LEA PRINCIPALS 2010

Sitting ina national office it oftenbecomes apparent how the arrival of a new prindpal to a school
has become a catalyst for change with curricdum initiatives, enhanced student learning and
increased enmlments. Often from my armchair, | have been reminded that good principals do
make good schools. Conversely, there are nottco manygood schools with ineffective principals.

This paper discusses the implications of a study on the efficacy of principd appraisal for
developing principalsin light of the significance of the role and the shortage of applicantsfor the
position. This disussionisthenrelated © two oher research prgects with a view of reflecting on
what LEA could considerto assure itself hatit has appropriate principals for 2010.

Principal role

The community and governments generdly are now expecting more from schools. In particular,
national governments regard education as the basis for global competitiveness (DETYA 2000)
and an avenue for addressing social concerns (Knight, Lingard, &Porter,1993). Furthermore, in
information economies schools are called upon to both develop the poential of students more
effectively and consistently, and also provide them with satisfactory foundations for entry into a
world of changing job opportunites (Anderson, 2000). The Lutheran Church of Australia also
looks to its schools as an effective way in which it serves its conmunity (LCA, 1999).
Consequently, asmore isexpected of schools, more hasbeen expected of their principals

In the same way, the effective schools literature (Brown, Irby, & Neumeyer, 198; Sammons,
Thomas, & Mortimore, 197) hasidentified the ciitical role of the principalin ensuring that schools
achieve high quality educational outcomes. In addition, school improvement wiiters have also
highlighted the pivotal role of he piindpal in providing instructional leadership for improved
learning outcomes through supporting, empoweling and increasng the capacity of staff (Barth,
2001; Fulan, 1991; Leithwood, Jantz, & Steinbad, 1999; Sergiovanni, 1996; Wallace, 2001). As
part of he increased importane attached to education by government, schooling has been
restructured in a way that places management at the local site level to ensure that the school
responds more drectly b the needs of its community (Caldwell, 1999; Rentoul & Rosanowski,
2000).

At the recent Curriculum Corporation Conference its Chief Executive Officer, Bruce Wilson
(2004), demolished what he regarded as three myths about school leadership incduding: power
should be shared, everyone is a leader, and we should talk about leadership rather than
management. He called for principals to use their power to engage staff and hold them
accountable, in the same way asthe principal isaccountable. He argued that principalsare not
to delegate for the sake of delegating, but to engage staff. There are some basc management
responsibiliies that need to be fulfiled well if there are to be producive and positive school
outcomes. The expectaions upon the principal are more focussed and strategic.

Yet at atime when moreis expected of principalsthe health of principals generallyis probematic,
as seen by such indicators as levels of satisfaction compared to other leaders, intention to retire

before 65 years, an aging profile, and, above all, a critica shortage of applicantsfor the position
(QCEC, 2004).

Critical shortage of applicants for principal

One resut of theincreased expectationson schools, andthose who lead them, has been to make
the position of principal more mmplex and demanding (Glasman & Heck, 1996), resuting in

fewer people appying for the position woldwide (Fenwick, 2000). The work of the prindpal has
been seen as“undesirabe and he workundo-able” (Fenwick, 2000: 37). Otherreasonsfor this
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shortage include perceived inadequacy of compensation, the stresful nature of the job,
unrealisic demands on time and family, and lack of support (ACU, 2001; GCaldwell, 2000;
Fenwick, 2000; Thomson, Blackmore, Sachs, & Tregenza, 2003).

A Victolian survey indicates 88% of teachers and deputies are not interested in the position
(QCEC, 2004). Developng new pirincipals and retaining existing principals is now an important
issue foremploying authorities, and provding them with ongoing supportis an imperative (ACU,
2001; Edwards, 2001). Therefore, at a ime when the role of piincipal is being affirmed for its
impact upon quadity student outcamesthere is a sriousissue of supply.

Aresearch study

My research (Jericho, 2004) on the experience of Piincipal Appraisal for Development (PAD) in
Australian Lutheran schools sought to underdand what pereptions principals and council
chairpersons had of the efficacy of the appraisal process for achieving the aims, namely, the
personal and prdfessiona development of the principal. The data indicated that there were five
views of the effiacy of he process amongst PAD partiapants. According to these perceptions
appraisal was viewed by principas and council chairpersons as:

1. a focus for meaningful development (the view that the appraisal process was
fundamentally concerned with, and resulted in, genuine long-term development),

2. a catalyst for episodic development (the view thatthe appraisal process prompteda series
of one-off development activities),

3. a part of the development experience (the view that whilst the appraisd outcome was
instructive, itwas only one contributor to development),

4. a means of pursuing positive non-development outcomes (the view that there were
posiive outcmmes emerging from the appraisal process, but these reaulted from the school or
prindpal adopting non-development grategies in response to appraisal messages), and,

5. a diversion from meaningful development (the view that the appraisal process
engendered no meanngful development).

Outcomes of the study

The study outlined waysin which participants experienced professional learning as a result of the

appraisal process. It described ways in which principals grew professionally and engaged in

professional leaming. However, if PAD was for development there were clearly some concerns

about the appraisal process and its efficacy for principal professonal leaming. In this way, the

outcomes of the study are pertinent for the topic of growing principals for2010. There were eight

outcomes from the study that explained the expeience of study participants, as fdlows:

e a development purpose needed to have piioity in appraisal for perceptions of efficacy to be
evident,

o credible messages needed to emerge from the appraisal process for perceptions of efficacy
to be evident,

e appraisal was perceived as a complex process of change invdving meaning-making,

e when the principal acted as agent and intiator in the appraisal process this dtuation
facilitated perceptions of efficacy,

e a supportive and improvement-oriented environment for professional development was
associated with perceptions of efficacy,

e professional development of the prindpal wasa compex process,

e trustin process andin one another was neassary for perceptions o efficacy to be evident,
and,

e apprisal can have outcomesthat may distract from principal professional development.

Four of the outcomes of the gudy are partiallarly redevant to the professional leaming of
principals and these are now discussed.
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Principal acting as agent and initiator for perceptions of efficacy

The study concluded that it was necessaly for the principal to be pro-active and take the initiative
during the appraisal process for there to be perceptions of devdopment efficacy. Accordingly,
the study found hat where there was a perception that principal appraisal was a process done to
the prindpal, rather than an ongaing process undertaken by the principal for professional growth,
it lacked development efficacy. Ownership and leadership by the principal in the appraisal
process, consequently, led to more positive outcomes that refected individua and authentic
needs. Since each principal learns and develops in different ways (West-Burnham, 2001), the
development plan also needed to take such individuality into consderation

In this way the sudy’s findings reflect the strong feelings of disesmpowement identified in some
imposed performance management-oriented appraisals (Brown, 1998; Down, Chadbourne, &
Hogan, 2000; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001). It supports the view that a “principal’sperformance is
improved through active reflecion” (Brown et al., 1998: 19) so that principas can “create
coherent and personally meaningful visions, which then can ingire and move other people in
their organisations’ (Assor & Oplatka, 2003: 485). Writers on professional development (Fullan,
1995; Sarratt, 1993) reinforce this finding that the principal needsto be the agent and initiatorin
a process of appraisal that seeks to generate professiond and persond development
opportunities for the pincipal. This finding, which is evident in professional development
iterature, has not had the same emphasis in scholady writng on principal performance
appraisals.

A supportive and improvementoriented environmentfor professional development

A supportive and improvement-oriented environment has been identified as critial in fadlitating
development of the principal asan outcome of appraisal. The need for the principal to have
upport in achieving devdopment was also highlighted in the study. Thissupport was important
for understanding the gppraisal messages, generating a devdopment plan with appropiiate
drategies, engaging in ongoing reflecion and following through with agreed development
commitments. Whilst loal support in arange of ways from both the charperson and the whole
council was vital, outside assistance from either a system person or a professional colleague was
also valuable.

Such a supportive network was as necessary asthe need for the individual to own the process.
These findings in relation to the necessity for support are reflected in other studes, such as in
New South Wales where the mle of cluster directors washighlighted (Clayton-Jores et al., 1993),
in the United Kingdom through peers (Hellawel & Hancock, 1998), the intentional training of
appraisersin New Zealand (Piggot-Irvine, 20033, 2003b) and in the USA through the role played
by the supelintendent (Brown et d., 1998; Grier, Reep, & Trenta, 1994).

In general, devdopment from appraisal flourished best in a culture of improvement where there
was a commitment by all to quality student outcomes andthe personal and profesional growth of
all, induding the principd. In such a context appraisal was seen as a tool for development and
adequate resources were made available, thus confiming the literature’s emphasis on an
environment that is improvementoriented (Duke & Stiggins, 1990), including, pariculady,
improvementin gudent lkearning outcomes (Manatt, 1997). Hence, where emphasis was placed
on the appraisal report, mther than on the development pan, there was disappointment and litte
perception by participants of efficacy of gopraisal for the persond and professional development
of the principal. These findings gronglyhighlight the need to support the principal, as well asto
provide an improvement-oriented environment, if meaningful professional developmentis to result
from appraisal.

The complexity of principal professional development

The profssional growth of principals hasbeen described as muli-dimensonal (Assor & Oplatka,
2003), “an individual, wnique and subjective process ... complex, diffuse and unpredctable”
(West-Burnham,2001: 26) and about formation (Caldwell, Calnin, & Cahil, 2003). This study has
added to the understanding of the complexity of principals’ professional devedopment. The
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development experiences of the study principals provide concrete examples of how principals
respond to feedback on their peformanae and how they manage their professional development.
Some were able to identify messages from the appraisal report that became the basis of, and
catalyst for, peroonal and professional growth. These messages made them more aware of
issues needing to be addressed and focused the development agenda. For other pirincipals,
affirmation from appraisal was significant, since they felt that they dd not receive regular
endorsement of their perfformance. The resultant increased confidence was both a motivating
and galhvanising factor for professonal and personal growth.

In contrast, some appraisals did not generate messagesthat led to development agendas and,
therefore, not all principads experienced growth. In these circumstances, appraisal did not relate
to the professional needs of the principd, an aspect which has been identified as a requirement
for development (Assor & Oplatka, 2003).

The study has underined the complexityof principal professional growth, alreadyidentified in the
iterature (Dempger, 2001; Ruohotie, 199%; West-Burnham, 2001), and has contibuted toa fuller
understanding of it. Development was depicted as incremental, primarily building on strengths,
rather than addressing deficits, and thusreflecting a model of professiona development (Starratt,
1993) that cautions against focusng toomuch attention on identfied weaknesses Development
was also related to the daily lif of the principal in the mundane administration and learning
activites of the school, and it was not always clear what factors became a catdyst for
development. Factors highlighted as important in professional and persona development
included reflection on experience and practice, mentoring and fomal study. Thisfinding reflects
practice from a range of educational jurisdictions(Bush, 1998; Busher & Paxton, 1997; Caldwell
et al.,, 2003). Therefore, development was seen by participants as a concept too complex to be
wlely dependent on appraisal, since meaningful professional and personal development requires
a range of strategies to be effective.

Trust in processand in one another for perceptions of efficacy

Whilst there is reference in the literature to the signiicance of trust for effective appraisals
(Edwards, 2001; Mongan & Ingvarson, 2001; Piggot-Irvine, 2003b), much more has been written
about the impact of perceptions of mistrust in imposed performance management systems
(Bottery, 2003; Codd, 1999; Nadu, 2001). In this study trust was identified as vital for the
achievement of principal develgoment in the appraisal process, particularly since the process
involves meaning-making and can be emotionally confrorting.

Principals needed to have confidence that the process would deliver meaningful development
messagesin a supportive contex. Prindpals also needed to be able to trust that the pumpose of
the appraisal was develogpment and that any performance issues emerging from appraisal would
not affed their contracts. Moreover, there was trust in key players that they would follow through
in their mles, according to the agreed procedures. Trust has emerged as critical for effective
<hools (Hargreaves, 1994, 2003) and the findngs of this study provde evidence that it is
particulady important that there is trust both in the appraisal process and in the key players, if
there are to be perceptions of efficacy in development outcomes.

Implications of the study

The study has implications for system authorities school councils and principalsif LEA is to be
assured of having effective principals for 2010.

Challenges for Lutheran system authorities

This study has implications for Lutheran system authorities, partiaulany for their responsihilities in
upporting school governance, leadership dewlopment strategies and for the provision of
principal professional development activiies. In the first pace, school councils have a keyrole to
play in Lutheran schools being responsgble for establishing mission and policy for the schoal,
monitoring perfomance, and the appoiniment, support, development and monitoing of their chief
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executive, the pincipal. This study suggests that not all councils are wel prepared for some of
these responsibiities. An implication of this study, therefore, isthat sysem authoirities need to
give more attention to ensuring that school council members are more fully trained Pr their
important responsibiliies particuarly in working with their principals in support of development.

Secondly, in fulfiling their responsibility for leadership development, the LEA anddistrict Lutheran
g/stem authorities need to regard appraisal for development as only one strategy to develop
leaders. The findings of this study indicate that a principal’s ability to use expelience is a critical
factor in leadership devdopment. Attention, therefore, could be given to assist principals use
their prdfessiond expeliences more productively through promoting strategies that enourage
reflection on practice. Mentoring was also idenified as an effective way of promoting reflective
practice, and it would also be prudent to enmurage and develop mentofing arrangements
amongst principals. In these ways leadership development would receiveits deserved emphasis
and not smply be seen as appraisal-driven.

Thirdly, as principals genrerate their professional development plans the system could determine
areas of common professional development needs and provide appropriate development
programs in response. What are the areas where principals feel in most need of develgoment?
How can the system ensure that principals have access to a wide range of professional
development activiies? The data indcate that plindpals desired assistance in identifying
appropriate devdopment activities in reponse to identifed needs. In summary, these findings
have significantimplications for system authorities including their support for govemance, and
leadership development strategies and activities.

Responsibilities of school councils

Lutheran school councilshave important respongbilitiesthat include supporting the development
of the pincipal, as well as being accountable forthe school’'s performance. The findings of this
dudy have threeimplicaions for councilsin carrying out both responsibilifes.

In the first place, councils coud consider what policies they have in place to support the
professional and persona development of the principal and how these policies are described in
the governance handbook In addition, there is a need to consider budgeting appropiliate
resources for ongoing development of the principal. This important responsbility of school
councdilscould figure more prominently on coundl agendas, especially in following up on agreed
commitments arising from appraisal. Trust also emergedin the study as a key factorin achieving
perceptions of efficacy. A supportive environment of trust is characterised by a cuture of
improvement where there is commitment to the persona and professional development of staff
generally, and the principal in particular, with an overdl focus on school improvement. The
school council has a responsibility to establish such a cimate and maintain it.

Secondly, schod coundls have significant legd, administrative and moral responsibiities to
government, the Church, students, parents and the community. Moreover, operating in an
environment of dhoice they need to be assured that the school ismeeting the needs of its varied
dakeholders. Performance management and accountability are thus legitimate conaerns of
councils. Consequently, school councils need access to appropriate ingruments and strategies
to evaluate school perfomance, review contracts, hande diminished performance and resolve
conflict.

Finally, this study has found that schod coundls tended to confuse these responsibilies of
accountability and development when undertaking appraisal for development. Therefore, whilst
accountability is important and legitimate, it reeds to be separated from support for the
professional development of the principd through appraisal. Whilst there may be an appraisal
option to determine whether a contract should be renewed, it would need to be distinct from
appraisal for development. Since appraisal morelikely leads to development when development

is its sole purpose, there need to be other measures in place for these non-development
responsibiliies. The findngs from this study indiate that the two functions were easily confused,
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which thwarted the appraisal process from advancing intothe dewelopment phase. Development
of the principal and accountability for the performance of the school represent important
responsibilities for Lutheran school councils, and need to be both kept separate and attended to
thoroughly.

Encouragement of principals to take the initiative for their professional development

The findings of this study have implications for principals in Lutheran schools, both individually
and as a professonal group. Despite importantrolesto be played by other key participants, the
gudy has found that each prindpal should take the intiative and be the active agent in the
change processthat is at the heart of the appraisal process. Hence, the principal needs to be
pro-active in working with eithera support group or a mentor to use the appraisal process more
productiely for professional and personal development. The study found that some pirincipals
did not achieve a positive develogpment outcome because the council did not follow though with
its responsibilities. Principals could take more initiative to encourage coundls to fulfil their
responsibilities. Principals could also consider ensuring that they have appropiriate support in
istening to appraisal messages, especidly those that are confronting. The findings indicate that
their reponses in such circumdances can deermine their perceptions of the efficacy of the
process.

Secondly, these findingshave implications for Lutheran school principals as a professiona group.
In particuar, sine the principal needs to have greater ownership of the appraisal processif itisto
achieve its developmentoutcomes, appraisal should not be seen as something that the system is
doing to its principals. Furthemore, the literature highlights the importance of professional
accountability (Kleinhenz, Ingvarson, & Chadbourne, 2001; Piggot-lrvine, 2003b). Accordingly,
an implication may be for Lutheran prindpals to form a professional asociation to take greater
professional responsibility for PAD, rather than smply seeing it as a sygem strategy. Such an
associaton could also take the initiative in fostering peer support networks and mentoring
amongst principds. In these ways principals in Luthean schools, both individually and as a
profession, can ensure that PAD truly becomes appraisal for dewlopment with greater
perceptions of efficacy ofthe process.

Other research and 2010 principals

There are two other pieces of esearch that can assist in reflecting upon the development of
principals for 2010 and that build on the study reported on in this paper. By the time that this
elective is held research conducted by Insight SRC for ACLE2 will have been presented. In
addition, the Queensland Catholic Education Commission (QCEC) has undertaken a number of
projectsto assure itself that it has appropriate school leadership for the next decade (QCEC,
2004).

The Insght SRC research is based on a model of school organisation that attibutes to the
principal key taks in achieving individual and staff morale with resultant improved student
learning outcomes. The principd is to engage daff through supportive leadership that provides
feedback buildsrole clarity and goal aignment, and empowers staff. Lutheran schools have
ome isues to consider as a result of the research, and there are particular implications for
leadership development. Asunsettling as thisresearch may be, it may provide a strategc focus
to nurture and support principals for the “cross currents’ they fae. The workshop to folow this
paper can explore the significance of the Insight SRC research.

QCEC has developed a profile for leadership in its schools that reflects our learning on leadership
from the Millennial Prindpals Prgect (MPP). The profle moves away from predse lists for the
leader to highlight leadership dimensionsand capabilities. Havingdeveloped a leadership profile,
QCEC has established project teams to look at a number of principal issues including: personnel
practices alternative madels of principaship, mentoring and changing relationships between
hools and palishes. | was particulatdy interested in alternative models of principalship. To what
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extent can the position be shared by two or more people — business and educational leadership?
To what extent can the principal role be smplified by outsourcing services — ICT, finances? Can
the role of principal be reconstructed into a more do-able position? The range of issues,
identified by QCEC, indicates that provision of effective principals for 2010 hasno quick fix or
dlver bullet.

In LEA drcdes the MPP was regarded as a success. However, successwas not so much from
how many participants are now in principal positions, but rather MPP wassuccessul because we
had a conversation about leadership and became intentonal about leadership development and
auccession. Aswe condgder the next phase of MPP, which will ensure principals for 2010, it is
time forthe leadership mnversation to mntinue. Based on the above research what should we
be doing as a sygem to have praductive principals for 2010? We can be assured that there are a
range ofinitiatives that can be undertaken to make a dfference in our schools for the sake of
dudent learning if we have the will. The practical impications of these possibiliies are now
exploredin workshop mode.

Workshop

What have we already heard at ACLE 2 that impacts strongly on principals2010?

How should LEA respondto the Insight researchin developing leadership for 2010?
What should be done to encourage applications for the position of principa?

What should principals do — whatis their critical function and focus?

What support mechanisms for principals should be putin place? Whose responghilityis
it?

Are there alternatives to the existing model of principal?

Can a system of schoolsthat will barely have one third of its staff Lutheran in 2010 insist
on Lutherans only for principals? What are the implications of thispolicy?

8. Can we talk about an LEA succession panning strategy — or are we too independent a
group ofschools?

ghrowdE

No

Dr Adrienne Jericho
Executive Director
Lutheran Education Australia

Australian Conferenceon Lutheran Education
September 2004
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