the obtained p values for the sex, 
age, number of years assigned to the school, 
experience, and annual salary of the full-time 
middle school teachers were not less than the 
.05 level of significance. 11lerefore, this 
portion of the hypothesis was accepted. There 
were no significant relationships between the 
sex, age, number of years assigned to the 
school, experience, and annual salary of the 
full-time middle school teachers and their per-
ceptions of the "actual" instructional leader-
ship behavior of the middle school principals. 
However, the obtained p value (F-5.56, 
p -.0190) for ethnic group indicated a signifi-
cant relationship between the ethnic group of 
the full-time middle school teachers and their 
perceptions of the "actual" instructional 
leadership behavior of the principal. 11le re-
sults of conducting two-way interactions of the 



Statement of the Hypotheses 

S. (continued) 

Table 12 (cont'd) 

Results 

demographic data indicated that the number 
of years teachers are assigned to the 
school and the degrees held (F•4.S3, p •.0115) 
have a significant relationship on the full-
time middle school teachers' perceptions of 
the "actual" instructional leadership be-
havior of the middle school principal. 

The obtained p values for the sex, age, 
ethnic group, number of years assigned to 
the school, degrees held, and annual salary 
of the full-time middle school teachers on 
"expected" behavior were not less than the 
.OS level of significance. Therefore, this 
portion of the hypothesis was accepted also. 
However, the obtained p value (F-3.83, 
p • .0227) for experience indicated a signi-
ficant relationship between the teaching 
experience of the full-time middle school 
teachers and their perceptions of the "ex-
pected" instructional leadership behavior of 
the middle school principal. The results of 
conducting two-way interactions of the demo-
graphic data indicated that the ethnic back-
ground and degrees held (F=9. 23, p - . 0026) 
have a significant relationship on the full-
time teachers' perceptions of the "expected" 
instructional leadership behavior of the 
middle school principal. 



Statement of the Hypotheses 

5. (continued) 

Table 12 (cont'd) 

Results 

The results of the analysis of variance 
indicated that the sex, age, ethnic group, 
experience, number of years assigned to 
the school, degrees, and annual salary of 
the middle school principals has no in-
fluence on the perceptions of their 
"actual" nor "expected" instructional 
leadership behavior. The p values obtained 
were not less than the .05 level of signifi-
cance. Therefore this portion of the hypo-
thesis was accepted. 
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of their actual behavior were higher than 

the teachers' perceptions. 

2. Middle school principals' perceptions of 

their "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior were significantly higher than 

the teachers perceptions of how the prin-

cipals were expected to behave. 

3. Middle school principals' perceptions of 

their "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior were significantly higher than 

the middle school principals' perceptions 

of their "actual" instructional leadership 

behavior. 

4. Middle school teachers' perceptions of 

their principals' "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior were significantly 

higher than their perceptions of the prin-

cipals' "actual" instructional leadership 

behavior. 

5. Sex, age, ethnic group, experience, number 

of years assigned to the school, degrees, 

and annual salary had no influence on the 

middle school principals' perceptions of 

their "actual" instructional leadership be-

havior nor their "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior. 
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6. Although sex, age, number of years ~ssigned 

to the school, experience, and annual sal-

ary had no influence on middle school 

teachers' perceptions of the principals' 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior, 

the ethnic background tended to have some 

influence. Furthermore, the specific inter-

action between the number of years teachers 

were assigned to the school and the degrees 

held tended to influence their perceptions 

of the principals' actual behavior. 

7. Although sex, age, ethnic group, number of 

years assigned to the school, degrees, and 

annual salary had no influence on middle 

school teachers' perceptions of the princi-

pals' "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior, the experience of the teacher 

tended to have significant influence. 

Furthermore, the specific interaction between 

the ethnic background of the teachers and 

the degrees held had a significant influence 

on their perceptions of the principals' ex-

pected behavior. 

Recotmnendati,.ons 

Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, the 

following recotmnendations are made: 
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1. Since this study was limited to a selected 

group of middle school principals and full-

time middle school teachers in the Richmond 

SMSA, it is reconnnended that a study of the 

same scope be conducted using a representa-

tive number of all the middle school prin-

cipals and full-time teachers in the United 

States. 

2. It is reconn:nended that this study be repli-

cated to include the perceptions of teach-

ers and principals at the elementary, mid-

dle, and high school levels relative to the 

determing the congruencies and incongruencies 

between the teachers and principals. An ad-

ditional focus could be to examine the dif-

ference in perceptions between and among the 

school levels. 

3. Further research is needed to investigate the 

relationship between the ethnic background of 

teachers and how they perceive the instruc-

tional leadership behavior of the school prin-

cipal. 

4. Further research is needed to investigate the 

relationship between the teachers years of ex-

perience and how they perceive the instruc-

tional leadership behavior of the school prin-

cipal. 
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5. The results of this study has provided descrip-

tive data about the middle school principal as 

an instructional leader. Therefore, it is re-

commended that the results be used by the Vir-

ginia Department of Education and other agencies 

involved in the preparation and training of in-

dividuals entering the principalshipt as well as 

the continuous evaluation of those currently in 

the position. 

It was clearly indicated in this study that principals and 

teachers differed in their perceptions of the instructional 

leadership behavior of middle school principals in the metro-

politan area of Richmond, Virginia. These differences varied 

with some resulting in statistical significance at the .05 

level. The lack of statistical significance for some of the 

differences in no way lessened the importance of reporting 

the results. Such results provided valuable descriptive data 

about the instructional leadership behavior of the principal. 

As stated earlier in the study, the nature of the prin-

cipalship continues to change and it is important that con-

tinuous information be provided relative to the role of the 

principal. Therefore, it is strongly suggested that research 

instrument such as the Survey of Instructional Leadership Be-

havior (SILB) be utilized rountinely to provide current infor-

mation about the school principal. 
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SURVEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR 
(SILB) 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this sumy is to make it possible for you to describe your instructional leadership behavior. This 
survey conmts of a list of 34 items which will be used to describe instructional leadership behavior. Pleue note 
that each item describes a specific type of instructional leadership behavior; therefore, each should be coDSidered 
111.lparately. 

This survey has been designed in two parts. In one part, your responses are based on how you desciibe your actual 
behavior. Your responses in the second part are based on how you describe your expected behaYior; that is, how 
you expect you should behave. All responses can range from "Always" to "Never." Please think carefully about 
your instructional leadership behaYior before recording your responses. All responses will remain anonymous 
since only group responses are important to this study. 

Directions 

Please follow the directions below when completing this survey: 

1. READ each item carefully. 
2. OONSIDER how often you ICtully perfonn the instructional leadership behavior 

descn"bed by the item. 
3. RECORD your response by citcling one of the five numben(S,4,3, 2,or 1) 

for the instructional leadership behavior desciibed by the item (see example below). 
(Note: You are asked to respond to all 34 items on the basis of your actual behavior 

according to the following scheme: 

.,_#I' ,l ~0 If # ~ 
~ ~" <? ·i ,# s 4 3 2 l 

When you ba'l9 completed recording your actual behaftor, retum to Item 1 
and proceed to the next step.) 

4. OONSIDER how often you are expected to perfonn the instructional leadership 
behavior desciibed by the item. 

5. REOORD yourresponse by circling one of the five numbers(S,4, 3, 2, or I) 
for the instructional leadership behavior described by the item (see example below). 
(Note: The same scheme used to record your actual behavior will be used to record your 

expected behavior. When you have completed recording your expected behavior, 
answer the eight questions at the end of the survey.) 

ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

(Example) 

The principal detennines the extracurricular 
activity each student will participate in during 
the school year. 

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 



ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

.ff ,! ... 0 .!' ~ 
,(;• ~_t· J' ~$ 
~ 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 
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SURVEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR 
(SlLB) 

1. The principal defines the goals and the 
objectives unique to the school. 

2. The principal allocates materials and 
equipment for instructional activities. 

3. The principal collects and analyzes data 
concerning tb.e performance of students. 

4. The principal provides for the assignment 
of substitute instructional personnel. 

5. The principal participates in the recruitment 
and the selection of all instructional personnel. 

6. The principal plans inservice training activi· 
ties for instructional personnel. 

7. The principal assigns or reassigns instructional 
personnel within the school to maximize con· 
ditions for learning. 

8. The principal articulates the goals and the 
objectives of the school to all members of 
the staff. 

9. The principal visits classrooms to observe 
instructional techniques. 

IO. The principal formulates the instructional 
objectives for each grade level in the school. 

EXPECTED BEHA VlOR 

e ./ ~ 0 I ~ I; ~ ,I; ~· w-,4: ! "' ;;.,t:J .f ~ . ""' T 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 



ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 
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11. The principal inventories the changing needs 
for time and space to accomplish various in-
structional objectives. 

i 2. The principal collects and analyzes data con-
cerning the performance of teachers. 

13. The principal assigns students to the 
appropriate classes and time periods for 
instruction. 

14. The principal leads inservice training 
activities for instructional personnel. 

15. The principal coordinates the arrangement 
of facilities to accomplish instructional 
objectives. 

16. The principal determines the promotion and 
retention of Students. 

17. The principal confers individually with instruc· 
tional personnel about instructional matters. 

18. The principal determines the procedures 
and schedules for standardized testing within 
the school. 

19. The principal recommends all instructional 
personnel for re-employment, promotion, or 
dismUsal. 

20. The principal coordinates all support services 
to accomplish instructional objectives. 

21. The principal provides for the demonstration 
of effective instruciional techniques. 

22. The principal we= the effectiveness of the 
school's inservice training program. 

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 
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ACTUAL BEHAVIOR EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 

.. ,. " .,&t:- {; 

"' 
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5 4 3 2 ::3. The principal provides for an appropriate 5 4 3 2 l 
system for reporting students' performances to 
parents and other schools. 

5 4 3 2 24. The principal directs the development or the 5 4 3 ~ 
~ 

modification of instructional materials that 
are not available commercia.lly. 

5 4 3 2 25. The principal relates the needs of the students 5 4 3 2 
within the school to the goals of the school 
system. 

5 4 3 2 26. The principal def mes the job responsibilities 5 4 3 2 
of each staff member in accordance with the 
instructional philosophy of the school. 

5 4 3 2 '1.7. The principal directs the identification and 5 4 3 2 
selection of needed materials, equipment, 
and facilities for instruction. 

5 4 3 2 28. The princi.pal meets the needs of the students 5 4 3 2 
within the school in accordance with legal 
requirements. 

5 4 3 2 29. The principal demonstrates :i general know· 5 4 3 2 
ledge of all fields of curriculum unique to 
the instructional objectives of the school. 

5 4 3 1 30. The principal provides for the establishment 
of a collection of professional resource material 

5 4 3 z 
within the school. 

s 4 3 2 31. The principal coordinates and supervises 5 4 3 2 
student assemblies. 

5 4 3 2 32. The principal participates in instructional s 4 3 2 
team meetings. 

5 4 3 2 33. The prtncipal conducts group conferences 5 4 3 2 
with instructional personnel experiencing 
similar problems in instruction. 

5 4 3 2 34. The principal coordinates student discipline. 5 4 3 2 
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Now that you have completed the suney, pl.ease pro'ride the following illfonnation about you as an indi'Vidual. 
All illformation will remain anonymous. No one will be able to identify any penon who completes this llll'WY. 
Please check only one box in response to each question. 

1. What is your sex? a. 0 Male 

2. What is your age? 

a. 0 20 or under c. 0 31-40 
b. 0 21-30 d. o 41.50 

3. With what ethnic group do you identify yourself'! 

a. 0 Black 
b. 0 White 

c. 0 Chicano/Hispanic 
d. 0 American Indian 

4. What position do you presently hold? 

a. 0 Teacher b. Cl Principal 

5. How many years of experience have you bad in this position? 

a. 0 Less than 1 year 
b. 0 1 year 
c. 0 2yem 

d. Cl 3years 
e. 0 4years 
f. Cl 5. 9 years 

6. How many yean have you been assigned to this school in your current position? 

a. Cl Less than 1 year 
b. 0 l year 
c. Cl 2yean 

d. Cl 3yean 
e. 0 4years 
f. 0 5.9 yean 

7. Which degree(s) do you hold? 

a. 0 Nodegne 
b. 0 Associate degree 
c. Cl Bachelor degree 

d. 0 Bachelor degne plus additional graduate work 
e. 0 Masten degne 
f. Cl Masten degne plus additional graduate work 

8. What is your annual salary for the 1979 • 80 school year? 

a. OUnderl0,000 c. 015,000-19,999 
b. 0 10,000. 14,999 d. Cl 20,000. 24,999 

b. 0 Female 

e.051·60 c. 0 0'8l' 60 

e. Cl Asian 
f. 0 Other (specify) 

c. 0 Other(specify) 

g. 0 IO. 14 years 
h. 0 lS· 19 years 
i Cl 20 yean or more 

g. 0 10.14years 
h. 0 15- 19 yean 
i Cl 20 years or more 

g. 0 Educational Specialist 
h. 0 Doctorate 
i. 0 Other (specify) 

e. 0 25,000-29,999 
f. 0 30,000 or over 
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SUR VEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSfllP BEHAVIOR 
(SILB) 

Statement of Purpose 

The purpose of this survey is to make it possible for you to descn"be the instroctional leadership behavior of your 
principal. This sumy consistS of a list of 34 items which will be used to describe his or her instructional leadership 
behavior. Please note that each item descdbes a specific type of instructional leadership behavior; therefore, each 
should be considered separately. 

This survey has been desip!ed in two parts. ln one part, your responses are based on how you describe your principal's 
actual behavior. Your responses in the second part are based on how you descn"be your ptincipal's expected behavior, 
that is, how you expect your principal should behave. All responses can range from "Always" to "Never." Please 
think ciuefully about the instructional leadership behavior of your principal before recording your responses. All 
responses will remain anonymous since only group responses are important to this study. 

Directions 

P\ease follow the directions below when completing this survey: 

l. READ each item carefully. 
2. CONSIDER how often the principal a<:tually performs the instructional leadership 

behavior described by the item. 
3. RECORD your response by circling one of the five numbel'S(5, 4, 3, 2, or 1) 

for the instructional leadership behavior described by the Item (see example below). 
(Note: You are asked to respond to all 34 items on the basis of the principal's 

actual behavior according to the following scheme: 
-~t:: v 

:.i."" & ¢~ 
'$> p ~~· t-. # 

~ ;.;;..~ ~o 'lr.;< ~~ 

5 4 3 2 l 
When you have completed recording your principal 's actual behavior, return to 
Item I and proceed to the next step.) 

4. CONSIDER how often you expect the principal to perform the instructional leadership 
behavior described by the item. 

5. RECORD your response by circling one of the five numbers(S, 4, 3, 2, or 1) . 
for the instructional leadership behavior described by the item (see example below). 
(Note: The same scheme used to record the principal's actual behavior will be used to 

record the principal's expected behavior. When you have completed recording 
your principal's expected behavior, answer the eight questions at the end of 
the survey.) 

ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

(Example) 

The principal determines the extracurricular 
activity each student will participate in during 
the school year. 

EXPECTED BEHA V10R 



ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

~ ~ 
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5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 
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SUR VEY OF INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR 
(SILB} 

l. The principal defines the goals and the 
objectives unique to the school. 

2. The principal allocates materials and 
equipment for instructional activities. 

3. The principal collects and analrzes data 
concerning the performance o students. 

4. The principal provides for the assignment 
of substitute instructional personnel. 

5. The principal participaies in the recruitment 
and the selection of all instructional personnel. 

6. The principal plans iruervice training activi· 
ties for instructional personnel. 

7. The principal assigns or reassigns instructional 
personnel within the school to maximize con-
ditions for learning. 

8. The principal aniculates the goals and the 
objectives of the school to all members of 
the staff. 

9. The principal visits classrooms to observe 
inStructional techniques. 

10. The principal formulates the instructional 
objectives for each grade level in the school. 

EXPECTED BEHA VlOR 

;: !!' 
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5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 
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ACTUAL BEHAVIOR EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 
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5 4 3 2 11. The principal inventories the chan~ng needs 5 4 3 2 
for time and space to accomplish various in· 
structional objectives. 

5 4 3 ~ 12. The principal collects and analyzes data con· 5 4 3 2 "' cerning the performance of teachers. 

5 4 3 2 13. The principal assigns students to the 5 4 3 2 
appropriate classes and time periods for 
instruction. 

5 4 3 ~ 14. The principal leads inservice training 5 4 3 2 .. 
activities for instructional personnel. 

s 4 3 2 15. The principal coordinates the arrangement 5 4 3 2 
of facilities to accomplish instructional 
objectives. 

5 4 3 2 16. The principal determines the promotion and 5 4 3 2 
retention of students. 

5 4 3 :; 17. The principal confers individually with instruc· s 4 3 2 
tional persoMel about instructional matters. 

5 4 3 2 18. The principal determines the procedures 
and schedules for standardized testing within 
the school. 

5 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 19. The principal recommends all instructional 5 4 3 2 
persoMel for re-employment, promotion, or 
dismissal. 

5 4 3 2 20. The principal coordinates all support services 
to accomplish instructional objectives. 

s 4 3 2 

5 4 3 2 21. The principal provides for the demonstration 5 4 3 2 
of effective instructional techniques. 

5 4 3 2 n. The principal aSSC$Ses the effectiveness of the 5 4 3 2 
school's inservice training program. 



112 

ACTUAL BEHAVIOR EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 
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s 4 3 2 23. The principal pro\licles for an appropriate 
system for reporting students' performanc:es to 
parents and other schools. 

s 4 3 2 1 

s 4 3 2 24. The principal directs the development or the 
modification of instructional materials that 

s 4 3 2 

are not awilable commercially. 

s 4 3 2 25. The principal relates the needs of the students 
within the school to the goals of the school 

s 4 3 2 

system. 

s 4 3 2 26. The principal defines the job responsibilities 
of each staff member in accordance with the 

s 4 3 2 

instlUCtional philosophy of the school. 

s 4 3 2 27. The principal directs the identifieation and 
selection of needed materials, equipment, 
and facilities for instruction. 

s 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 28. The principal meets the needs of the students s 4 3 2 
within the school in accordance with lepl 
requirements. 

s 4 3 2 29. The principal demonstrates a general know· s 4 3 .. . 
ledge of fill fields of curriculum ~ 
the imtJuctional objec:tiws of the • 

s 4 3 2 30. The principal provides for the establishment s 4 3 2 
of a collection of profeaional resource material 
within the school. 

s 4 3 2 31. The principal coordinates and supenises 
student assemblies. 

s 4 3 2 

s 4 3 2 32. The principal participates in instructional s 4 3 2 
team meetings. 

s 4 3 2 33. The principal conducts group conferences s 4 3 2 
with Instructional personnel experiencing 
similar problems in instruction. 

s 4 3 2 34. The principal coordinates student discipline. s 4 3 2 
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;:..iow that you have completed the survey, please provide the following information about you as an individual. 
All information will remain anonymous. No one will be able to identify any pem>n who completes this suney. 
Please check only one box in response to each question. 

l. What is your sex? a. 0 Male b. D Female 

2. What is your age? 

a. 0 20 or under c. 0 31-40 e. O 51-60 
b. 0 21-30 d. D 41-50 f. D over60 

3. With what ethnic group do you identify yourself'I 

a. 0 Black 
b. D White 

c. D Chicano/Hispanic 
d. 0 American Indian 

e. O Asian 
f. O Other (specify) 

4. What position do you presently hoid? 

a. 0 Teacher b. 0 Principal c. 0 Other (specify) 

5. How many years oi experience have you had in this position? 

a. 0 Less than I year 
b. DI year 
c. D 2 years 

d. 0 3 years 
e. 0 4yean 
f. 0 5- 9 years 

g. 0 I0-14years 
h. 0 15· 19 years 
i. 0 10 years or more 

6. How lllllllY years have you been assigned to this school in your current position? 

a. D Less than 1 year 
b. 0 1 year 
c. D 2 years 

d. 0 3 years 
e. 0 4years 
f. D 5. 9 years 

g. 0 IO- 14 years 
h. 0 15· 19 years 
i. 0 20 years or more 

7. Which degree()} do you hold7 

a. D No degree 
b. 0 Associate degree 
c. 0 Bachelor degree 

d. 0 Bachelor degree plus additional graduate work 
e. 0 Masters degree 
f. 0 Masters degree plus additional graduate work 

g. 0 Educational Spedalist 
h. 0 Doctorate 
i. 0 Other (specify) 

8. What is your annlllll salary for the 1979 • 80 school year? 

a. 0 Under 10,000 
b. D 10,000. 14,999 

c. 0 15.000. 19,999 
d. D 20,000. 24,999 

e. 0 25,000 • 29,999 
f. 0 30,000 or over 
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April 4, 1980 

Dear Sir: 

I am a doctoral candidate in Educational Administration 
· at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

and I am conducting a study of selected middle school 
principals in the Richmond Metropolitan Area. More 
specifically, the study is concerned with analyzing the 
instructional leadership behavior of the school principal 
as perceived by middle school principals and their full-
time teaching staff. This study will serve as the basis 
for my dissertation. 

The purpose of this letter is to request your approval to 
permit the principal and full-time teaching staff of 

Middle School to participate in the study 
by responding to the enclosed survey instrument. The in-
strument has been tested for reliability and requires an 
average of twenty (20) minutes to complete. Please be 
assured that all responses will remain anonymous and that 
the data collected from the study will be reported as a 
group. I have also enclosed a copy of the study proposal 
for your review. 

I sincerely hope you will respond favorably to this re-
quest and I will call you in the very near future for your 
response. 

Thank you for your attention and cooperation. 

JFJ:bc 

Enclosures 

cc: Principal 

Respectfully, 

Joseph F. Johnson 
Researcher 
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April 4, 1980 

Dear 

This letter is a follow-up to our recent telephone conversa-
tion relative to my conducting a study of selected middle 
school principals in the Richmond Metropolitan Area. As 
discussed, this study is concerned with analyzing the in-
structional leadership behavior of the principal as perceiv-
ed by selected middle school principals and their full-time 
teaching staff and will serve as the basis for my disserta-
tion. 

A copy of the study proposal has been enclosed for you to 
review. The survey instrtllilent to be used in this study has 
been tested for reliability and requires an average of 
twenty (20) minutes to complete. Please be assured that 
all responses will remain anonymous and that the data col-
lected from the study will be reported as a group. In addi-
tion, your school will be provided a copy of the results of 
this study. 

I am most appreciative of the time you have taken from your 
busy schedule to assist me in this research study. I look 
forward to meeting with you and will contact you to set up 
an appointment at a mutually convenient time. 

Thank you for your attention. 

JFJ:bc 

Enclosure 

Respectfully, 

Joseph F. Johnson 
Researcher 
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Very Some-
Always Often times 

Item Number s 4 3 

1 145 132 68 
2 79 97 87 
3 59 83 97 
4 105 61 68 
s 226 82 41 
6 61 80 114 
7 121 lOS 80 
8 169 99 66 
9 61 72 132 

10 41 56 91 
11 69 116 110 
12 128 123 82 
13 36 46 72 
14 25 45 109 
15 86 117 91 
16 5S 54 107 
17 66 97 112 
18 55 56 94 

Frequencies, Means, and Standard Deviations 
for Each Ite. Response to the Survey of 
Inetructional Leadership Behavior (SILB) 

for Full-time Middle School Teachers 

RESPONSES 
ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

Rarely Never Mias- Always 
2 1 in2 i Std. 5 

17 11 7 4.03 1.01 214 
52 52 13 3.27 1.33 116 
87 40 14 3.09 1.24 87 
69 69 8 3.17 1.48 124 
11 3 17 4.42 0.87 263 
65 45 15 3.13 1.24 71 
44 16 14 3.74 1.17 174 
22 17 7 4.02 1.13 230 
81 28 6 3.15 1.16 us 

106 72 14 2.69 1.26 68 
63 14 8 3.44 1.09 126 
28 10 9 3.89 1.04 194 

llS 98 13 2.47 1.28 SS 
92 93 16 2.49 1.19 41 
48 26 12 3.51 1.19 118 
86 61 17 2.88 1.29 53 
66 21 7 3.27 1.19 110 
88 72 lS 2.82 1.33 77 

Very Some-
Often times 

4 3 

110 33 
118 S6 
140 93 

71 80 
74 23 

130 118 
126 60 
98 26 

131 112 
90 109 

153 68 
108 Sl 

56 87 
74 170 

120 89 
52 9S 

141· 89 
80 93 

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 

Rarely Never Mias-
2 l 1na 

7 7 9 
38 36 16 
2S 20 lS 

38 54 13 
4 2 14 

24 23 14 
s s 10 
8 6 12 
8 4 10 

65 JS 13 
16 l 16 
4 8 15 

93 79 10 
45 31 19 
27 12 14 
97 66 17 
20 9 11 
65 44 21 

i 
4.39 
3.66 
3.68 
3.47 
4.62 
3.5S 
4.24 
4.46 
3.93 
3.25 
4.06 
4.30 
2.77 
3.14 
3.83 
2.80 
3.88 
3.23 

Std. 

0.87 
1.29 
1.08 
1.42 
0.70 
1.07 
0.87 
0.8S 
0.89 
1.22 
0.86 
0.91 
1.34 
1.05 
1.06 
1.30 
0.98 
1.31 

"""' """' \0 
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RESPONSES 
--~-- --·-

ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 
Very Some-

Always Often times Rarely Never Miss-
Item Number 5 4 3 2 l in2 ii 

19 233 86 29 16 4 12 4.43 
20 74 96 106 67 l9 18 J.38 
2L 45 84 99 86 50 16 2.97 
22 54 70 127 68 37 24 3.IO 
23 126 118 69 29 22 16 3.82 
24 31 44 103 106 76 20 2.58 
25 112 123 73 38 20 14 3,73 
26 178 105 46 28 14 9 4.09 
27 85 79 123 55 28 10 3.37 
28 158 115 63 24 12 8 4.03 
29 116 89 96 48 14 17 3,67 
30 92 100 78 62 35 LJ 3.41 
31 82 89 102 62 38 J 3.31 
32 61 64 123 - 79 40 13 3.07 
33 62 58 92 89 61 18 2.92 
34 146 103 82 33 12 4 3.90 

Very S0111e-
Always Often times 

Std. s 4 3 

0,89 214 94 so 
1.16 llJ 141 82 
1.23 83 128 121 
1.18 105 133 95 
l.17 169 124 49 
1.20 70 107 112 

1.16 181 132 37 
l.11 221 98 36 
1.20 109 111 101 
1.07 230 100 23 

1.17 185 114 so 
1.29 ll9 129 76 
l.27 124 113 93 
1.22 79 127 130 
1.32 99 134 100 

l. ll 219 99 40 

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 

Rarely Never Miss-
2 1 in& 

6 3 13 

22 5 17 

21 13 14 
19 9 19 
11 6 21 
49 22 20 

9 5 16 
7 3 15 

31 15 13 
9 7 ll 

10 3 18 
21 15 20 
25 11 14 
24 5 15 
15 11 21 

8 3 11 

x 
4.39 
3.92 
3.67 
'.LBS 
4.22 
3.43 
4.30 
4.44 
3. 73 
4.46 
4.29 
3.88 
3.86 
3.69 
).82 
4.42 

Std. 

0.84 
0,95 
l.00 
0.98 
0.91 
l.13 
0.85 
0.81 
l.10 
0.87 
0,87 
1.07 
l.06 
0.93 
0.98 
0.83 

-
I-' 
N 
0 
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Very Some-
Always Often times 

Item !lumber 5 4 3 

l 3 6 2 
2 7 2 2 
3 l 3 5 
4 2 2 4 
5 7 1 l 
6 1 3 5 
1 1 2 l 
8 5 3 3 
9 2 5 3 

10 2 - 4 
11 2 4 5 
12 6 1 4 
13 2 2 l 
14 l 4 l 
15 l 7 2 
16 l 3 2 
17 2 7 1 
18 3 2 2 

Frequencies, Meana, and Standard Deviations 
for Each Item Response to the Survey of 

Instructional Leadership Behavior (SILB) 
for Kiddle School Principals 

RESPONSES 
ACTUAL BEHAVIOR 

Rs rely Never Kiss- Always 
2 1 im1 i Std. 5 

- - - 4.09 0.70 6 

- - - 4.45 0.82 7 
2 - - 3.27 0.90 3 
2 1 - 3.18 1.25 3 
l - 1 4.40 1.07 9 
2 - - 3.27 0.90 2 
1 - - 4.36 1.03 8 

- - - 4.18 0.87 7 
1 - - 3.73 0.90 6 
4 l - 2.82 1.25 3 

- - - 3.73 0.79 5 

- - - 4.17 0.98 9 
4 l l 3.00 1.41 2 
4 l - 3.00 1.26 1 
l - - 3.73 0.79 3 
3 2 - 2.82 1.33 3 
l - - 3.91 0.83 4 
2 2 - 3.18 1.54 3 

EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 
Very Some-
Often times Rarely Never Ki88-

4 3 2 l inll i Std. 

4 l - - - 4.45 0.69 
3 l - - - 4.55 0.69 
1 l - - - 4.18 0.60 
1 5 2 - - 3.45 1.13 
2 - - - - 4.64 0.81 

6 3 - - - 3.91 0.10 

3 - - - - 4.73 0.47 
3 l - - - 4.55 0.69 
3 2 - - - 4.36 0.81 

3 2 2 l - 3.45 1.37 

5 l - - - 4.36 0.67 

l l - - - 4.73 0.65 

2 4 3 - - 3.27 l.10 

5 3 2 - - 3.45 0.93 

6 2 - - - 4.09 0.10 

2 l 2 2 l 3.20 1.62 

7 - - - - 4.36 0.50 
3 5 - - - 3,82 0.87 



RESPONSES 
ACTUAL BEHAVIOR EXPECTED BEHAVIOR 

Very Some- Very Some-
Always Often times Rarely Never Mi BS- Always Often tillles Rarely II ever Hiss-

ltea Number 5 4 3 2 l in2 i Std. 5 4 3 2 1 intr. i Std. 

19 7 2 2 - - - 4.45 0.82 8 3 - - - - 4.73 0.41 
20 3 2 5 l - - 3.64 1.03 4 5 2 - - - 4.18 0.74 
21 2 3 1 2 3 - 2.91 1.58 3 6 2 - - - 4.09 0.70 
22 3 2 1 3 l 1 3.30 l.49 6 3 2 - - - 4.36 0.81 
23 6 3 l 1 - - 4.27 1.01 7 2 2 - - - 4.45 0.82 
24 - 4 3 3 l - 2.91 1.04 2 3 6 - - - 3.63 0.81 
25 4 5 2 - - - 4.18 0.75 6 4 l - - - 4.60 0.52 
26 7 l 3 - - - 4.36 0.92 9 2 - - - - 4.82 0.40 
27 l 7 1 2 - - 3.64 0.92 3 6 2 - - - 4.09 0.10 
28 6 4 l - - - 4.45 0.69 8 l 2 - - - 4.55 0.82 
29 4 2 3 2 - - 3.72 l.19 6 3 l - l - 4.18 1.25 
30 3 5 1 2 - - 3.82 1.08 5 4 2 - - - 4.27 0.79 
31 3 3 4 1 - - 3.73 1.01 2 4 3 2 - - 3.55 1.04 
32 2 3 3 2 1 - 3.27 1.27 9 2 - - - - 3.82 0.40 
33 2 2 4 2 1 - 3.18 1.25 3 6 2 - - - 4.09 0.70 
34 7 3 - - - 1 4.70 0.48 5 5 - - - 1 4.50 0.53 
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR OF SELECTED MIDDLE SCHOOL 

PRINCIPALS IN THE RICHMOND (VIRGINIA) 
METROPOLITAN AREA 

by 

Joseph Flanner Johnson 

(Abstract) 

This study was a descriptive-analytical survey of mid-

dle school principals' and full-time middle school teachers' 

responses to the Survey of Instructional Leadership Behav-

ior (SILB). The study was undertaken to determine whether 

significant differences existed between the respondents in 

terms of their perceptions of the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" instructional leader-

ship behavior of middle school principals in the metropoli-

tan area of Richmond, Virginia. Attention was given also to 

examining the relationship between selected demographic char-

acteristics such as the sex, age, ethnic group, experience, 

educational background, and annual salary on the respondents 

and their perceptions of the middle school principals' in-

structional leadership behavior. 

The subjects for this study were identified from three 

governmental localities to make up a representative group of 

middle school principals, as well as full-time middle school 

teachers in the Richmond (Virginia) Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (SMSA). Of the 532 who participated in the 

study, 391 (73%) were determined usable responses. Of this 

number, 11 of the responses were middle school principals 



and 380 were full-time middle school teachers. 

Five main hypotheses were developed and tested in 

order to guide the study: (1) There is no significant differ-

ence between the "actual" instructional leadership behavior 

of the principal as perceived by middle school principals 

when compared to the perceptions of full-time middle school 

teachers in the metropolitan area of Richmond> Virginia; 

(2) There is no significant difference between the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the principal as per-

ceived by middle school principals when compared to the 

perceptions of full-time middle school teachers in the 

metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia; (3) There is no 

significant difference between the "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior and the "expected" instructional 

leadership behavior of the principal as perceived by middle 

school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia; (4) There is no significant difference between the 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior and the "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior of the principal as per-

ceived by full-time middle school teachers in the metropol-

itan area of Richmond, Virginia; and (5) There is no sig-

nificant relationship between each of the demographic 

characteristics of the respondents and their perceptions of 

the "actual" instructional leadership behavior and the "ex-

pected" instructional leadership behavior of the middle 

school principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, 

Virginia. 



Each hypothesis presented in this study was tested at 

the .05 level of significance to determine which should be 

accepted and which should be rejected. Hypotheses 1 and 2 

were tested using independent t-test values. Hypotheses 

3 and 4 were tested using dependent t-test values. Hypo-

thesis 5 was tested by conducting a multiway analysis of 

variance using all demographic data as independent variables. 

Of the five hypotheses presented, one was accepted (Hypo-

thesis 1), three were rejected (Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4), 

and one was rejected in part (Hypothesis 5). 

The following conclusions are based on the findings of 

the study: (1) Middle school principals and teachers were 

in general agreement relative to their perceptions of the 
0 actual" instructional leadership behavior of middle school 

principals in the metropolitan area of Richmond, Virginia. 

Although there was agreement, middle school principals' per-

ceptions of their actual behavior are higher than the 

teachers' perceptions; (2) Middle school principals' per-

ceptions of their "expected" instructional leadership be-

havior were significantly higher than the teachers' percep-

tions of how the principals were expected to behave; (3) 

Middle school principals' perceptions of their "expected" 

instructional leadership behavior were significantly higher 

than the middle school principals' perceptions of their 

"actual" instructional leadership behavior; (4) Middle 

school teachers' perceptions of their principals' "expected" 



instructional leadership behavior were significantly higher 

than their perceptions of the principals' "actual" instruc-

tional leadership behavior; (5) Sex, age, ethnic group, ex-

perience, number of years assigned to the school, degrees, 

and annual salary had no influence on the middle school 

principals' perceptions of their "actual" instructional 

leadership behavior nor their "expected" instructional lead-

ership behavior; (6) Although sex, age, number of years 

assigned to the school, experience, and annual salary had 

no influence on middle school teachers' perceptions of the 

principals' "actual" instructional leadership behavior, 

the ethnic background tends to have some influence. Further-

more, the specific interaction between the number of years 

teachers were assigned to the school and the degrees held 

tended to influence their perceptions of the principals' 

actual behavior; and (7) Although sex, age, ethnic group, 

number of years assigned to the school, degrees and annual 

salary had no influence on middle school teachers' percep-

tions of the principals' "expected" instructional leadership 

behavior, the experience of the teacher tends to have signi-

ficant influence. Furthermore, the specific interaction 

between the ethnic background of the teachers and the 

degrees held had a significant influence on their perceptions 

of the principals' expected behavior. 
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