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Abstract
Purpose: This study explored explores the construct of leadership presence in schools by developing and validating a theory-based measure for educational leadership.  Research Design: Data on school climate and student achievement were collected for establishing evidence for predictive validity. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses of items were conducted to examine factorial validity.  Discriminant and convergent validity were examined by comparing the presence scale with both the instructional leadership scale and the transformational leadership scale. Data of both school climate and student achievement were collected for establishing evidence for predictive validity.  Findings: The results of two different studies indicated a five-dimensional structure to the new “leadership presence” construct: (a) physical presence, (b) networking presence, (c) interpersonal presence, (d) ethical presence, and (e) lingering presence.  I also obtained evidence for both discriminant and convergent validity.  Leadership presence was found to predict both student achievement and climate of support when controlling for instructional leadership, transformational leadership, and SES.  Implications: The present study encourages researchers to explore whether leadership presence can serve as a mediating variable between the system level and the classroom level.  Implications, limitationsLimitations, and as well as future lines of inquiry, are discussed.
	Keywords: leadership presence, educational leadership, construct validity, measurement development.
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Introduction
There is broad agreement in educational leadership research that the most effective leadership styles are either transformational leadership or instructional leadership and, more recently, a combination of the two (Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Marks & Printy, 2003).  However, the growing number of meta-analyses focused on establishing the most effective educational leadership styles have found only small size effects (e.g., Kythreotis, Pashiardis, & Kyriakides, 2010; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008; Scheerens, Witziers, & Steen, 2013; Sun & Leithwood, 2012).  This may be one of the reasons for the emergence of educational leadership literature seeking the school leadership best practices (e.g., Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Waters & Grubb, 2005). Thus, eEnhancing our understanding of the leader practices associated with improved student achievement surfaces as a critical component in developing effective educational leaders and successful schools (Hitt & Tucker, 2016; Leithwood, 2012; Sun & Leithwood, 2017).  
Leithwood and Sun (2012) asserted that common to most “theory-driven” models that have either emerged within the school context or were adapted from outside the school context isit a lack of empirical testing and validity. Hence, in a goal of this the current study I wish is to both theoretically and empirically validate a new 'leadership practices' construct termed “leadership presence” (Author, under review). While the literature on leadership does acknowledges some aspects of leadership presence, it fails to emphasize it sufficiently, despite the fact that presence is intuitively and universally understood as a central element of leadership (Bass, 2008).  I define leadership presence as a leadership style composed of series of leader behaviors that include increased physical presence accompanied by creating creation of enduring and value-based ties with staff members, as well as establishing social networks with both staff members and other key stakeholders. It is important to clarify that presence in this context does not refer to  charismatic or transformational leadership (Sosik, 2005) but rather to a set of behaviors.
This leadership presence construct has been developed and validated within the school context, although its theoretical underpinnings are drawn partially from non-educational leadership literature.  In order to establish this initial validation I begin by introducing the theoretical background and conceptual framework for the leadership presence construct, integrating a number of perspectives such as nonviolent resistance, negotiation and conflict resolution, and leader proximity and embodiment.
then based Based on two different samples I will follow the suggested four steps for construct validation: content validation, exploratory and confirmatory factors analyses, convergent and discriminant validity, and predictive validity (Hinkin, 1998).  I will then discuss both the theoretical and practical contributions of leadership presence, as well as the limitations of this research and future lines of inquiry.  

Conceptual Framework
BackgroundNonviolent resistance. The leadership presence construct has evolved through continuous experience with in implementing nonviolent resistance (NVR) principles in the educational domain (e.g., Omer, Irbauch, Berger, & Katz-Tissona, 2006).  Nonviolent resistance (NVR) was originally developed within a socio-political context, by groups who were either inferior in terms of political power and/or were morally opposed to violent struggle, but felt that dialogue was no longer effective by itself (Stephan & Chenoweth, 2008; Weinblatt & Omer, 2008).  In NVR, the desire to physically crush opponents is replaced by physical restraint, self-control, and peaceful actions, such as quiet marches or sit-ins.  The influence of NVR is augmented by continually mobilizing a network of support and by arousing favorable public opinion (Dudouet, 2008).  NVR is committed to conflict resolution, regulation, and non-escalation (Weber, 2001).  
There are several examples for the contemporary use of NVR philosophy in has been applied to education, such as – from peace education (e.g., Chubbuck & Zembylas, 2011) through research aimed at preventingprevention of bullying at school (e.g., Henry et al., 2013), and up to the "new authority" approach (e.g., Omer, 2010),.  This approach aims at helpingfor parents and teachers cope coping with behavioral problems (e.g., Omer, 2010), by through strictly nonviolent and non-escalating means.  The relevance of this approach to parents and teachers is the emphasis on increasing their physical and ethical presence, maintaining contact with the child, and gaining a network of support for their de-escalating actions.  Teachers and parents exercise physical presence when they send the following message: “we are here, we are close, and we are taking care of you” (Omer, 2010).  Ethical presence is expressed through their commitment to act clearly and transparently and according to their values, and it is achieved by serving as a role model for avoiding any aggressive behavior, and by willingness to protecting anyone elseothers from violent or aggressive behaviors.  The practical operationalization of this principle in family at home or at school includes, for example, choosing to bebeing physically present in situations and locations where the child or studentschildren are at risk for destructive or high-risk behaviors or even implementing a version of a sit-in (Omer & Lebowitz, 2016).  NVR based programs that have been implemented in schools show a significant reduction in students’ violent behaviors and teachers’ burnout, as well as an increase in cooperation between teachers and principals (e.g., Omer et al., 2006). These findings raise a question regarding the contribution of the principal’s presence and its possible contribution within the educational leadership literature.  Herein I will introduce a conceptual framework for discussing the various aspects of leadership presence, integrating a number of perspectives such as nonviolent resistance, negotiation and conflict resolution, and leader proximity and embodiment.  
Presence in Leadership
There has been a growing interest over the past few years in various aspects of leaders’ presence in the general leadership literature as well as in the educational literature.  The emerging literature on leadership embodiment, for example, points out the importance of physical aspects to leadership processes, suggesting that the analysis of physical reactions is frequently a key resource for understanding events and circumstances (Lord & Shondrick, 2011).  Recent literature about mindfulness in the context of leadership in general, and school leadership in particular (e.g., Kearney, Kelsey, & Herrington, 2013), provides another opportunity for considering leadership presence.  This literature suggests that a mindful leader is present in the moment or gives attention to whatever requires immediate attention (Gates & Gilbert, 2016).  However, research in the above mentionedthese fields neither provides us with a well-developed theory of present leadership nor empirically validates it.  
Wider attention has been given to the issue of leader-follower distance, and to its moderating effect on the relationship between various leader behaviors and organizational outcomes (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999). Leaders are often perceived as very being close to their followers when they are physically close to and frequently interact with them, when they work to and minimize differences in status and power, and when they frequently interact with their followers (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002).  Various aspects of distance and proximity have been studied, such as hierarchical distance, social distance, physical distance, and psychological distance (Popper, 2012; Shamir, 2013).  Thus, tTwo recent studies (Berson & Halevy, 2014; Berson, Halevy, Shamir, & Erez, 2014) have found that the more abstract leaders’ messages are, the greater should be the psychological distance between leaders them and their and followers – i.e., the subjective experience of proximity to or distance from events or objects (Berson et al., 2014; Trope & Liberman, 2010).  In other words, abstract messages are suitable in the context of distance, while concrete messages and behaviors are suitable in the context of physical proximity.  These findings may point to the possibility of viewing a leader's proximity not merely as a moderator, extraneous to the leader – as it is commonly viewed (Howell, Neufeld, & Avolio, 2005; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013) – but rather as a consequence of actions taken by leaders in order to decrease their distance from their followers, and not, as is commonly viewed, as an external moderator (Howell, Neufeld, & Avolio, Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013).  The different kinds of distance and proximity analyzed in research may thus be attributable to different aspects of a leadership style.
Another approach highlighting the physicality of leadership is called Management by Walking Around (MBWA) (Peters & Waterman, 1982) .  Managers practicing this approach actively participate in their employees’ daily routine, dedicating much of their time to an informal “walking around” the workplace and interacting with workers.  This walking around is not built rigidly into the manager’s working day, but rather takes place at irregular times and is carried out amiably.  MBWA is a widely adopted technique, mainly in hospitals (Tucker & Singer, 2015) but it has never been properly conceptualized or thoroughly studied, and has remained only a useful managerial practice considered to be “active management” (Luria & Morag, 2012).	Comment by Allison: Unless this is applied to education it seems it can be cut
[bookmark: _Toc413686958]Presence in Educational Leadership
In an educational context, the instructional leadership model (Smith & Andrews, 1989) refers to school principals’ visible presence.  This presence, like MBWA, takes in the form of principals walking around the school, personally interacting with teachers and students, and keeping themselves highlybeing accessible.  Visibility and good interpersonal skills also provide principals with information on the needs of students and teachers, and gives them opportunities to communicate the school’s priorities (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Wang, 2015).  increase principal presence.  “Visibility on the campus and in classrooms increases interactions between the principal and students as well as with teachers.  Informal interaction of these types provides the principal with more information on the needs of students and teachers.  It also affords the principal opportunities to communicate the priorities of the school” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 223, see also Hallinger & Wang, 2015).
The ethical leadership model (Starrat, 2004) identifies presence as the missing link connecting between the principal’s responsibility and authenticity, suggesting awareness of and attention to self and other.  According to him, “presence means a full awareness of self and other.  It suggests full attention to the other.  It implies being close, being towards, being for” (2004, p. 104).  Starrat identifies three types of presence:  affirming presence, enabling presence, and critical presence.  Affirming presence is acknowledging acknowledgment of others without making any positive or negative judgment.  Enabling presence is an invitation to theinvites the  other person to explore a particular situation from various aspects, including the self and others.  Critical presence involves an expression of both positive and problematic values that one perceives in the situation (Starratt & Leeman, 2011).  

Instructional Leadership Construct	Comment by Allison: The original version of this was quite confusing. I reorganized it a bit. 
The instructional leadership approach treats presence as an articulation of simple, continual, and everyday behavior patterns, like greeting staff and students each morning or walking the halls during breaks. This differs from the  transformational leadership approach, which treats presence as an articulation of extraordinary behaviors which followers find attractive (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013), I would like to argue that presence is a leadership style that consists of a set of behaviors, so that the more the leader demonstrates these behaviors, the more his/her leadership presence grows.  In this regard, I take a similar approach to the The current research follows an approach similar to the instructional leadership construct that treats views leadership style in terms of behaviors instead of traits or virtues (Shatzer, Caldarella, Hallam, & Brown, 2013).  Hallinger & Murphy (1985) describe three dimensions of instructional leadership: defining the school mission; managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive learning climate.  Nevertheless, although mMaintaining high visibility is only one of five sub-dimensions comprising the third dimension. of the instructional leadership construct – promoting a positive school climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985), a However, principal’s visibility is quite marginal and has not been well developed in this model.  Moreover, “presence” is sometimes used intuitively when discussing charismatic/transformational leadership (Sosik, 2005).  is important to clarify that presence is neither synonymous with, nor a form of, charisma.  
While transformational leadership is an articulation of extraordinary behaviors which followers find attractive (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013), presence is an articulation of simple, continual, and everyday behavior patterns, like greeting staff and students each morning or walking the halls during breaks. I turn next to discussing the five dimensional construct of leadership presence.
Outcome measures
	Two outcome measures commonly used in educational assessment are school climate and academic achievement.
School climate.  School climate, in a broad sense, encompasses teachers’ shared perceptions of their overall work environment to include the internal features that distinguish one campus from another and its impact on the behavior of its staff members (Allen, Grigsby, & Peters, 2015).  School climate is a significant element for improving the performance of schools (McCarley, Peters, & Decman, 2016), and in particular academic achievements (Cohen, Mccabe, Michaeli, & Pickeral, 2009). Studies have found correlations between school climate and student behavior, absenteeism, safety, healthy relationships, engaged learning, and teaching (Haynes, 1997; Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013).	Comment by Allison: All this was in the middle of the results—I moved it up. 
		Research has found that pPrincipals’ behavior is influential influenceson school climate (Allen et al., 2015).  Instructional leadership, for example, was found in several studies asis a predictor for achievement climate (Cohen et al., 2009).  Transformational leadership was found to be is related to  innovative, supportive and engaged educational climates (McCarley et al., 2016; Moolenaar, Daly, & Sleegers, 2010) and to predict supportive and engaged climates (McCarley et al., 2016).  This implies that principals who want to positively impact school climate should focus on providing teachers with the necessary support and resources (Allen et al., 2015).  Thus, leadership of effective schools is distinguished by emphasis on and success in establishing a safe and supportive climate.   
		In this regard, leadership presence can make a unique contribution, since a network of support is at the heart of its construct.  A present leader both supports staff members and gets them to support the leader’s actions.  A leader’s presence increases when working within broader networks of alliance and support, connecting more teachers and other stakeholders.  The leader does not move forward without first getting the support of teachers, parents, and other stakeholders.  A principal who increases his or her presence through a network of support, consequently promotes a supportive climate.  In the educational context, principals’ heightened visibility has been found to be positively correlated with improved school climates, a reduction in disciplinary problems, and better communication among students, teachers, and school leaders (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007) and with.  Principals’ physical presence has also been correlated with supportive relationships among school staff (Marsh, Waniganayake, & Nobile, et al., 2014).  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that leadership presence will be positively related to a climate of support.  Consequently, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1: leadership presence will positively predict climate of support, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  
Academic Achievement.  There is increasing evidence that leadership makes a difference in student outcomes (Bush, 2009; Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010).  Scholars tend to view school leadership as “second only to classroom teaching as an influence on pupil learning” (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008, p. 7), or even as the most important determinant (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Easton, & Luppescu, 2010).  The most important, studied, and enduring leadership constructs are instructional and transformational leadership (Bush, 2014; Stewart, 2006).  However, the growing number of meta-analyses focused on establishing the most effective educational leadership styles, have found only small size effects in terms of student outcomes (e.g., Kythreotis et al.Pashiardis, & Kyriakides, 2010; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe et al., 2008; Scheerens et al., 2013; Sun & Leithwood, 2012), have found only small size effects.  
		One possible explanation given to these findings is that the most important behaviors critical to school outcomes, such as principal visibility, has have simply not been studied sufficiently (Robinson et al., 2008; Witziers, Bosker, & Krüger et al., 2003).  This opens the possibility that The principal’s presence, proximity and supervision may account for differences in student performance, for it comprises aspects of proximity and supervision, which are particularly important in education systems (Louis et al., 2010; Robinson, 2007).  Under the assumption that the closer a principal is to the core activities of teaching and learning, the greater his/her influence on student outcomes (Louis et al., 2010; Robinson, 2007), a present leader takes care to lead from up close.  A present leader regularly associates with teachers and students, being highly visible and accessible.  The leader’s presence makes it possible to direct school practice, demonstrate personal values, and promote achievement.  Therefore, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: leadership presence will positively predict student achievement, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  

Leadership Presence as a Construct
[bookmark: _Toc328570079][bookmark: _Toc413686961]Based on the literature reviewed, I first define leadership presence as a series of leader behaviors that include increased physical presence accompanied by creating enduring and value-based ties with followers, as well as establishing social networks with both teachers and other key stakeholders.  Next, I propose a five dimensional construct of leadership presence consisting of five dimensions: physical presence, networking presence, interpersonal presence, ethical presence, and lingering presence.  
Dimension 1: Pphysical presence.  A leader’s physical presence is the most direct, immediate, and explicit. expression of his or her existence.  Bass (2008) claims that leadership depends on interpersonal relations between leaders and followers, and that these in turn depend on physical, social, and organizational proximity.  The use of the body creates a prominence, a visibility which underpins the spoken word (Godrej, 2010), and which Physical presence makes it possible for leaders to both clarify and emphasize their values and norms, and to manifest their vision with their presence (Smith & Andrews, 1989).  
Researchers found, for example, that tTrust between leaders and followers grows as the physical distance between them decreases (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999)., because more proximal Proximity gives leaders have many more opportunities to influence their followers directly and to personally communicate and connect with them (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004).  This proximity increases both identification with the leader and the motivation to follow him/her (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002).  Followers’ performance improves when they are in close physical proximity to their leaders (Oc & Bashshur, 2013).  It has also been found that work environments are safer when managers walk around the workplace regularly (Luria & Morag, 2012).
In the case of transformational leadership, the “leadership space” is filled by attributing exceptional abilities to the leader; the present leader, in contrast, fills this space by working to reduce the physical and interpersonal distance between the leader and his or her followers.  This does not mean that leadership cannot work from a distance.  Some researchers argue that In the case of transformational leadership, greater physical distance actually may increases attribution of charisma to leaders, or at least the attribution of and exceptional abilities (Shamir, 2013).  However, in this proposed Our theory of leadership presence, however, would argue that physical proximity may contributes to the effectiveness of leadership independently of charisma.  Charisma may increase with distance, while lingering presence (see below) is established when leaders act in certain ways which increase their proximity to their followers.  Indeed, research has found that followers’ performance improves when they are situated in close physical proximity to their leaders (Oc & Bashshur, 2013).  It has also been found that work environments are safer when managers walk around the workplace regularly (Luria & Morag, 2012).  This would reinforce the importance of the leader’s physical presence.
[bookmark: _Toc413686962]In the educational context, increased physical presence can be manifested in a school context by greeting students and staff at the school gate each morning, walking around school during school hours and recess, visiting classes, and participating in after-school events (Keesor, 2005; Marsh et al., 2014). principals’ Principals’ heightened visibility has been found to be positively correlated with improved school climates, a reduction in disciplinary problems, and better communication among students, teachers, and school leaders (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007).  Principals’ physical presence has also been correlated with supportive relationships among school staff (Marsh, Waniganayake, & Nobileet al., 2014). Increased physical presence can be manifested in a school context by greeting students and staff at the school gate each morning, walking around school during school hours and especially during recess, visiting classes, and participating in school events outside of school hours (Keesor, 2005; Marsh et al., 2014).
While educational researchers have previously pointed out the importance of the physical aspect in school leadership (Whitaker, 1997), physical behavior has never been theoretically conceptualized, and has scarcely been studied at all (Witziers, Bosker, & Krüger, 2003). In light of the literature cited regarding distance and its effect on employees' outcomes, it can be assumed that a school leader’s physical presence would help explain differences in school outcomes, because the closer the principal is to the core of educational practice, the stronger his or her influence on student outcomes (Robinson et al., 2008).  However, the physical aspect is but one element of presence, and I must now turn our attention to the others.
Dimension 2: networking Networking presence.  The concept of leadership presence builds as well on the idea that support Garnering support from followers and other stakeholders is a critical requirement for establishing leadership presence. Support is not merely a resource flowing downwards from leaders to followers; . garnering support from followers and other stakeholders is a critical requirement for establishing leadership presence.  Leaders depend upon the support of their followers just as much as followers need the support of leaders (Bennis, 1959).  A present leader would indeed support his or her followers but, just as importantly, would get the followers to support his or her own actions.  A leader’s presence increases when working within broader networks of alliance and support, connecting more followers and other stakeholders within and outside his/her organization (Cooner, Quinn, & Dickmann, 2008; Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010).  .  Gaining support can be done by weaving webs of connections – with individuals and groups and within the entire organization.  A leader will establish presence by allying and cooperating with groups and elements inside, as well as outside, of the organization (Hoppe & Reinelt, 2010).  
A transformational leader, for example, would establish her presence using charisma; she would fill the leadership space by applying her fine rhetorical skills and rousing speech (Yukl, 2009).  A present leader would take a more down-to-earth approach – she would strive to weave a network of connections, aiming to decrease the distinction between in-groups and out-groups.  Furthermore, the present leader would not limit actions to establishing inter-organizational networks; rather, the present leader would try to enlist other stakeholders to support her outlook, goals, and actions.  In a school context these would be include parents, the community, and the education system as a whole.  The idea that presence establishes itself through connections, and that connections establish presence, may open up a new direction in the study of leadership, suggesting that even non-charismatic leaders can effectively use extra-organizational networks to establish their leadership and further organizational interests.	Comment by Allison: I don’t think there is a need to over & over say that you aren’t following the transformational approach. 	Comment by Allison: This can be in directions for future study
Dimension 3: interpersonal Interpersonal presence.  Interpersonal presence relates to the words and the content following theused in interactions between leaders and followers.created by the leader through his or her physical presence.  These interactions allow the principal to signal a continuous presence as well as to acknowledge the teachers’ presence.  Interpersonal presence is expressed through personal interest in the followers’ professional and personal life livesas well as with their professional life.  An interpersonally present leader is open to direct communication with school staff, students, and parents, and initiates and is drawn into discussions in the hallway.  As a result, the principal is aware of the professional challenges teachers are facing, and shares their successes.  When the principal is presentA principal who is present in an interpersonal context, she h can provide support for problem solving, and can back solutions consistent with her educational and pedagogical principles, identify priorities and what needs attention, interpret information and refine messages,  (Cooner et al., 2008; Osborn, Hunt, & Jauch, 2002).  
Individualized consideration is the fourth factor of transformational leadership, and “it is displayed when leaders pay attention to the developmental needs of followers and support and coach the development of their followers.  The leaders delegate assignments as opportunities for growth” (Bass, 1999, p. 11).  In leadership presence though, the interpersonal dimension is more about every day behaviors conveying the message: “as your principal, I want you to know that I see you, I know you and I’m here for you.”  By establishing a direct interpersonal network of connections the principal can also identify what is important and what needs more attention, to refine messages, interpret information, and identify issues that matter (Osborn, Hunt, & Jauch, 2002). 	Comment by Allison: If you want to include this statement here you must earlier, introduce the 4 factors of transformational leadership
Dimension 4: ethical Ethical presence.  In recent years, moral leadership has received growing attention in the general leadership literature (Mayer, Aquino, Greenbaum, & Kuenzi, 2012) as well as in educational leadership literature (e.g., Hu, Li, & Zou, 2015).  School moral leadership theory was originally proposed by Sergiovanni (1992), who claimed proposed that school leadership should be based on moral authority, which can transform a school from an organization to a community.  Following the same line, Hu et al. (2015) regard the A principal’s moral leadership as referring to the principal’s leading school staff to follow his or her moral authority, yielding may yield positive organizational outcomes, such as, loyalty, trust, and commitment (see alsoHu et al., 2015; Walumbwa, Avolio, Gardner, Wernsing, & Peterson, 2008; Yukl, 2009).  
Presence is closely linked to values, since presence depends on avoiding any conflicting messages in demands or behaviors.  In Starrat’s model of ethical leadership (Starratt, 2004; Starratt & Leeman, 2011) presence is an essential component for of ethical leadership.  As previously mentioned, cCritical presence involves an expression of positive values as well as problematic values addressing problems that one sees in the a situation (Smith & Andrews, 1989; Starratt & Leeman, 2011).  An ethically present leader expresses his or her values openly and courageously.  The leader’s clear moral standards anchor and strengthen him or her against external pressures.  Leaders' “presence is created by day-to-day behavior that is consistent with their values.  For example, if they expect a clean, well-kept building, they do not pass paper on the floor in the hall without picking it up” (Smith & Andrews, 1989, p. 44). 
Dimension 5: lingering Lingering presence.  A leader’s regularly established presence promotes an experience of lingering presence amongst followers, .  In practical terms, this means that the leader’s presence is felt even in absentia.  Thus, followers of present leaders work in an environment that offers constant backing and support.  Followers might then ask themselves “what would the leader say about that?” or “what would she do in my shoes?” This idea fits well with Allport’s definition of social psychology as “an attempt to understand and explain how the thought, feeling, and behavior of individuals is influenced by the actual, imagined, or implied presence of others" (1968, p. 3).  This means that social influence can persist even when there is no one around.
The research literature dealing with embodied cognition and embodied leadership commonly distinguishes between online from and offline embodiment (Lord & Shondrick, 2011; Naidoo, Kohari, Lord, & DuBois, 2010).  Online embodiment is the process whereby meaning is created while a situation is developing., whereas oOffline embodiment is the process of recreating an experience once the initial experience has passed.  In offline embodiment, “cognitive operations continue to be supported by processing in modality-specific systems and bodily states.  Just thinking about an object produces embodied states as if the object were actually there” (Niedenthal, Barsalou, Winkielman, Krauth-Gruber, & Ric, 2005, p. 187).  In one of the few studies that looked into the issue of embodied leadership from an empirical point of view, Naidoo et al. (2010) asked how offline embodiment affects the way followers understand leader behavior.  They found that participants who visualizing visualized the leader (in this case before filling out assessment questionnaires)  had increased memory precision, as evidenced by a more accurate assessment of leader behavior (Lord & Shondrick, 2011).  They concluded that visualization aids processes of offline embodiment, which are central to produce more accurate assessments of leadership (Naidoo et al., 2010).  Consequently, I might conjecture that when a leader’s physical presence is stronger, processes of offline embodiment – i.e., the recreation of mental images of leadership experiences in a leader’s absence – would become more robust.  In this context, Similarly, research has found that workers whose managers generally assert a regular physical presence are better motivated to report safety issues even at times when the managers are absent (Morag & Luria, 2013).
The issue of “lingering” presence has not been given due been given little consideration in the literature on leadership, and is unique to the framework of leadership presence offered here.  Lingering presence develops from presence itself.  A present leader conveys stability both explicitly and implicitly, by physical presence, an ethical stance and ability to win broad support.  
In conclusion, while the literature does acknowledge the importance of leadership presence, it does not offer a broad and coherent theoretical framework for this construct, nor does it provide an interdisciplinary theoretical framework.  The five dimensions of presence, as introduced above, call for developing and validating a measure for educational leadership.

Study Hypotheses
Based on the literature review, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1: Leadership presence will positively predict climate of support, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership. 
Hypothesis 2: Leadership presence will positively predict student achievement, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  
 

Methods
Construct Validation
Two different studies were administered for establishing the construct validation process (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955).  
Study 1 – an iInitial construct validation: scale building, EFA and CFA.  Study 1 included three recommended steps for the construct validation process (Hinkin, 1995, 1998): At first, a(1) an initial measure was developed, reflecting the five dimensional construct suggesteddescribed above; (2) , and its content was validated; (3) , then an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was undertaken, followed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 
Step 1: Developing the leadership presence scale.  Items generation representing the content domain of interest includes both deductive and inductive phases (Hinkin, 1998).  The deductive phase included literature review as well as consulting with scholar experts in both the leadership and educational leadership fields.  This phase yielded the five dimensional construct. and Initially, 26 items were initially generated for these five dimensions.  
The inductive phase is very important in this case, since the conceptual base of the structure is not immediately derived from the deductive (i.e., theoretical) phase (Hinkin, 1998).  After generating the initial version of the scale, it was reviewed by three independent reviewers who are, experienced in a scale-development processes, to identify ambiguous wording, double-barreled items, and redundant items.  As a result, four items were discarded, two were rephrased, and two new items were generated., for a final total of 24 items  These were formatted as a 6-point Likert scale, which ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
	To further validate the measure content, separate 30-minute interviews with eight teachers and two principals were conducted.  They were first asked to look at the 24 randomly ordered items and to categorize them into separate categories based on common contents, and to explain their choice.  At the second step, tNext, each rater was provided with a brief description of the five dimensions of leadership presence previously described and. they were asked to assign each randomly ordered item to one of these five dimensions.  Each rater was provided with a brief description of the five dimensions of leadership presence previously described.  In addition, the interviewees were asked to identify ambiguous wording, double-barreled items, and redundant items and.  Interviewees were also asked to check the suitability of the response scale.  Thus, based on the data gained from the interviews, repeated and irrelevant items were taken deleted, new suggestions of and several items were writtenrephrased, and irrelevant items were deleted.  Thus,In this round of assessment, two items were discarded, three were rephrased, and three others were reclassified to different dimensions.  	Comment by Allison: If two additional items were discarded wouldn’t there be 22?

Step 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).  A first version of the 24-item leadership presence questionnaire was administered using data collection fromdistributed to 237 teachers form from 10 middle and seocndarysecondary schools located in central Israel.  Averaged The average age of respondents was 43 years (SD=9.3),.  Aaveraged seniority years of experience in teaching was seven years (SD=9.36).  The Aaveraged number of years teachers had worked years with the rated principal was four (SD=2.88). The while averaged Average number of years of seniority for principals seniority was 13 years (SD=4.87). 
Prior to conducting the factor analysis, the inter-item correlation matrix was examined in order to delete any item that correlated at less than .4 with all other items (Hinkin, 1998).  All items were found to correlate at more than .4, therefore no item was deleted.  Then, an exploratory factor analysis was conducted on data using a random sample of 100 out of the 237 participants.  Exploratory factor analysis allows the reduction of a set of observed variable to a smaller set of variables (Hinkin, 1998).  It explores the number of factors that account for the covariation between variables when there is no sufficient a priori evidence to form a final hypothesis about the number of factors underlying the data (Stevens, 2012).  
A six-factor solution was obtained.  These factors were maintained based on the obtained Screen plot (Cattell, 1966), the Kaiser-Guttman criterion (Kaiser, 1961), and the theoretical meaningfulness of the factors.  Items that either loaded high on more than one factor or loaded less than .5 were discarded, retaining items only when they were clearly related to the measured concept.  Moreover, I deleted items that substantially reduced factors’ internal consistency (Cronbach’s coefficient alpha) were deleted.  Based on these criteria aforementioned procedures, nine items were eliminated, producing a 15-item questionnaire.  The six factor construct explained 73% of variance. The six factors and the items that load for each of them is given in Table 1.
The first factor contained three items that reflect the lingering presence of the principal (e.g., “is felt even in his/her absence”).  The second factor contained two items that reflect the principal interpersonal presence (e.g., “personally knows me”).  The third factor contained three items that reflect the physical presence of the principal (e.g., “walks around school,” “greets students and staff at the school gate each morning”).  The fourth factor contained three items that reflect the ethical presence of the principal (e.g., “expresses his/her values openly”).  The fifth and the sixth factors were originally one factor that reflect the networking presence of the principal.  Due to the EFA they were split into two different factors, one that reflects the intra-organization networking presence (e.g., “mobilizes teachers and administrators to support his/her goals and actions”) and the second that reflects the outside organization networking presence (e.g., “puts considerable thought and effort into cooperating with parents”).  They both contained two items each.  The results of this analysis are presented in Table 1.
--Insert Table 1 about here--
Inter-factor correlations, presented in Table 2, are all positive and significant.  Alphas for the lingering presence subscale, the physical presence subscale, the interpersonal presence subscale, and the ethical presence subscales were all acceptable (.82, .77, .75, and .86, respectively) (Nunnally, Bernstein, & Berge, 1967).  The alphas for the intra-school networking presence subscale and the outside-school networking presence subscale, which contained only two items each, were marginally acceptable (.66 and .68, respectively).
--Insert Table 2 about here--
Step 3 – Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).  In order to validate the scale structure obtained in Step 2 (the exploratory analysis), a confirmatory factor analysis was applied to the 137 remaining participant data sets, using AMOS 17.0 (Arbuckle, 2008).  I compared the fit of three different factor structures (Walumbwa et al., 2008). The first was a one factor model, in which all items were indicative of one larger leadership presence factor.  The second was a first-order factor model in which items were allowed to load onto their respective factors (i.e., lingering presence, physical presence, interpersonal presence, ethical presence, intra-school networking presence, and outside-school networking presence) and the factors were allowed to correlate with each other.  The third was a second-order factor model in which items were loaded onto their respective factors and the six factors loading on a second-order latent leadership presence factor.  The third (i.e., second-order) model is mathematically equivalent to the second (first-order) model (Bollen, 1989).
When establishing a model fit, it is recommended to establish differences between models through the use of indices beyond the chi-square (Oreg et al., 2008). Fit indices provide feedback about the appropriateness of the model derived from Amos based on the covariance structure of the observed data.  To assess the model fit, I used the comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), and Goodness-of-Fit-Index (GFI) (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984; Tanaka & Huba, 1985).  I elected to use CFI and GFI values of .90 (Bentler, 1990; Hinkin, 1998; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003) and a RMSEA value of .08 or less, as indicative of satisfactory fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993). When establishing a model fit, it is recommended to establish differences between models through the use of indices beyond the chi-square (Oreg et al., 2008).  For the CFI an absolute value of .01 or smaller indicates that the invariance hypothesis should not be rejected.  Values over .02 indicate a lack of invariance and values between .01 to .02 indicate that some differences may exist (Oreg et al., 2008).
--Insert Table 3 about here--
	Table 3 presents the fit indices for the three models.  Chi square test indicated a significant difference between the one-factor to the first-order model, while the difference between the first-order to the second-order model was insignificant.  The CFI also indicated the same results.  The CFI between the one-factor to the first-order model was more than 0.02, while between the first-order to the second-order model was less than 0.01.  These results suggest that the first-order model is equivalent to the second-order model in terms of fit to data.  Such models can be distinguished only in terms of their substantive meaning (MacCallum, Wegener, Uchino, & Fabrigar, 1993).  Since the first-order model contains information regarding the correlations between the factors (e.g., physical presence, lingering presence) it seems more adequate to prefer itit is preferable.  Moreover, when compared with the exploratory factor analysis, the confirmatory factor analysis procedure generated generates similar empirical evidence of the measure’s underlying factor structure (Cramer, 2000; Kerlinger, 1986).  Table 4 presents operational definitions of the factors that form the leadership presence construct.  The items defining the four factors are listed in descending order, according to their strength of loadings on each factor.
--Insert Table 4 about here--
Study 2 – further evidence for construct validation: CFA, discriminant validity, and predictive validity.  The purpose of this study was to provide further evidence of construct validity for the newly developed leadership presence measure.  The construct validation process adopted involved repeating the steps of demonstrating dimensionality and internal consistency.  It also involved involves discriminant validity and predictive validity, which are additional steps required for construct validation (Hinkin, 1998).  
The second study included collected data collection from 2451 teachers in 263 public schools in Israel: . 219 elementary schools and 44 junior high schools. Averaged The average age was 41 years, (SD=4), average years of teaching .  Averaged seniority in teaching was 15.8 years (SD=3.54),.  Averaged average number of years with the current principal was 5 (SD=3.43) and averaged principal seniority was 7.8 years (SD=6.88).  Questionnaires (for the CFA and discriminant validity as will be explained below) were distributed and collected during a staff meeting.  An explanation guaranteeing anonymity and clarifying that there was no duty to fill it in was attached to the questionnairevoluntary nature of the study was attached.  
Following the results from the first study, changes were made in the leadership presence measure.  Three items were rephrased, and four new items were generated, to enlarge the factors that were left with only two items only.  Although the EFA in Study 1 indicated a split between intra-school networking to out-school networking presence, I decided to reunion reunite these two factors into one- networking presence factor. This was done because, since the two factors represent the theoretical argument that presence increases when the principal is working within broader networks of alliance and support, connecting both teachers and other stakeholders.  As a result, the subscales were as follows: physical presence (four items), ethical presence (four items), interpersonal presence (three items), networking presence (five items), and lingering presence (three items).  
Step 1 – Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).  Although the CFA that was conducted in Study 1 showed an evidence for goodness of fit, I repeated the CFA procedure in Study 2.  Prior to conducting the confirmatory factor analysis, reliability for every subscale was calculated.  All values exceeded the recommended value of .7 (Hinkin, 1998).  Physical presence α=.82, interpersonal presence α=.87, ethical presence α=.92, networking presence α=.90, and lingering presence α=87.  An inter-item correlation matrix was examined as well.  One item that correlated at less than .5 with all other items was deleted from the analyses (Hinkin, 1998).  During the CFA process another item was deleted, since its standardized residual covariances with a significant number of the other items exceeded 2 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), suggesting a lack of fit (Stevens, 2012).  Table 5 presents the items defining the five factors listed in descending order, according to their strength of loadings on each factor. 
--Insert Table 5 about here--
 As was conducted in Study 1, I again compared the fit of three different factor structures.  Table 6 shows the results.  Fit indices showed a high goodness of fit for all three models, however, a chi square test indicated a significant difference between the first-order model to the one-factor model (p<0.001), and a significant difference between the first-order to the second-order model (p<0.001(.  These results suggest that the first-order model best fits the data. 
--Insert Table 6 about here--
Step 2 – Convergent and Discriminant Validities.  The purpose of this step is to provide further evidence of construct validity to the leadership presence measure by establishing its discriminant validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Hinkin, 1998), which can be established by gathering data from additional measures obtained during the original questionnaire administration (Hinkin, 1998).  In the current study, I obtained evidence for both convergent and discriminant validities when comparing the leadership presence scale with both transformational leadership and instructional leadership scales and examining the magnitudes of correlations between the newly developed scale with the other measures that are similar and dissimilar (Hinkin, 1998).  
Therefore, in addition to administering the leadership presence questionnaire, I used 20-items from the MLQ (Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire) (Bass & Avolio, 1990) to measure transformational leadership.  The questionnaire was translated into Hebrew by Dvir, Eden, Avolio, and Shamir (2002).  Scales reliability were attribution of charisma α=.81, idealized influence α=.84, individualized consideration α = .75, inspirational motivation α=.89, and intellectual stimulation α =.88, anchored on a 6-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (very often).  A sample item is “articulates a compelling vision of the future.” 
Instructional leadership was measured by the PIMRS (Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).  The quastionnaire questionnaire was translated into Hebrew by current study researchers. To insure translation, the questionnaire was back-translated by an English speaker (Brislin, 1970).  As a result, two items were rephrased.  and iItems that were found to be irrelevant to the Israeli education system were deleted.  The questionairre, therefore, was reduced from 58 items to 31.  To insure translation, the questionnaire was back-translated by an English speaker (Brislin, 1970).  As a result, two items were rephrased.  Reliability of scales were as follows: defining the school’s mission α = .84, managing the instructional program α = .86, and promoting a positive school learning climate α = .96, anchored on a 6-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (very often).  A sample item is “frames the school’s goals in terms of staff responsibilities for meeting.” 
I obtained evidence for convergent and discriminant validities by examining the magnitudes of correlations between the newly developed scale with the other measures (Hinkin, 1998) using the MTMM (multitrait-multimethod matrix) method (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  Table 7 shows the results.
--Insert Table 7 about here--
	The correlations with transformational leadership were positive, significant, and moderate as required (Hinkin, 1998).  As for instructional leadership, the correlations were very low and, except the correlation with physical presence, they were all non-significant, indicating a high level of discriminance (Campbell & Fiske, 1959).  
Step 3 - Predictive Validity.  To complete the construct validation process I examined the relationship between the newly developed leadership presence measure and external variables that were hypothesized to relate to them (Hinkin, 1998).  The purpose of this step was to assess relationships between the leadership presence and the two school outcomes: climate of support and student achievements described in the introduction.
School Climate.  School climate, in a broad sense, encompasses teachers’ shared perceptions of their overall work environment to include the internal features that distinguish one campus from another and its impact on the behavior of its staff members (Allen, Grigsby, & Peters, 2015).  School climate is important since it is a significant element for improving the performance of schools (McCarley, Peters, & Decman, 2016), and in particular academic achievements (Cohen, Mccabe, Michaeli, & Pickeral, 2009).  Studies have also found correlations between school climate and student behavior, absenteeism, safety, healthy relationships, engaged learning, and teaching (Haynes, 1997; Thapa, Cohen, Guffey, & Higgins-D’Alessandro, 2013).
		Research has found that principals’ behavior is especially influential on school climate (Allen et al., 2015).  Instructional leadership, for example, was found in several studies as a predictor for achievement climate (Cohen et al., 2009).  Transformational leadership was found to be related to innovative climate (Moolenaar, Daly, & Sleegers, 2010) and to predict supportive and engaged climates (McCarley et al., 2016).  This implies that principals who want to positively impact school climate should focus on providing teachers with the necessary support and resources (Allen et al., 2015).  Thus, leadership of effective schools is distinguished by emphasis on and success in establishing a safe and supportive climate.   
		In this regard, leadership presence can make a unique contribution, since a network of support is at the heart of its construct.  A present leader both supports staff members and gets them to support the leader’s actions.  A leader’s presence increases when working within broader networks of alliance and support, connecting more teachers and other stakeholders.  The leader does not move forward without first getting the support of teachers, parents, and other stakeholders.  A principal who increases his or her presence through a network of support, consequently promotes a supportive climate.  In the educational context, principals’ heightened visibility has been found to be positively correlated with improved school climates, a reduction in disciplinary problems, and better communication among students, teachers, and school leaders (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007).  Principals’ physical presence has also been correlated with supportive relationships among school staff (Marsh et al., 2014).  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that leadership presence will be positively related to a climate of support.  Consequently, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 1: leadership presence will positively predict climate of support, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  
Academic Achievement.  There is increasing evidence that leadership makes a difference in student outcomes (Bush, 2009; Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010).  Scholars tend to view school leadership as “second only to classroom teaching as an influence on pupil learning” (Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008, p. 7), or even as the most important determinant (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Easton, & Luppescu, 2010).  The most important, studied, and enduring leadership constructs are instructional and transformational leadership (Bush, 2014; Stewart, 2006).  However, the growing number of meta-analyses focused on establishing the most effective educational leadership styles, in terms of student outcomes (e.g., Kythreotis et al., 2010; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Robinson et al., 2008; Scheerens et al., 2013; Sun & Leithwood, 2012), have found only small size effects.  
		One possible explanation given to these findings is that the most important behaviors to school outcomes, such as principal visibility, has simply not been studied sufficiently (Robinson et al., 2008; Witziers et al., 2003).  This opens the possibility that principal’s presence may account for differences in student performance, for it comprises aspects of proximity and supervision, which are particularly important in education systems (Robinson, 2007).  Under the assumption that the closer a principal is to the core activities of teaching and learning, the greater his/her influence on student outcomes (Louis et al., 2010; Robinson, 2007), a present leader takes care to lead from up close.  A present leader regularly associates with teachers and students, being highly visible and accessible.  The leader’s presence makes it possible to direct school practice, demonstrate personal values, and promote achievement.  Therefore, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: leadership presence will positively predict student achievement, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  
Data collection  
	 In addition to After administering the leadership presence, transformational leadership, and instructional leadership questionnaires in the first stage of the study, data on school climate were collected the following school year.  The data collected were from a random sample of 3,360[footnoteRef:2] teachers in 234 public schools (228 elementary schools and 32 junior high schools), out of the 263 schools participating in the first year[footnoteRef:3].  Schools in which the principal had been replaced since the previous year were removed from the sample. Averaged age of teachers was 41 years (SD=4.2),.  Averaged years of seniority in teaching was 16 years (SD=4.6) and.  Averaged average number of years with the rated principal were was five (SD=2.9). 	Comment by Allison: Give the years the study was conducted [2: ]  [3: 
] 

Climate of Support. To assess climate of support I used 3 items from Berson and Oreg’s and Berson (2016) 12-item scale. This scale was adapted form from O’Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell’s (1991) Organizational Culture Profile (OCP) which.  The full scale included includes four climate subscales: Innovation, Stability, Performance and Supportivness, anchored on a 6-point scale from 1 (not at all) to 6 (very often).  The 3 items of the Supportiveness subscale are: “people at my school help one another”; “there is a supportive atmosphere at my school” and “there is an encouraging atmosphere at my school”. The questionnaire was distributed and collected during a staff meeting.  Researchers guaranteed anonymity and it was clarified that there was no obligation to fill incomplete the questionnaire.
Student achievements: Data used to measure student achievement across schools were collected from the Ministry of Education website.  These data were school-wide results on state-mandated tests of in foreign language (i.e., English), mathematics, science, and mother tongue first language(either Hebrew or Arabic) at 5th and 8th grade levels every two years in two subjects alternately (either science and English or mathematics and Hebrew/Arabic).  For the purposes of this study, I created one general variable that represented the achievements in mathematics, science, and English.  Since there are students who are native Arabic and native Hebrew speakers, it would have been difficult to expect uniformity in the weighting of their native language grades.  Therefore, mother tonguefirst language was excluded.  
Control variables: Both instructional and transformational leadership were served as control variables in order to establish the incremental validity (Sechrest, 1963) of leadership presence, above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  I also controlled for the school’s socioeconomic status (SES).  Extant research has shown that SES has a significant contextual effect on school performance (Hoy, 2012) and, hence, it is a common control variable in educational research.  Specifically, I used an index of SES level issued by the Chief Scientist of the Ministry of Education.  This index takes into consideration the location of the school (center vs. periphery), parents’ income, parents’ education, and immigration record.  The higher the index, the lower the SES level of the school (see Rosenblatt & Peled, 2002 for more details).	Comment by Allison: I don’t understand this sentence. How can something serve as a control variable above and beyond itself?
Analysis and Results
Given that achievements are variables that are conceptualized at the school level and that I used individual ratings of leaders and school climate by teachers from the same school who have the same leader, I aggregated all our data to the school level (Berson & Halevy, 2014).  I tested whether aggregation was appropriate using the within-group agreement index (rWG, James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984) and found satisfactory rWG levels.  In 93% of the scales rWG was above .7, the level that is accepted to justify aggregation (Schriesheim, Cogliser, & Neider, 1995).  The reliability criteria ICC(1) and ICC(2), were also sufficient for aggregation since in 81% of the scales the ICC(1) value was above the recommended level of .1 and in 81% of the scales the ICC(2) value was above the recommended level of .6 (Bliese, 2000; LeBreton & Senter, 2007).
Predictive validity was tested using both correlation and regression (Hinkin, 1998).  A Pearson correlation coefficient matrix was established, including means and standard deviations.  Table 8 presents the results.
--Insert Table 8 about here--
Leadership presence was positively and significantly correlated with climate of support indicating its possible predictive validity (Hinkin, 1998).  The non-significant correlation found between leadership presence and student achievement, places in doubt the possible predictive validity.  However, since I argued for incremental prediction rather than for a simple symmetric relation, it was necessary to use regression analysis with control variables.  
A multiple regression analysis with the “Enter” method was taken to validate incremental validity of the leadership presence construct.  Climate of support was entered as a dependent variable.  Instructional and transformational leadership were entered at the first step, while leadership presence at the second.  Table 9 presents the results.
--Insert Table 9 about here--
When leadership presence was entered the percent of explained variance increased from 3% to 7%.  It This is a significant change (β=.21, p<.01), which.  This meansindicates that leadership presence contributes to explain differences between schools in climate of support above and beyond the prediction of instructional and transformational leadership.  Therefore, hypothesis 1 was supported.
Student achievements were entered as a dependent variable.  Instructional and transformational leadership were entered at the first step along with SES.  Leadership presence was entered at the second step.  Table 10 presents the results.
--Insert Table 10 about here--
When leadership presence was entered, the percent of explained variance increased from 19% to 21%.  It is a small yet significant change (β=.13, p<.05), indicating.  This means that leadership presence contributes to explain differences between schools regarding student achievements above and beyond both SES and instructional and transformational leadership.  Therefore, hypothesis 2 was supported. 

Discussion and Implications
In tThis inquiry, I wished to set out to validate both theoretically and empirically a new educational leadership construct termed “leadership presence.”  A proposed theoretical framework was discusseddeveloped, followed and assessed throughby two different empirical studies.  The purpose of Study 1 was to establishes initial evidence for construct validation of a leadership presence scale.  Linking theoretical and empirical knowledge yielded a 15-item scale with six factors: (a) physical presence, (b) ethical presence, (c) lingering presence, (d) interpersonal presence, (e) intra-school networking presence, and (f) outside-school networking presence.  Based on the results of the EFA, I decided to initially split the network dimension into two new factors.  Data indicated a distinction between principal presence towards the school staff and principal presence towards outside stakeholders (e.g., parents, the municipality, the Education Ministry).  The new factor structure was supported by CFA, thus providing initial support for the construct validity of the leadership presence construct.  However, more research was needed to establish the construct validity, especially to provide discriminant validity and predictive validity that are both external validities indicating the extent to which the results can be generalized to other samples, settings, and specific behaviors (Berkowitz & Donnerstein, 1982).  However, as previously explained, based on theoretical reasoning, I reunited the intra-school networking presence and the outside-school networking presence factors into one- networking presence factor.
The results of Study 2 indicated good fit indices and obtained evidence for discriminant validity for a the five dimensional construct as follows: (a) Physical physical Presencepresence: This sort of presence is the most direct, immediate, and explicit expression of a leader’s existence.  For example, this might entail greeting students and staff at the school gate or walking around school during school hours, and especially during recess.  ;(b) Ethical ethical Presencepresence: An ethically present leader expresses personal values openly and courageously and has clear moral standards that serve to strengthen and protect the leader from pressures. p (c) Lingering lingering Presencepresence: ; A principal’s regularly established presence promotes an experience of lingering presence amongst teachers.  In practical terms, this means that the leader’s presence is felt even in absentia.  (d) Interpersonal interpersonal Presencepresence:; This relates to the words and the content following the interactions created by the leader through his/her presence.  For example, this includes being open to direct communication with school staff, students, and parents, who can stop the principal in the hallway and engage the principal in discussion.  and (e) Networking networking Presencepresence: A principal’s presence increases when working within broader networks of alliance and support, connecting more staff members and other stakeholders.  Gaining support can be done by weaving webs of connections – with individuals, groups, and within the entire organization. As previously explained, based on theoretical reasoning, I decided to reunion the intra-school networking presence and the outside-school networking presence factors into one- networking presence factor. 
Predictive (Criterion) validity of the measure was tested by examining the direct effect of leadership presence on both student achievements and school climate of support.  I found leadership presence to be a better predictor of both variables as compared to the measures of instructional and transformational leadership.  It is important to note that the effect of presence was maintained over time, as both school climate and student achievements data were collected a one year and two years after collection of leadership data collection.  Furthermore, the moderate correlation between leadership presence and transformational leadership as was found in Study 2 (r = 0.23), which indicates a discriminance between these two measures, is particularly important, since meta-analysis studies have generally found high correlations between transformational leadership and other leadership constructs, such as: empowering leadership (r = 0.63), ethical leadership (r = 0.71), and supportive leadership (r = 0.68) (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013).  
 	This work research also expands and enriches the discussion over of effective school leadership effective behaviors by showing the importance of school leadership presence.  Since only small size effects have been found in the growing number of meta-analyses focused on establishing the most effective educational leadership styles in terms of school outcomes (e.g., Kythreotis et al., 2010; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Scheerens el al., 2013), it is important to identify leadership styles and behaviors that contribute to predict student achievements (Hallinger, 2013).  Therefore, the main contribution of this study is by providing empirical support to for the leadership presence construct and its potential to predict school outcomes.
This work opens a new direction to understanding the linkage between school leadership and outcomes and support for the assertion that.  A principal’s presence may account for differences in school performance, for it comprises aspects of proximity and supervision, which are particularly important in education systems (Robinson, 2007).  A present leader takes care to lead from up close, under the assumption that tthe closer a principal is to the core activities of teaching and learning, the greater his/her influence on student outcomes (Louis et al., 2010).  The principal does not move forward without first getting the support of teachers, parents, and other stakeholders.  A present leader regularly associates with teachers and students, being highly visible and accessible.  The leader’s presence makes it possible for him or her to direct school practice, demonstrate values, and promote achievement.
Instructional leadership has an explicit reference to leader visibility, therefore, it is essential to specify the distinctions between this construct and leadership presence.  The instructional leadership model emerged in the early 1980s in the research on effective schools (Stewart, 2006) and its construct is composed of three dimensions: defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school learning climate.  Maintaining high visibility is only one of five sub-dimensions comprising the third dimension of the construct – promoting a positive school climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Hallinger & Wang, 2015).  Although it has been acknowledged as important, a principal’s visibility is quite marginal and has not been well developed in the instructional leadership model.  Leadership presence, in this regard, broadens the discussion of principal visibility by suggesting complementary dimensions for the instructional leadership sub-dimension of maintaining high visibility and opens the possibility to frame presence as a leadership style by itself, composed of several convergent but yet discriminant dimensions.  
 “Presence” is sometimes used intuitively when discussing charismatic/transformational leadership.  For example, “inspirational motivation involves communicating high-performance expectations through the projection of a powerful, confident, and dynamic presence” (Sosik, 2005, p. 223).  Therefore, it is important to clarify that presence is neither synonymous with, nor a form of, charisma.  The two constructs are distinct in significant regards.  While transformational leadership is an articulation of extraordinary behaviors which followers find attractive (Van Knipperberg & Sitkin, 2013), presence is an articulation of simple, continual, and everyday behavior patterns, like greeting staff and students each morning or walking the halls during breaks.  Moreover, by showing how, relatively simple behaviors can contribute to explaining differences in school outcome levels, this work provides more credence to the critique of the argument that only leaders with exceptional abilities can lead organizations to exceptional results, and lends support to other approaches that emphasize the behavioural aspects of leadership (Ladkin & Taylor, 2014; Van Knipperberg & Sitkin, 2013).  These leadership behaviors serve as a tacit knowledge mechanism acquired by staff members over time through experience (Hansen, Ropo, & Sauer, 2007; Ladkin & Taylor, 2014).  
[bookmark: _Toc413687000]The development of the current leadership presence questionnaire offers principals an instrument for assessing their own “presence” cycle.  Principals may become more knowledgeable about which presence dimensions (physical, ethical, lingering, interpersonal, and networking) require improvement in their particular school.  For example, using physical presence without sufficient interpersonal presence can increase faculty’s sense of uncertainty and lower their sense of collective efficacy and motivation (Ruth, 2014).  Thus, a leadership presence assessment could provide principals with the means to adjust their leadership behaviors to achieve a more productive balance of presence dimensions.
Regarding training for school leaders, the five dimensions of presence can serve as a basis for future programs dedicated to establishing leadership presence, built around specific, concrete, and in no way unusual practices and behaviors (e.g., ways to create support networks).  This is in line with the increase interest in understanding the leader practices which are associated with improved student achievement (Hitt & Tucker, 2016; Leithwood, 2012; Sun & Leithwood, 2017). Thus, a more precise examination of the practices and behaviors used by effective present leaders allows the field to better prepare and recruit school leaders through the development of curriculum, instruction and assessment for preparation programs that foster these particular behaviors.

Limitations and Possible Future Lines of Inquiry
Although the results provide support for the construct validity of the leadership presence construct, and its positive effect on school outcomes, more research is needed to further corroborate the validly of the presence index and to uncover the processes and conditions at which it affects organizational outcomes.  The leadership presence questionnaire requires further analyses in diverse populations and samples to replicate and further refine its factor structure.  Important differences may be associated with school context, such as how strongly teachers might perceive certain leadership presence behaviors.  Thus, it would be an important step in extending the validity of the factorial model to administer it in different school settings, cultures, and countries.  For example, is leadership presence more applicable in developing or in developed countries? The relevance of this construct to other contexts should be further explored.  
	Apart from SES, no other demographic variables were tested in the current research.  School size and educational stage (primary versus middle and high school), for example, were found in previous studies as important moderators between school leadership and outcomes (Day, Sammons, Hopkins, Leithwood, & Kington, 2008).  Thus, more research is needed to examine whether leadership presence works differently in elementary versus secondary schools.  Elementary schools are typically smaller, therefore they may create more opportunities to demonstrate direct presence between principals and teachers as well as students, when compared to middle and especially high schools, which place greater emphasis on specialization and division of labor (mostly subject matter-oriented).  Furthermore, because schools, especially urban schools, operate in a dynamic environment, the possible relationship between environmental uncertainty/competition and leadership presence would be an interesting new line of research.  
It is also recommended to explore whether and how leadership presence can support the development of staff members’ presence, assuming that the latter is part and parcel of the former.  More thought should be put into the meaning of teacher presence and into the ways in which a leader’s presence might enhance it.  It is also worthwhile to consider whether teachers and principals might perceive leadership presence differently.  In this regard, teachers’ reports on the existence of leadership presence may have been influenced by social desirability (Beretvas, Meyers, & Leite, 2002).  Further research should complement these perceptions with more objective measures, such as direct observations to evaluate principals’ actual behaviors pertaining to the presence’s dimensions.  
The interplay between dimensions of leadership presence and various other leadership characteristics and capabilities (e.g., self-efficacy and decision-making) also merits investigation.  Moreover, what are the mechanisms through which leadership presence influences school outcomes? It may be the case, for example, that school climate is not only an outcome but also a mediator between leader presence behaviors and student outcomes.  Thus, there may be differences in the process by which the leadership presence affects school outcomes.  
It is equally important to consider possible “dark sides” of leadership presence.  It may be the case that those same aspects of leadership presence shown here in a favorable light may, under certain circumstances, manifest negatively in an organizational context.  Is there such a thing as excessive presence, which oppresses individual freedom? When and under what conditions might leadership presence become destructive or exploitative? 
In conclusion, there is much ground to cover in a more thorough exploration of leadership presence and ample potential for empirical research in various educational settings.
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	Table 1
Leadership Presence Factor Loadings for the Exploratory Factor Analysis in Study 1(N=100)

	My principal…
item
	Factors (F) loadings

	
	F1
	F2
	F3
	F4
	F5
	F6

	Lingering Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	inspires my thought ‘what would he/she do in my shoes?’ when I need to make decisions
	.680
	
	
	
	
	

	is felt even in his/her absence
	.655
	
	
	
	
	

	is there for me
	.604
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	personally knows me
	
	.835
	
	
	
	

	provides personal attention to teachers
	
	.697
	
	
	
	

	Physical Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	walks around school
	
	
	.840
	
	
	

	enters classrooms
	
	
	.709
	
	
	

	greets students and staff at the school gate each morning
	
	
	.696
	
	
	

	Ethical Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	expresses his/her values openly
	
	
	
	.863
	
	

	is determined to his/her educational way
	
	
	
	.828
	
	

	loyal to his/her own educational principles even under
pressure
	
	
	
	.569
	
	

	Intra-School Networking Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	mobilizes teachers and administrators to support his/her goals and actions
	
	
	
	
	.791
	

	provides me support and backs me up
	
	
	
	
	.716
	

	Out-School Networking Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	creates cooperation with various community stakeholders
	
	
	
	
	
	.831

	puts considerable thought and effort into cooperating with
parents
	
	
	
	
	
	.735





	Table 2 
Leadership Presence Subscale Interfactor Correlations in Study 1

	Factors
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1
	Out-School Networking Presence
	_
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Ethical Presence 
	.44
	_
	
	
	
	

	3
	Lingering Presence
	.55
	.62
	_
	
	
	

	4
	Intra-School Networking Presence
	.46
	.59
	.71
	_
	
	

	5
	Physical Presence
	.49
	.41
	.45
	.34
	_
	

	6
	Interpersonal Presence
	.52
	.48
	.58
	.54
	.55
	_

	Note. All correlations are significant at p < .01



	Table 3 
Comparison of Fit Indices for Factor Structure in Study 1 (N=137)

	Structure
	CFI
	RMSEA
	GFI
	²χ
	df

	One-factor model (all items)
	.91
	.09
	.84
	132.8
	83

	First-order factor model
	.96
	.07
	.90
	115.1
	72

	Second-order factor  model
	.96
	.06
	.89
	125.2
	80


	Table 4 
Six Factors Operationally Defined (N=137)

	My principal…                                        Factor/Item
	Loading

	Physical Presence
	

	 walks around school
	.75**

	 enters classes
	.74**

	  greets students and staff at the school gate each morning
	.66**

	Interpersonal Presence
	

	 personally knows me
	.83**

	 provides personal attention to teachers
	.75**

	Out-School Networking  Presence
	

	 creates cooperation with various community stakeholders
	.66**

	 puts considerable thought and effort into cooperating with parents
	.64**

	Intra-School Networking Presence
	

	 mobilizes teachers and administrators to support his/her goals and actions
	.79**

	 provides me support and backs me up
	.53**

	Ethical Presence
	

	 loyal to his/her own educational principles even under pressure
	.88**

	 expresses his/her values openly
	.78**

	 is determined to his educational way
	.77**

	Lingering Presence
	

	inspires my thought ‘what would he/she do in my shoes?’ when I need to make 
decisions
	.87**

	  is there for me
	.85**

	  is felt even in his/her absence
	.73**

	** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
	



	Table 5 
Items Loadings to Factors in Study 2 (N=2451) 

	My principal…                                Factor/Item
	Loading

	Physical Presence
	

	greets students and staff at the school gate each morning
	.68**

	enters classes
	.68**

	attends staff meetings
	.66**

	walks around school
	.63**

	Interpersonal Presence
	 

	encourages me to provide personal attention to students 
	.91**

	encourages teachers to personally know their students
	.78**

	knows me in person
	.71**

	Networking Presence
	

	creates cooperation with various community stakeholders
	.83**

	puts considerable thought and effort into cooperating with parents
	.76**

	mobilizes teachers and administrators to share their goals and actions
	.71**

	maintains relationships with various external stakeholders
	.71**

	Ethical Presence
	

	expresses his/her values openly
	.82**

	is determined to his/her educational way
	.82**

	loyal to his/her own educational principles even under pressure
	.78**

	Lingering Presence
	

	is there for me
	.80**

	is felt even in his/her absence
	.80**

	inspires my thought ‘what would he/she do in my shoes?’ when I need to 
make decisions
	.69**

	** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
	



	Table 6
Comparison of Fit Indices for Factor Structure in Study 2

	Structure
	CFI
	RMSEA
	GFI
	²χ
	df

	One-factor model (all items)
	.96
	.06
	.95
	914.59
	89

	First-order factor model
	.97
	.06
	.96
	703.78
	73

	Second-order factor  model
	.96
	.07
	.94
	1088.49
	94



	Table 7 
Correlations Between Leadership Presence Scale and Subscales and Transformational and Instructional Leadership Scales in Study 2 (N = 2451)

	
	Physical
 Presence
	Networking
  Presence
	Interpersonal
Presence
	Ethical Presence
	Lingering
Presence

	Leadership Presence
	.79***
	.85***
	.80***
	.86***
	.88***

	Transformational  Leadership
	.27***
	.26***
	.20**
	.25***
	.26***

	Instructional
Leadership
	.15*
	.06
	.00
	.05
	.10

	*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



	Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Between Variables in Study 2 (N =234 Schools)

	
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Leadership Presence
	4.81
	.82
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	Transformational
Leadership
	4.7
	.41
	.28**
	-
	
	
	
	

	Instructional Leadership
	4.7
	.93
	.07
	.30**
	-
	
	
	

	Climate of Support
	4.88
	.91
	.24**
	.17*
	.07
	-
	
	

	Student Achievements
	60.87
	10.55
	.10
	-.00
	.03
	.07
	-
	

	SES
	5.50
	2.12
	.08
	.18**
	.04
	.08
	.44**
	-

	*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



	Table 9
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis with Enter Method for Leadership Presence Predicting Climate of Support in Study 2 (N=234 Schools)

	 
	R
	R²
	ΔR² 
	F
	ΔF
	B
	SEB
	β
	t

	Step 1
	0.17
	0.03
	0.03
	2.72
	2.72
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	
	
	
	
	
	3.1
	.82
	
	3.74***

	 Transformational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	0.39
	.18
	.16*
	2.14*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instructional Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	.012
	.09
	.01
	.140

	Step 2
	0.26
	0.07
	0.04
	4.66
	1.94**
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	
	
	
	
	
	2.53
	2.53
	
	3.07**

	 Transformational Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	0.24
	.24
	0.10
	1.271

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instructional Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	.02
	.02
	.02
	.209

	Leadership Presence
	
	
	
	
	
	.25
	.09
	.21**
	2.89**

	*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001



	Table 10
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis with Enter Method for Leadership Presence Predicting Student Achievements in Study 2 (N=234 Schools)

	
	R
	R²
	ΔR² 
	F
	ΔF
	B
	SEB
	β
	t

	Step 1
	0.44
	0.19
	0.19
	17.78
	17.78***
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	
	
	
	
	
	63.05
	7.43
	
	8.48***

	Transformational
Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	1.85
	1.67
	0.07
	1.11

	Instructional Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	0.3
	0.69
	0.03
	0.44

	SES
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.22
	0.31
	-.44***
	-7.28

	Step 2
	0.46
	0.21
	0.02
	14.68
	4.55*
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	
	
	
	
	
	59.07
	7.6
	
	7.77***

	Transformational
Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	0.85
	1.72
	0.03
	0.5

	Instructional Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	0.32
	0.68
	0.03
	0.46

	SES
	
	
	
	
	
	-2.23
	0.3
	-.44***
	-7.35

	Leadership Presence
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	1.78
	0.82
	.13*
	2.13

	*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001



