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Abstract: The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the leadershigorientationof
principals and school culture as perceived by teachers.The design of the study was QUAN-qual ofiexplanatory
type where the quantitative type informed the qualitative phase of the study. A total of85,teachers,from 3
complete primary(1-8) schools located in Ambo city administration in the zone of West Showa,\Or@mia regional
state, Ethiopia, were randomly selected to involve in this study. The data for the studywere collectedtsing the
School Culture Survey, which assessed six dimensions ofschool culture: collaborative™leadership, teacher
collaboration, and unity of purpose,professional development, collegial supportfand learning partnership; and
Leadership Orientation Questionnaire(LOQ)that categorized the leadership framgsof principals intostructural,
human resource, political and symbolic frames. Frequencies, meanvalues, stdndarddeviations, and Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients wereused to present and analyzeithe results of the study.The findings
indicate that structural and political frames of leadership wereithe dominant frames of the principals of the
schools. Unity of purpose, professional development and collegial, support werepthe prevailing cultures in the
schools whereas the remaining: teacher collaboratigh, collaborative leadership, and learning partnership
werethe less popular school cultures as perceived®by t€achers. \Besides, there were a positive, strong to
moderate relationship between human resource frame, symbolic ffame and structural frame of leadership and
allthe dimensions of school cultures except collegial support.It was concluded thatthe school principals had a
narrow view of school leadership orientation and most of the school culture domains were not to the expected
level in the school system.Therefore, it is suggested that building strong personal relationships with teachers
and playing symbolic role of leadership contribUte significantly to developing and maintaining collaborative
school culture.

Keywords: School culture, striictural frame, humaniresource frame, political frame, symbolic

frames

1. INTRODUCTION

Schools improve when muitiple glements are in place, including strong school leadership, a safe and
stimulating T@arning¢limate, strong ethical and trusting relationships, increased teachers’ professional
capacity for igstruction, and leadership, student-centered instruction, and links to parents and the
community. These features cannot occur without supportive, shared school culture.

School culture constitutes the context in which school leadership is exercised. Understanding, acting,
and shaping.sehool culture is desirable for any one working and living in the culture, but it is critical
to school leaders (Schein, 2004).1t has long been reported that paying attention to culture is the most
important action that a leader should perform. There is also evidence (e.g. Fink and Resnick, 2001)
that school principals are responsible for establishing a pervasive culture of teaching and learning in
each school.

Brown (2004) and Raywid (2001) noted that to understand the contributing factors to the success of
any community, business entity, or organization, it is important to study their culture; likewise, to
understand the success of any school, it is critical to study its culture. By deepening their
understanding of school culture, leaders will be better equipped to shape the values, beliefs, and
attitudes necessary to promote a stable and nurturing learning environment (Stolp, 1994).The message
here is that school culture is an important area of school leadership that contribute to school
success.School culture is an area deserving researcher’s attention to uncover the existing culture and
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its correlation with leadership. It is, therefore, important for school principals to know which
leadership behaviors positively affect school culture and, ultimately, student learning. Tony (2007), in
this regard, agreed that strong leadership behavior framed according to the demand of school culture
is a foundation for school excellence.

1.1. Framework of the Study

The theory that views the multidimensional nature of leadership developed by Bolman& Deal’s
(1984; 1991; 1997) was preferred as a framework to see the school principal’s leadership orientation.
The authors consolidated major schools of organizational thought into four perspectives and came up
with more comprehensive leadership framework to investigate and explain the complex phenomenon
of leadership including culture leadership. The frames were: the structural frame, the human resource
frame, the political frame, and the symbolic frame. School culture was also another variable examined
in this study. Authors have tried to categorize school culture in a variety of dimensionssconsidering
variety of factors. Of the many dimensions of school culture, stuck and moving (Rosénholtz, 1989)
plus wandering and promenading (Hopkins, Ainscow, & West, 1994); fragmented individualism,
balkanization, contrived collegiality, comfortable collaboration, and coflabgratien(Fullan&
Hargreaves, 1996); positive, toxic and those in between (Deal & Petersopg £999),\constructive ,
passive defensive, aggressive defensive ( cooke,1989) were some of_the common ones. The
dimensions above indicated the possible types of culture in the school; slowever, the dimensions that
appear to be relevant for this study was the culture that assess @nd develops€ollabgrative culture. Most
researchers (Sarason,1996; Fullan,1992; Schlechty, 1997) poted that coNaboratife culture is the most
effective one at school. Hence, the six Gruenert &*¥alentine’s, (1998) collaborative cultural
dimensions: collaborative leadership, teacher collaboration, professional development collegial
support, unity of purpose, and learning partnership were the culture measures used in this study.
These culture dimensions were believed to providepinsight about the shared values, the patterns of
activities, and interactions in the school. Thus, leadershipierientations were examined in order that
principals can work for a more complete understanding of“how to mold a positive culture by
appropriate use of leadership style for an ultimate gain in student performance. Leadership frames
were treated as an independent variable andischool culture dimensions were treated as a dependent
variable.

1.2. Statement Of The Problem

School culture is an area that goesiunnoticed on @ne part and schools call for leadership behavior that
promote a culture required to preparestudents sufficiently for the coming modern world on the other.
Despite the pervasive roles'of leadership”in school culture, little critical research attention has been
devoted to understanding thelinks between the two concepts. The consequence of not understanding
the embedded cultureS,“as,Schein (£992) and Watson (2001) highlight, is, however, damaging to the
leaders as well as student achievement. It must get the attention it deserves and play its functional role
in education, with thefimain“catalyst being the principals. It can be argued that very few leaders
undersStand the/importancéiof school culture and therefore do not take intentional action to shape it.

School improvement programs mainly focused by Education Sector Development Programs (ESDPs)
and General Education Quality Improvement Programs (GEQIPs) on the human and material resource
capacity, curriciifum, leadership and management, pedagogy as factors of school improvement
Undoubtedly,/these are the main factors of school improvement. However, it is indispensable to
recognize that school improvement does not occur in a vacuum. It occurs in social systems that have
beliefs, assumptions, expectations, norms, and values, that members identify themselves with and
shared among themselves. Literature (Stolp, 1999) also evidenced that school culture has been one of
the most neglected in school improvement.

Most of the local empirical studies reviewed also indicated the dysfunctional culture prevailing in
some schools in Ethiopia. Hussein (2013) for instance, identified that a culture of blame, false
reputation and abuse of data in primary schools. Similarly, Obang (2014) in his work found that there
was low trust between principals and teachers of secondary schools. Un-conducive secondary school
climate (Nebiyu, 2014) and less open and low intimacy of secondary teachers (Zebene, 2012) were
also the findings indicative of the nature of school culture. Secondary school Teachers’ weak
professional development culture (Mekonnen, 2015), the less application of symbolic frame of
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leadership of female principal of primary school (Mekonnen, 2016) are also the findings on school
culture. The culture of collaboration was rarely observed at schools.

The purpose of this study was to examine the leadership orientation of school principals, the
prevailing school culture, and the relationship between the two as perceived by primary school
teachers. The basic questions that guided the study were:

e How do primary school teachers perceive their principal’s leadership orientation?

o How do primary school teachers perceive their school culture?

o What is the nature of the relationship between principal leadership orientation and school culture?
1.3.Significance Of The Study

This study could be useful to higher education institutions that have educational leadership programs
designed to prepare educators for principal ship positions. It could provide them with infgmation that
can be used to revise or supplement their programs in an effort to properly equip pgncipals with the
training that is needed for them to be effective in their schools.

It might also induce self-awareness and reflection in principals concernimgitheir \principal ship
orientation and practices in view of school culture. It could initiate principals,to assess@and improve (if
needed) the culture at their schools. It could encourage them to eyaluate their own leadership
orientation and make an effort to match their style with the neéds of theif,se¢hools.

1.4. Delimitations of The Study

The study was delimited to government primary schools ingAmbo towny, It was also delimited to the
study of teachers’perception about principals’ leadérship origntation and school culture. Participants
were only those teachers who served in the schoalfoniwo years and above since it was believed that it
requires teachers sometime to identify the leadership ortentation of the principals and culture of the
school. The study used contextualized Bolman and Deal*sleadership orientations survey and
Gruenert& Valentine’s (1998)school culture survey questionnaire. Only teachers were the participants
of the study. As the sample size was smallithe findings were delimited only to those schools and
principals involved in the study.

1.5. Limitations Of The Stugy.

The sample of this study was delimited to small scale (in terms of number of teachers and
schools, and location). Therefore,the resultstof this study were limited with the perceptions
and experiences of the sampled group. Given the size of the sample population, it was not
possible to generalize,the results of this survey to all primary schools in the region. Despite
these limitations, At should also be noted that an educational study of this nature would
hopefully”contribute to theageneration of valuable ideas and perspectives about educational
leadegship and, school eulfure.

1.6. Operational Definition Of Terms
1.6.1. SchoghCulture:

A dominant pattern of behaviors and beliefs held by teachers that actas a frame of reference for the
way they interact and the way things are done at the school.

1.6.1.1. Frame:
The angle from which school principals view school issues
1.6.1.2. Leadership frames:

Refers to Bolman and Deal’s (1991) categorization of leaders’ leadership orientation which school
principals apply in their leading process

1.6.1.3. The Structural Frame:
It is a school principal’s leadership perspective that emphasizes task, goals, and policies.
1.6.1.4. The Human Resource Frame:
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It is a school principal’s leadership perspective that emphasizes meeting the needs of teachers,
students and other school personnel.

1.6.1.5. The Political Frame:

It is a school principal’s leadership perspective that emphasizes on creating negotiation and coalition
building.

1.6.1.6. The Symbolic Frame:

It is a school principal’s leadership perspective that emphasizes on inspiration of the soul of the
teachers, students, and other school personnel with whom they work.

2. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
2.1.School Culture

There are many definitions of culture. Anthropologists, sociologists, and psyeholagists have
contributed many definitions, all highlighting different aspects of the concept (Baker, &Campbell,
2013). For the purposes of this study, culture is a shared phenomenon (Davis,4984& Sehein, 1990)
that involves an intricate mix of beliefs, values, meanings and assumptions, ¥hichpareimanifested in
an array of symbolic representations, such as ceremonies, artifacts and selationships“(Schein,1992).
School culture is not a different story. It is one of the mast compléx and important concept in
education (Stoll, 1998) and it can be defined in a number of Ways. Writers commonly define school
culture as the normative adhesive that holds a specific sehool together (Hoy#& Hoy, 2006; Schein,
2004; Sergiovanni, 2000).According to Full an (2007) Scheol culturgycan be defined as the guiding
beliefs and values evident in the way a school operates. Sehool cultureprefers to the shared beliefs
about how a school operates, the core values rg@arding a School’s goals for its students, and the
behavioral norms exhibited by teachers (Maslowski;:2006). Sitply put, school culture can be used to
encompass all the basic assumptions, behaviors and values,beliefs and practices that are shared by the
members of a school community and shape interactions, decision-making, and daily routines within a
school.

As culture is extremely powerful, it influences everything that goes on in schools: how staff dress,
what they talk about, their willingnessdto_change, the practice of instruction, and the emphasis given
student and faculty learning™(Deal & Petérson, 1994; Firestone & Wilson, 1985; Newmann&
Associates, 1996).Thus, in this sttdy, school culture is defined as a dominant pattern of behaviors and
beliefs held by school memberSithat ‘acts as a frame of reference for the way they interact and the way
things are done at the schoel. Using this”idea“ef a frame of reference allows for consideration of
school members’ responses topkincipal leadership as a function or expression of school culture.

2.2. Dimensions of SchoghCulture

Authoritiés classified fthe Jeulture into different dimension: For instance, stuck and moving
(Rosentholtz, 1989) pluswandering and promenading (Hopkins, Ainscow & West, 1994); fragmented
individualism{" balkanization, contrived collegiality, comfortable collaboration, and collaboration
(Fullan&_ Hargreaves,” 1996); positive, toxic and those in between (Deal and Peterson, 1999),
constructive,, passive defensive, aggressive defensive ( cooke,1989) were some of the common ones.
The categories raised above showed that some cultures are positive and some others are toxic to the
functioning of an organization. However, the dimensions that appear to be relevant for this study
should be the culture that assess and develop collaborative culture. The study intended to find how
teachers feel about their students, how school principals relate and work with teachers, how teachers
see professional development and work in partnership, whether teachers work in isolation or with
colleagues and support each other, whether teachers have shared school vision, and their confidence in
their collective abilities to achieve their ambitions.

The collaborative school culture dimensions that were believed to provide insight about this shared
values, the patterns of activities, and the interactions in the school appeared to be the dimensions by
Gruenert& Valentine (1998). Each dimension, they believe, measures a distinctive feature of the
school’s shared values like collaborative culture (Gruenert& Valentine, 1998). They were the
instruments for the measure of school culture in this study. They identified six dimensions of school
culture. These six factors were—collaborative leadership, teacher collaboration, professional
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development, collegial support, unity of purpose, and learning partnership. The succeeding sections
will focus on these six dimensions of school culture.

2.2.1. Collaborative Leadership

Collaborative leadership is the extent to which teachers’ ideas, suggestions, and contributions are
accepted by school leaders, and how much school leaders trust, encourage, and consult teachers in
decision-making(Gruenert, 2000; Gruenert& Valentine,1998; Gumuseli &Eryilmaz, 2011). It
measures the degree to which school leaders establish and maintain norms of collaborative
relationships with school staff. It is the leadership behavior in which they value teachers’ ideas, seek
input, engage staff in decision-making, and trust the professional judgment of the staff. They fostered
collegiality and the opportunity for collaborative work among teachers centered on curriculum,
instruction, and assessment.

In collaborative school culture principals and teachers share the burden of school ymprovement.
Cunningham and Gresso (1993) noted that principals in collaborative schools are moke actively
involved in observing and evaluating teacher and in working with teachers on.sehoel, iSsues. The
existence of collaborative school culture together with shared leadership and préfessiopal networking
holds the best prospects for the development of teacher’ ability and shared beliefsfand for students’
overall achievement.

2.2.2. Teacher Collaboration

This aspect of school culture deals with the extent to whi€h teaghers, workitegether. It is the culture
that promotes teachers engagement in constructive dialogue that furthers,the educational vision of the
school. Teachers’ collaboration is about joint planming, observing and discussing teaching practices,
and engagement in professional development practiees, and 'school improvement programs (Fullan,
1993; Gentzler, 2005; Gruenert, 2000).

Teachers in collaborative culture are strongly committed to collaboration, fulfilling school-wide roles
as decision-makers, coordinators of professignal development, and leaders in the efforts to improve
classroom instruction across the whole schaol. Leithwood et al. (2003) explain that collaborative
culture promotes the exchange,of thoughts andisupports and joint problem solving by means of giving
favorable conditions for exércise of teachen leadership, and appropriate stimulus for awaiting
teacher leaders to gain experiences that will result in academic excellence.

2.2.3. Professional Development

Professional development measures the degree to which teachers’ value continuous personal
development and sghoelrwide Tmprovement. Professional development culture promotes teachers
mutual suppert and advice ferdthe purpose of continuous development in skill and knowledge that
match with the need ofithe progressing world. It promotes performance environment and culture that
bothdrives and'inspiresteachers to higher performance in the school. Professional development refers
to a practice’ of enhaneing one’s professional skill and competence through workshops, professional
growth seminars, trainings, resource persons, professional publications and other resources (Gruenert,
2000, Gruenert&Valentine,1998; Gumuseli&Eryilmaz, 2011).

According to”Peterson (2002), culture enhances professional learning when teachers believe that
professional development is important, valued; meaning that professional development is nurtured
when the school's history and stories include examples of meaningful professional learning and a
group commitment to improvement. Staff learning is reinforced when sharing ideas, working
collaboratively to learn, and using newly learned skills are recognized symbolically and orally in
faculty meetings and other school ceremonies. Fulan and Hargreaves (1991) also agreed that
collaborative schools have a culture in which teachers continuous professional development is
facilitated through mutual support, joint work, and broad agreement on educational issues. Overall,
professional development culture can be modeled in schools in which teachers are in frequent
conversation with each other about their work, have easy and necessary access to each other’s
classrooms, assume that they should comment on each other’s work, and have the time to develop
common standards for student work ( Peterson, 1992).
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2.2.4. Collegial Support

Collegiality refers to the quality of the relationships among staff members in a school and the extent
to which teachers’ engage in cooperative actions.Collegial support culture reflects the extent to which
teachers work together effectively in all aspects of life. In line with this, Jarzabkowski (2000 used
collegiality to describe teachers’involvement with their peers on any level, be it intellectual, moral,
political, social and/or emotional. Equally to this definition, collegiality has a communal aspect; and it
is a group property (Fielding, 1999). Collegial support culture view authentic teamwork as an
essential characteristic of the successful organization as its members interact regularly to share their
ideas and expertise and develop common understanding of organizational goals and the means to their
attainment (Shah, 2012). Gentzler (2000) and Hoy and Hoy (2006) define collegial support specific to
the work related support. Collegial support is the work-linked support that members provide to one
another by sharing common concerns, information, experiences, and knowledge at the workplace.
Similarly, Evans (2003) suggests that collegial support is an interpersonal relation,.4and includes
features such as the degree and quality of teamwork, cooperative ways of working, gonsultation, and
interdependence and support among colleagues. In such culture teachers trust each“ther, value each
other’s ideas, and assist each other and work together as they have a common puirpose\n-collegiality,
as Little (1990) noted, strong interdependence, shared responsibility, and cotlectivegeommitment are
evident in collegial support culture.

Numerous benefits from teacher collegiality have been reporte@as evidence of the need for building a
more effective collegial culture in schools. The most significant benefits_of collegiality among
teaching staff is an improvement in teacher professional\growth“and development (Jarzabkowski,
2003). It is seen as an opportunity to involve many individuals in seluing the complex educational
problems of modern times (Shah, 2012). Teachegrs within 8ach interdisCiplinary team interact with
each other actively and in a meaningful context::Mere expetienced teachers are able to share their
wisdom and experience, while less experienced teachersiofferfresh insight. Ether widely or narrowly
viewed, teacher collegiality is necessary in an era of continuous‘ehange and improvement.

2.2.5. Unity Of Purpose

Unity of purpose is a culture of working towatd a common mission of school. It refers to the degree to
which teachers collectively focus on the_common visions and objectives of the school (Gruenert&
Valentine, 1998). Sergiovanni(t2000) furthemmnoted that unity of purpose provides the school with
sense of direction and it is a key“t@,success. Besides modeling, Deal and Peterson( ) suggest that
principals should work to dewélop ‘Shared visions-- rooted in history, values, beliefs. Full an and
Hargreaves(1991) suggesteththat collaberation™is likely to work only when the principal and a
significant number of teachersiat a school become convinced that collaboration will actually lead to
improved teaching apdearning.

The visiopfofithe schiool'should mirror the hope, benefit, needs, values, and dreams of all stakeholders
and tea€hers realize, support, and execute their duties in harmony with the visions of the school
(Sergiovanni, 2080). A culture of a unity is one of the most important attributes of a team. A team that
is united ingVision, inculture and in purpose produces good fruit and continues to move forward. A
team thatfaeks unity, however, is difficult to mobilize and to progress. Principals and teachers shared
a common coreyef values and beliefs that guided programs and practices, including high expectations
for all students, education of the whole child, all students will be successful, and a dedication to a
coherent curriculum, student-centered instruction, and the effective use of formative and summative
student data.

2.2.6. Learning Partnership

Learning partnership is a culture that promotes the engagement of students and staff effectively as
partners in learning and teaching. It is understood as fundamentally as a relationship in which all
involved — students, academics, professional services staff, senior managers, students’ unions, and so
on — are actively engaged in and stand to gain from the process of learning and working together.
Learning partnership is a school culture reflected where teachers, parents, and students work together
for the common good of the student. Members like parents and teachers share common expectations
and communicate frequently about student performance. Parents trust teachers and students generally
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accept responsibility for their schooling (Gruenert, 2000, Gruenert& Valentine, 1998;
Gumuseli&Eryilmaz, 2011).

Arthur-Kelly et al., 2006; Busher, 2003; believes that ““it is our connections with our parents, children,
spouses, siblings, friends, and teachers that provide us with meaning and genuine learning. According
to Brown (2004), the root of culture is relationships. Good relationships create a conducive
atmosphere for partnership. Partnership is essentially a process of joint working between students and
staff. In this context partnership working is based on the values of: openness; trust and honesty;
agreed shared goals and values; and regular communication between the partners. Partnership implies
an equal relationship between two or more bodies working together towards a common purpose,
respecting the different skills, knowledge, experience and capability that each party brings to the
table.

2.3.Leadership

Numerous intensive and extensive theories of Leadership behavior and styles were evolved since the
early 1600s (Yukl, 1989). Great Man Theory, Trait Theory, Behavioral Thearies, Contingency
Theories, and contemporary leadership theories were the most common ones ‘dominantly known
during specific times of the evolution. The theories were mainly categorized haSeehon the premise that
what makes the leaders more effective in leading. It is, however, important, as Jehn van Maurik
(1999) has remarked, to recognize that none of the theories was mutually exclusive or totally time-
bound. In the early 20 centuries the great man and Trait theorigs dominated the theories of leadership.
The major assumption of the theories was that leaders are bern notgmade.

From the late 1940s to late 1960s behavioral approach ofileadershiphbecame dominant. The major
premise of these theories was that effectiveness in leadership\has to dowith what leaders actually do.
In the late 1960s to the early 1980s the Contifigency Approach be€ame popular proposing that
leadership effectiveness is dependent upon the situationy(Bryman, 1993). Contemporary views to
leadership focus on vision and charisma, and transformation:“Ia.the midst of these arrays of leadership
theories, Bolman and Deal (1991) suggested a comprehensive unique leadership model named
'leadership frame’. The model elaborate on feur leadership frames that are potential lenses for school
leaders. With the many leadership theories Ugscribed here, there are aspects of each leadership theory
that are found in Bolman and Deal’s féur-framme model. This model is considered as significant by
many researchers in that it/intends™tofassemble the partially highlighted aspects of leadership
dimension into a whole one (Lee)2008). This holistic perspective resulted to create the concept of
multi-frame leadership, the main ceneern of which is to see thoroughly the leadership reality with
more enlarged and enrichedgperspectivesyFhe ngxt section treated the theory in detail.

2.3.1. The Leadership Frames

The four leadershipframesyBolman and Deal, 1991) are potential lenses for school leaders. The term
frame is défined as*swindowsiof the world” as per the authors and that act as filters by letting things
in easiy whilgyleaving eutéome others. Further, the authors suggest that leaders can understand the
depthiand complexity of organization life only when they view it from multiple frames. The
elaborations of the four frames are presented below.

The leadership, frdmes include: human resource, structural, symbolic and cultural, and political
leadership. Eagh leadership style speaks to different frames or lenses, which leaders use to make
decisions. The human resource lens frames the organization around human needs and the potential of
man power. The human resource frame places an emphasis on a sense of family in the organization
and provides a caring, nurturing, and supportive environment. The symbolic lens frames the
organization around rituals and ceremonies that anchor the organization in a culture that creates
consistency and routines. Honoring rituals and ceremonies reduces ambiguity in the organization and
sometimes resolves conflicting view points. The political lens frames leadership decisions around the
allocation of scarce resources. It presupposes that organizations are coalitions of individuals and
interest groups. The political frame focuses on bargaining and negotiation. The cultural lens frames
the organizational environment around how members think, feel, and act. The cultural frame brings
value to stories that explain the past and anchor the present. Bolman and Deal (1991) describe these
frames as multiple perspectives that principals employ as they lead in schools. In this study, the
research focuses on the cultural frame and how the leader reads and uses culture in order to begin
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working within and lead the school. Bolman and Deal (2003) viewed leadership style as a frame; a
framework within which organizational reality can be interpreted. The justification is that because the
world of human experience is so complex and ambiguous, frames of reference shape how situations
are defined and determine what actions are taken. The authors believe that attention needs to be given
to how leaders set their mind about the work environment. In connection to the cognitive structure
that guide the thinking and action of leaders, Bolman& Deal (1992) suggest that the frames of
reference that leaders operate from will determine the interpretation of their experiences and guide
their actions. Durocher (1996) also commented that the cognitive structure of leaders is the core of
multiple perspective frameworks.

They wrote of reframing the leadership orientations as a way to get beyond narrow and oversimplified
views of leadership. For each, skills and processes are examined and rules of thumb are proposed for
successful leadership practice. They purported that any one of the frames of leadership used by itself
to address organizational existence would be inadequate. Each of the four frames offers aydistinctive
image of the leadership process but none is a perfect approach all the time in all sitdations (Bolman&
Deal, 2003).

Tablel. A summary of what of a leader and leadership process according to Bolman and Deal

Leadership Frames A Leader is: Leadership proeess is:

Structural analyst, architect analysis, design

Human Resource catalyst, servant suppert, empewerment

Political advocate, negotiator advoeaey, coalition building
Symbolic prophet, poet inspiratigny,leadership experience

Adapted from Reframing Organizations: Artistry, Choi€e and Leadership by Balman and Deal (2003).
2.3.2. Multiple Leadership Frames

Multi-frame leadership is basically a powerful tool that permits leaders to see and understand more
about the organization as a whole. The multi perspective of this leadership style provides the ability to
see new possibilities, challenges and also tO\create new opportunities that enable leaders to discover
some alternatives to effectively solve the problems faced by the organization. This style of leadership
consists of four frames of leadership:“strlictural frame, human resources frame, political frame and
symbolic frame. Each of the frame§has its own Tmage of reality; the skillful leader is one who can use
multiple frames for this examinationOne framelhas the ability to express the story with that single
perspective, while multiplegirames aidthe”leadér’in seeing the story from multiple perspectives. You
may be drawn to some and repelled by others. Some perspectives may seem clear and straightforward,
while others seem gpuzzling. “But~ learning to apply all four deepens your appreciation and
understandimg of organizations)(Bolman and Deal (2008). Reframing allows the leader to identify the
challenge clearly; to create different options; and to consider alternative strategies. Bolman and Deal
(2003)-wrote: Those whommaster the ability to reframe report a liberating sense of choice and power.

2.3.3. Leadership Frames in Educational Organizations

Leadership “seholers emphasize the relevance of frame approach of leadership to educational
organizations. In support of this idea, Goldman and Smith (1991) wrote that Bolman and Deal’s four
frames of leadership is most appropriate for defining school leaders, as all four frames appear in the
school context. Schools are inherently people oriented places of business and as a result, schools are
the embodiment of the human resource frame. In continuation, they pointed out that the diversity of
school populations (students, parents, community, and staff) highlight the symbolic frame and its
importance in the school setting.

The authors confirm that school leaders who can think wide and critically to view situations from
more than one angle are more successful since schools are one of the complex organizations that exist
as a result of a collective human endeavor (Bolman&Deal, 2002). Bolman and Deal (2002) also state
that school administrators are most successful when they are able to “look at things from more than
one angle.” Besides, as schools are complex organizations, so organizational experiences and
information can be classified according to the cognitive orientations the leader is able to employ.
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2.4. Leadership And Culture

Culture and leadership are two sides of the same coin and neither can really be understood without
considering the other. But, one could ask whether the culture’s power to change the principal is
greater than principal’s power to change a school’s culture. There were some authors who have
argued in the side of school culture power to influence the principal. In their view, a principal’s efforts
to significantly change school culture can only lead to frustration and defeat. One line of argument
was that the interplay between the two is complex and difficult to decide the direction of the effects of
one on the other (Piggott, 2016; Mozaffari, 2008 &Bass, 1991). They noted that school leadership and
school culture can also be defined as nested processes. Others argue (including me) that the power of
leadership should not be ignored. For instance,Maehr and Parker (1993) reminded us that “leaders are
not simply the enslaved of culture. They can and do affect it.” The principal is certainly subject to the
norms and other socializing forces of the school. As Renchler (1992) noted, the dynamics and
logistics of most schools are such that the principal cannot possibly oversee the motivational needs of
each and every student. But groups of people can be affected by the culture in which theygparticipate,
and this domain is under the control and stewardship of the principal. Emphasizing.the greater role
of leadership in school culture change and development , Schein (1985) wrote that| “Beadership is
intertwined with culture formation.” Developing an organizational culture am@djshaping the creative
process of its evolution is the “unique and essential function” of leadership, Schein<@dvised that the
principal alone cannot bring about change in the persona of the school{” cultural transformation is a
collaborative activity. The principal must engage others both insSide and outside the school if he orshe
is to cause any significant changes in the school’s culture (Schein 19855 Saowaen and Gorton, 1998;
& Bass,1991).

Firestone and Wilson (1995) were also those in support of the second [ing”of argument. They said the
actions of a building principal are central to the dévelopmentiof a school culture that is conducive to
high levels of academic achievement and learnihg. Tricén993) also noted that leadership and culture
are intimately linked, and a school’s culture can be developed, influenced, and managed. Douglas
Reeves (2007) concluded the argument by noting, “Meaningful school improvement begins with
cultural change and cultural change begins with the school leader”.

Most empirical studies also favored the se€ond line of argument. Valentine (2006) for instance,
focusing the interplay between, leadership andischool culture, found that the decisive functions of
leadership may well be the Creation, the mafagement and, if and when it becomes necessary, the
destruction of culture. Gruenert (2005) also studied the relationship of leadership, school culture and
student achievement. His con€lusionwas a culture that is collaborative depends on the leadership of
the principal. Furthermore /Seme other‘empirical studies (e.g. Leclear, 2005; Dupont, 2009) revealed
the existence of cause effect“r@lationship between leadership(instructional, transformational) factors
and school culturey#and, with“the” independent factor to be leadership. Still other researchers
(e.gCemaloglu, 2011 Kythreetis €t al., 2010; Leithwood& Sun, 2012; Hallinger, 2011&Sahin, 2011)
have demonstrated that the principal leader plays a significant role in the development of a positive
school culture Bk eclear(2005) specifically noted that principals leadership style enhance, shape and
nurture_scho@l culture. The evidences raised above indicated that school principals are able and
responsibleito creatgy nurture and develop positive school culture if they work collaboratively with
teachers, students,and other stakeholders. They also uncover that school culture is built on the history
and deep valtes of the school society; however, replacing and renovating the school culture is
contributed to’through the basic function of the leader.

Principals need to be supporters and providers for teachers, creating opportunities for growth and
change. Building a positive school culture has been considered to be inextricably intertwined with the
people who inhabit the school. Positive relationships between the principal and school staff have been
deemed vital (Full an, 2002). The human resources frame described by Bolman and Deal (2008) plays
a pivotal role in effective leadership practices for shaping a positive school culture. Effective
leadership, as argued by Hopkins, Ainscow and West (1994), requires a change from a style which
emphasizes direction and control, to one which emphasizes delegation and empowerment, in which
the leadership functions are widely shared. Such a style of leadership is concerned with changing
values and beliefs, with developing and communicating a shared vision for the future of the school,
and with inspiring, motivating and empowering staff. The principal then needs to bring everyone on
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board to change the culture by sharing leadership. Deal and Peterson (1999) believe that deep and
shared leadership creates the strongest and tightest cultures.

Many different leadership models are effective in shaping a positive culture that continuously
improves a school. The theories that brought the focus onto culture as a byproduct of leadership
centered on Bolman and Deal's model (1984, 1991) of leadership and this was a theoretical frame of
this study. Building collegiality and collaboration on the shared goals and values, encouraging staff
development that is student oriented, modeling behaviors that encourage student achievement, and
celebrating and rewarding teachers by sharing stories of success and accomplishments are also
positive steps toward the building of culture (Leithwood&Jantzi, 1990; Schein, 1992).

Overall, culture and leadership are two sides of the same coin and neither can really be understood
without considering the other. There were wider agreements that leadership and school culture are
correlated. Attempting to understand one without having an understanding of the other will not obtain
the desired results. It was well evidenced; however, that a principal, more than any other‘tadividual, is
responsible for a school’s culture. The most effective change in school culturg’ happens when
principals, among others, model the values and beliefs important to the institution.“Alpsingipal, who
acts with care and concern for others, share leadership, support and develop staff capagcity, and model
collegiality and collaboration, inspiring staff with shared vision and purpose is moreilikely to develop
a school culture with similar values.

3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.1.Research Design

The purpose of this study was to explore the relationshipybetween leagdership and school culture.
Mixed methods research design of QUAN-qual &/pe was @mployed. The quantitative study result
informed the qualitative data to be collected and“ftwassthus an explanatory mixed method type. The
decision was to explain the survey results already obtaingéd \more. The other reason was to get
flexibility (Bryman, 2004) of combining objective theories (Creswell,2009) that are considered to be
accurate, credible, and scientifically rigor ,(Bryman, 2004) with insights, meanings, reflections
individual principals and teachers ascribe. A followed a mixed methods analysis (Creswell & Clark,
2011). These design allowed me for better understanding of the initial quantitative result, adding more
depth and richness to the studyand then reinforeed my decision.

3.2.Sources Of Data

The Study Was Carried Out In"3 Primary Schoels Found In Ambo City Administration. Fifty- Five
Teachers Participated In The Quantitative Phase And 3 Teachers, 1 Vice Principal And 1 Principal
Totally 5 Respondents Participated In The Qualitative Phase Of The Study.

3.3. Data Caellection Instruments

Leadership Orjentations Questionnaire (Bolman& Deal, 1990)and school culture survey (Gruenert
&Valentine, 1998) wereidata collection instruments for the first phase of data collection. Due to the
linguisticy, interpretative, and culture related differences to use directly the survey instruments, the
researcher_had made a pre-study of the instruments in translating and adapting the tools by experts
and pilot testing®” The final checkup resulted inacceptable Cronbach’s alpha values for both
instruments.

3.4. Data Collection Procedures

First, the quantitative data were collected and analyzed. Then the qualitative data were collected on
major findings of the survey data through semi-structured interview and observation for further
explanation. Then, semi-structured interview guide was prepared based on the findings. During the
actual interview, many relevant probing questions that were mainly the consequent of the answers to
the prior questions were raised. School B was purposely selected for qualitative data source based on
its higher weighted mean values on structural and political frame. Teachers’ interaction in school
compound was observed by the help of observation checklist.

3.5. Data Analysis
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Both descriptive and inferential statistics like frequencies mean scores, standard deviations,
Pearson correlation coefficients were used for analysis. Software SPSS version 20 was used
for ease of computation of the data. A multiple regression identifies the best combination of
predictors (independent variables) of the dependent variable. The mean scores reflective of
the level of use of the frames were categorized, as already described above, into three levels;
such as low (below 2.5), moderate (2.5-3.5), and high (above 3.5). Leadership frame use and
the existence of school culture were operationally set at 3.5 and above. Further explanations
were made on the major findings with the help of qualitative data.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
4.1. Demographic Data

Out of the 55 teachers who participated in the survey phase and completed the demographic section,
19 (34.5 %) were males and 36 (65.5%) were females. Nearly more than half of the respondents (54.6
%) fell below an age of 36, and nearly a quarter of them were above the age of 45. Most respondents
(about 64%) have an experience of more than 5 and less than 20. But no one respondent,\Was in the
age range of less than 5 and above 40. Most of the respondents’ current schogliexperienceis greater
than 2 and less than 10 (83.6 % out of which 58.2 % have experiences that lie in therange of 6-10).

The overall explanation related to age and work experience was that m@st of the, teacher respondents
were highly experienced both in aggregate and in current schoel and it ¢as be assumed that they have
experienced what has been going on in the school and gould give acCurategata. With regards to
educational level of participants, except two teachers (8.6,%), the“reémaining 53 (96.4) were either
diploma or degree holders. The highest level of education by percentage of all respondents was
diploma (54.5%). Nearly 70 % of the respondent$ had a specialization in either language or social
sciences streams.

4.2. Analysis Of The Link Between Leadership And SchoolCulture
4.2.1. Principals Leadership Orientation

The Leadership Orientation Questionnaife (LOQ) developed by Deal and Bolman (1994) was
used to assess teachers ratings of the leadership orientations of principals as described by
items subdivided among the four frames,ofileadership( structural, Human resource, Political,
and symbolic).The findings were,presented t Table 2.

Table2.Leadership Orientation of:SchoolPrincipals

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Structural Frame 55 2.50 5.00 3.81 0.59
Human Resource Frame 55 1.00 5.00 3.20 1.26
Politicalgrame 55 2.25 5.00 3.74 0.61
Symbolic framg 55 1.13 5.00 3.32 1.10

The teachers rated their principals higher in the use of both the structural frame (M=3.81and SD=.57)
and political frame{M=3.73and SD=.6) whereas average in the use of symbolic leadership orientation
(M=3.32 and{SD= 1.09)and human resource orientation(M=3.2, and SD= 1.26).These findings
suggested that’the school principals have emphasized more of task accomplishments and the creation
of strong power bases. Leadership frames literatures, however, noted that leaders should hold the
capability to encompass cognitive complexity in the decision-making process to handle the
contending demands between caring out responsibility (structural), handling institutional conflict
(political), creating friendship and harmony (human resource), and exhibiting loyalty and enthusiasm
(symbolic). Emphasizing on the wider view of leadership, Sheilds (2005) and Day, Harris, Hadfield,
Tolley and Beresford (2000) explained that the duties of a head teacher are not only limited to
carrying out functional duties like organizing, coordinating and evaluating but they also need to be a
role model and source of inspiration to all the teachers. Similarly, Bolman and Deal ( 2003) found
leaders, in education and business, who use three or more frames are perceived as being more
effective than those who consistently use fewer than three frames. This finding was partially
consistent with the findings of Mekonnen (2015) which found out that one of the two female
principals studied were more of structural and political by orientation and the other was more of
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human and symbolic; and partially inconsistent with Bolman and Deal’s (2002) and Toddy’s (2010)
that revealed as most educators rely primarily on the human resource frame.

Results from qualitative study allowed me to better understand the initial survey result by adding
more depth and richness to the study. Most of the data were supplementing and complementing one
another. Specifically, the result of observation of school B told me the less symbolic and the less
considerateness of the principal. Attendance was seemed an end of the game for the principal. No one
else, but it was him who attend the attendance of teachers standing erect near where the attendance
document was found. Everyone teacher was coming targeting the attendance and getting back
immediately after signing without any teacher greeting the director at least by gesture. | found no one
teacher on the flag ceremony except the principal advising students in gueue about some dos and
don’ts.

The relationship between teachers and the principal seem not smooth. One does not observe sense of
cooperation and community. The principal seems to have less trust and respect for t€achers. The
power distance seems wider. The relation of the principal was more to those up,the ®ducational
hierarchy, or other sectors than the subordinates. One senior teacher interviewee (FMa)explained his
concern about the consideration, the value and respect they luck from the grincipal. ““His major
approach is to instruct what to do and how to do. He shouted at you when”he*telisyyou something
which is not the norm. You find him rarely with teachers or sometimes infthéschool compound. His
common words were punishment, rules and regulations; and these wereforders fram the superiors and
they are the common mottos he uses”. The other senior female teacher (I'F1) fiankly told that “you
never hear any motivating or inspiring talk from his mouth. You/always heara word of warning for
not meeting expectations”. She did not keep back what algo existedi@mong teachers and the major
cause for that. She expressed that, “there is a bad culture§in our school. | have never seen such a
school in which teachers and a principal are atfedds to each other. Truly speaking, but, it is the
principal primarily responsible for our lack of unity.® ¥Bhe ‘other teacher’s (TF2) view was also
congruent with others. She focused on his usual words. She said;\“You do because you are paid; if not
you are not paid that is it”

The other male interviewee (TM2) in parti¢ular emphasized his principal’s frequent application of
structural frame when he says, “he told vice principals, teachers, students the routines of the day
formally, in case he disappeared frofn_the ‘¢ampus.” laugh... he continually phone to the vice
principals to check what is going, on in theisehool doubting of the decision of the principals. The
vice-principal (VP) of the case seheol confirmed that they were not empowered to make decisions.
Indeed, in practice, the vicgsprincipals generally preferred asking their principal’s opinions or
agreement before making/decisions. The principal (P) also stated his approach that although
imposition might appear Unacgeptable,”it was necessary to establish compliance on the part of the
teachers and staff tggpolieies andndirections of higher authorities. They believed that once structure
and policigs, were (established) schools would run smoothly and management would have little
challenge.

Literature suggest leaderssto use more than one frame to act effectively and make clear judgments. In
thi§ study, te principals’ emphasized two out of the four frames - the structural frame, and the
political frame. Such”limited orientation could emanate from capacity problem- skill and knowledge
gap or the existing culture both national as well as organizational, and other mediating factors
like personal gharacteristics.

4.2.2. Results of School Culture dimensions

The School Culture Survey developed by Gruenert and Valentine (1998) was used to assess teachers’
ratings of their school’s culture as described by six factors: collaborative leadership, teacher
collaboration, unity of purpose, professional development, collegial support, and learning partnership.
The results were presented in Table 3 below.

Table3. Mean Scores of the School Culture Dimensions as Perceived by Teachers

Sample school Collaborative [Teachers Collegial |Unity  offlearning Professional
leadership collaboration [support purpose |partnership |development
School C Mean (3.54 3.4 3.83 3.96 3.36 3.73
SD .65 .58 581 .68 72 0.71
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School B Mean [2.74 2.66 3.43 3.49 2.78 3.36
SD .756 .75 .76 .53 77 0.70
School A Mean 4.22 4.27 4.46 4.47 4.04 4.36
SD .53 .56 .58 .56 .58 0.46
Total Mean [3.49 3.43 3.90 3.96 3.38 3.80
SD .89 91 77 .70 .86 0.75

School culture domains in the highest mean value was professional development culture
M=3.8(SD=.75). The teachers somewhat agreed that there was a culture of engaging in continuous
professional development in their schools. The culture of collegial support had a mean value of M=3.9
(SD=.76).This result also suggested that the teachers somewhat worked together by respecting the
ideas and beliefs of their colleagues. Besides, the respondents showed their agreement with the
existence of unity of purpose culture (M=3.96 (SD=.70) that’ suggested the teachers in their schools
shared a school mission and worked for its realization. In all the mean values the standafd deviations
were smaller indicating that there was not much variation among respondents perception @n the three
school culture factors. The school culture dimensions of learning partnership with4vI=8:38(SD= .85),
teacher collaboration with the mean value M =3.43 (SD= .91), and collaboratiye leadershipiwith the
mean value M= 3.48 (SD=.89)were rated average by teachers.

These findings could reflect that the teachers were doubtful of whether™ teachers, parents, and
students in their schools worked together for the common®good ofi\tiie student or engaged in
constructive dialogue that furthers the vision of the school¢or schgel pringipals®included teachers in
the decision-making process in that order. This study wastnearly congruent with a study in Ethiopia
by Korso (2013) who found the highest result for unity offpurpose (M'=73.89, SD = 0.99) and the
lowest for learning partnership (M=3.37). But it was differentito some extent when compared against
a study in US by Herndon (2007). One of the”differences,was that most of the cultural dimensions
were perceived as higher except teacher collaboration (M=88.59, SD= .32).In the two studies in
Ethiopia, learning partnership was perceived as lower (Korso: M = 3.37, SD = 1.26) and Mekonnen:
M=3.38 and SD= .85) whereas higher in US¢(M=3.86, SD = 0.31). These differences of result might
be attributed to the differences in culture of leadership of countries. In the leadership orientation study
it was found that the leaders were found more of structural and political by orientation. The school
culture study also showed gapsinypartnershipgiand collaboration culture.

4.2.3. Correlation results between leadership origntation and school culture

A Pearson correlation coefficient was“ealculated to determine the relationship between leadership
orientations and school culture as depicted in the following table.

Table4. The Correlation Coefficient among Leadership Orientations and School Culture Dimensions

Professional | Teachers Collegial | Unity of | learning Collaborat
development | collaboratio | support purpose partnership | ive
n leadership
Structural E%arfo” 554" 553" 430" | 4427 400" 625"
Frame I Siga@-tailed) | 000 1000 001 001 002 2000
Hum. R. z‘fﬁfon 515" 671" 373" | 486" | 456" 755"
Frame I Sio (2-tailed) | .000 1000 1005 1000 1000 2000
Political E%?:SO” 464™ 426" 338" 347 | 305" 443"
frame Sig. (2-tailed) | .000 001 012 010 024 001
Symbolic E%?:SO” 514" 624™ 337 473" | 354" 745"
frame Sig. (2-tailed) | .000 000 012 1000 008 000
N 55 55 55 55 55 55

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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As per the data obtained, a strong positive correlations(r (53) >.7, p < .05) were found between
human resource frame and the two school culture factors of collegial support and teachers’
collaboration; and between symbolic frames of leadership and school culture factors of collaborative
leadership and unity of purpose. Others have all moderate positive relationship (r (53) > 0.3 &< 0.7, p
< .05). Except the correlation between political frame and collegial support, political frame and
learning partnership; and symbolic frame and collegial support that were significant at .05 degree of
freedom, all other correlations were significant at .01 levels. This meant that 23 of the 24 correlations
that were calculated in this study were statistically significant at the .01 and the remaining 3 were
significant at .05 levels. This suggested that the chance factors were very minimal and the confidence
level was 99 %. Hence, there were a statistically significant positive relationship between most of the
leadership frames of principals and the factors of school culture. An increase in the use of principals’
leadership frame could likely increase the collaborative culture of the school.

4.2.4. Regression results Between Leadership Frames And School Culture

Based on the significant relationships observed, multivariate linear regression analysis‘was run to
evaluate the prediction power of leadership practices on school culture. Ths;, they predictor
(independent) variables were the four leadership frames - structural, human regsourcg, ‘palitical, and
symbolic. The criterion (dependent) variables were the six domains of seh@@lpculture — teacher
collaboration, unity of purpose, professional development, learning partnekship, collegial, support, and
collaborative leadership. The significance level for the statistical tests was set at,a=.05.ANOVA and
model summary were observed in the analysis. Table 5 t@’ Table \10” presented the results the
regression analysis.

Table5. Regression Coefficients of Teachers’ Collaboration on Leadership Frames

Model Un-standardized Cgefficients )| Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
1 | (Constant) 1.45 372 3.89 .000
Structural Frame .29 .265 .308 1.10 277
Human resource Frame 49 43 .59 3.76 .006
Political Frame .49 344 .568 1.42 .162
Symbolic Frame -43 .302 -516 -1.43 .159

Dependent Variable: Teachers collaberation

A multiple linear regression amas caleulated predicting teachers’ collaboration based on leadership
frames of principals and a significant regeessioffequation was found at F(4, 50) = 12.71, p< .05, R*=
.50.With regards to the specific attribute, human resource was found the only predictor of teachers
collaboration (B=.59,48(53) =3.76, P<.05). The predictor variable structural frame, political frames
and symbolic framefwerg$ound ipsignificant predictors of the outcome variable teacher collaboration.
Thus, huptan resouree lgadership frame could explain 59 % of the change teachers’ collaboration.

Tablg6: Regression Coefficignt of Professional Development on Leadership Frames

Model Un standardized Coefficients | Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
1 | (Constapt) 2.12 .332 6.38 .000
Structural Frame 412 .236 531 2.74 .008
Human Resource Frame -.145 194 -.243 -.75 .460
Political Frame .620 .307 .877 2.03 .049
Symbolic Frame -.40 270 -.578 -1.46 147

Dependent Variable: Professional development

A multiple linear regression was calculated predicting professional development based on leadership
frames of principals. A significant regression equation was found (F (4, 50) = 8.9, p< .05, R* = .65.
With regards to the specific frame, structural frame was found he only predictor of professional
development (B=.53, t (53) =2.74, P<.05). The predictor variable human resource, political frames
and symbolic frame were found insignificant predictors of the outcome variable professional
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development. The result indicated that about53 %of the variation in professional development could
be attributed to the structural orientation of the principal.

Table7. Regression Coefficient of Collegial Support on Leadership Frames

Model Unstandardized Coefficients  [Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 2.95 403 7.33 .000
Structural Frame 148 .287 .187 517 .608
1 Human Frame 112 .235 .185 AT7 .635
Political Frame .382 372 .530 1.03 .309
Symbolic Frame -.358 .327 -.510 -1.10 279

Dependent Variable: Collegial support

The regression of leadership frames with collegial support culture dimension yielded some,interesting
and valuable insights. The influence of all the frames non-significantly affectedithe outcome of
collegial support F (4, 50)= 2.65, P=.054, R?= .17 ns). Only 17 % of the change \in“the\collegial
support culture of the schools was attributed to the leadership frame factors.

Table8. Standardized Regression Coefficient of Learning Partnership on Leadership Prames

Model Un standardized Coefficients (FStandardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Errof Beta
1 (Constant) 2.626 429 6.116 .000
Structural -.048 .306 -.054 -.158 .875
Human resource Frame .553 251 .683 2.20 .002
Political frame .325 .397 402 .819 A17
Symbolic frame -578 .349 2735 -1.659 .103

Dependent Variable: Learning partnership

A significant regression equation was found (F (4, 50) = 4.22, p < .005, R®= .25. With regards to the
specific frame, human resource frame(was the only significant predictor of learning partnership
(B=.68, t (53) =2.20, P<.0%). khe resulthindicated that about 68 % of the variation in learning
partnership could be attributed to'the human resource orientation of the principal.

Table9.Regression Coefficient ofiCollabarative Leadership on Leadership Frames

Model Un standardized Coefficients | Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta

1 (Constant) 1.309 325 4.025 .000
Sfructural frame 126 .264 155 AT7 .635
Human reseurce frame 217 .190 .308 1.143 .259
Political frame .003 .300 .003 .009 .993
Symbelic frame .305 231 .392 2.320 .03

Dependent Variablé: Collaborative leadership

A significant fegression equation was found (F (4, 50) = 18.79, p < .05, R?= .60. With regards to the
specific frame, symbolic frame was the only significant predictor of learning partnership (B=.39, t
(53) =2.32, P<.05). The result indicated that about39 % of the variation in learning partnership could
be attributed to the symbolic orientation of the principal; meaning that, each one-point increase in
symbolic actions above the sample mean predicts increase of 0.39 points in collaborative leadership.

Table10. Multiple Regression Coefficients of Leadership Frames on Unity of Purpose

Model Un standardized Coefficients | Standardized t Sig.
Coefficients
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 2.655 .345 7.687 .000
1 Symbolic Frame 414 .246 .588 1.98 .048
Human resource frame .059 .202 .105 .290 173
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Political frame -.062 .319 -.093 -.193 .848
Structural frame -.032 .281 -.050 -.114 .909

Dependent Variable: Unity of purpose

A significant regression equation was found (F (4, 50) = 4.97, p <.05, R? = .28. Symbolic
action and behavior were predicted to have a positive effect on unity of purpose (B=.59, t
(53) =1.98, P<.05).The result indicated that about59 % of the variation in unity of
purposewas explained by symbolic orientation of the principal. An increase in the symbolic
frame of school principals’ leadership could increase the unity of purpose of teachers.

5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
5.1. Summary
Based on the analysis and the findings, the following summaries of major findings are drawn:

e The school principals use structural and political frame of leadership most oftempand the human
resource and symbolic frames of leadership sometimes. The professional development, collegial
support and unity of purpose cultures are the dominant school cultures”identified, whereas the
existence of the learning partnerships, teacher collaboration and collab@rative leadership cultures
were found to be average.

e There were strong to moderate positive relationships amghg allleadefship frames and all
dimensions of school culture. Specifically, strong €orrelations, were found between human
resource frame and the two school culture factors of collegial supp@rtand teachers’ collaboration;
and between symbolic frames of leadership and school culture factors of collaborative leadership
and unity of purpose. Others have all moderate"positive relationship.

e The human resource frame at (B=.59, t (55) =3.76, P=.006)and (B=.68, t (55) =2.20, P=.002) was
found to have effects on teacher collaboration and learning partnership respectively. Each one-
point increase in human resource framé above their sample means predict .59 and. 68 point
increases in teacher collaboration and learhing partnership culture.

e The symbolic frame at (B=:39, t (565)=2:32,,P=.03 and (B=.59, t (55) =1.98, P=.048) was found to
have significant effect on collaborative leadership and unity of purpose in that order. Again, each
one- point increase in symbolichframe aboye their sample means predicts .39 and .59 point
increase in collaborative,leadershipi@nd unity of purpose culture.

e The structural frame at (B=.53, t (55) =2.74, P=.008) is found to have effects on professional
development. EaCh one- pointiincrease in structural frame above their sample means predict .53
point inerease imprafessional development culture.

o The schoal, culturenfactor, collegial support was the only factor that was not significantly
correlated'with the leadership frames.

5.2. Conclusions

The structuralSframe and political frames of leadership were often used by the case primary school
principals of/Ambo town. There were  significant positive relationship between all the four
principals’ leadership frames and each of the school culture dimensions ranging from moderate to
strong in strength. The human resource frame was a significant predictor of teacher collaboration and
learning partnership cultures whereas symbolic frame was found a significant predicator of unity of
purpose and collaborative leadership school cultures. Besides, the structural frame was found to
affect significantly the professional development culture of the school.

The principals of the case schools focus on task accomplishment and on the use of legitimate power
without considering the human and symbolic aspect of the organization. They emphasized rationality,
analysis, logic, facts, and overall architecture of an organization in their leadership process. They also
develop power bases and apply their negotiating skill to influence teachers. The leaders seem to
follow the dominant thinking that teachers are there only to serve the school and to accomplish school
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objectives and that teachers are working because they are paid for the service. These approaches
affected the culture of collaboration in the schools. Overall, it is concluded that Ambo town sampled
primary school principals had a narrow view of school leadership orientation and consequently could
not develop the functional culture in the school.

5.3. Implications

As per the findings of this study and the conclusion reached, several implications might be remarked
for the participant principals and others in the field of educational leadership who might find relevant.

Modern leaders need to use more than one leadership orientation in order to better understand and
improve schools. The ability to develop a broader, multi-framed perspective could put principals in a
much better effectiveness position in developing collaborative school culture. Hence, the following
suggestions are forwarded:

e Universities and training institutions could utilize the results of this study to”improve the
relevance of the leadership curriculum and its mode of training to better preparegchoolprincipals
for the leadership roles.

e Educational officials of various levels, specifically WEO experts, should regularly‘collect data on
school culture and the leadership orientations of principals to identify the statusi@fythe school and
then take appropriate measure in the development of school principals,such as shortterm training
and other on job trainings.

e Principals need to see issues of leadership and management through different lenses before
making decisions of partial and biased kind, and to use sized"upymental“strticture in dealing with
complex issues of school leadership and management.

e Principals should engage in re-culturing process to meet the needs of the time after making an
intense awareness of the existing culture or diagnesing.

e Supervisors need to supervise, mentor, and supportprincipals to view school issues from
multiple perspectives in the process of decision making.
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