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Both the National Association of Elementary School Prin-
‘cipals and the ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Manage. -
ment gre pleased to continue-the School Leadership Digest, .
with asecond series of reports designed to offer school leaders
essential information on a wide range of critical concerns, th
education. . ’

.The Schoal Lea(!ersk:p Digest is aseries of monthly reports
on top priority issues in education. At a time whcn decisions

«in education must be made on the basis of increasingly com-
plex information, the Digest provides school administrators
with congise, feadable analyses of tfte most important {rends
in schools today, as well as points up the practical implica-
tlons of inajor réscarch findings.. ¢ .

“By special cooperative arrangement, the series draws on
the extensive research facilities and expertise of the ERIG
Clcdrmghvusc on Educational Managgment. The titles in the
series were planncd and developed coopcmtwcly by both
* organizations. Unllzmg the resources of the ERIC network,
the Clearinghouse is rt.sponmblc for rescarching the topics
and preparing the copy for publication by NAESP.

The author«of this report, Jo Ann Mazzarella, is empioyed
by the Clearinghouse as a rescarch analystand writer.

Paul L. Houts Stuart C. Smith -
Director of Publications Assistant Director and Editor .
NAESP . ERIC/CEM ““
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INTRODUCTION
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What does a principal do? Ask a thousand principals and
get a theusand different answers. From codntry school to
urban ghetto, from affluent suburtfeto working-class neigh-
borhood, prineipals’ roles are as varicd as-their surroundlngs
and almost as difficult to generalize about. As Houts put it
in a 1975 article, “the principalship is just vatied endugh that,

like India {or New York City), almost anything one says -

about it-might-be true.’

No part of the prmc1pal's role is debated with more fervor
than the role he or she must play in the instructional program.
Most of the intensity cente around the contention that
principals ought to be “instructional leaders.” The task of the
instructional Ieader is the improvemnent of curriculum and
teaching. [t is.also 1o Jead faculty in making decisions about
the learning that js to go on in the school. These decisions
may concern everything from needed changcs in curriculum
1. evaluation of faculty, from the writing of performance-
based objectives for the school to organization of inservice
+ programs for teaghers. . :
Onchaglncs that the first school principals could rather
_ easily juggle 2 number of roles jn the smaller school arill sim-
" pler world of the carly pinet¢enth century. The “principal
teacher” of a two- of three-room school could handle admin-
istrative duties and a sizable teaching load without fecling
overburdened or confused about where emphasis ought 10 be
placed» —_

- As cities grew and schools along with them, the pnnclpal s |

rolc, too, grew in power and scope until wcll into the nine.
teerith century. "The period from 1890 1o the end of the First
World War has been called by Reich the “golden age of the
elementary schoo] principalship.” Reich- -maintains ‘that

" “teacher seleetion, placement, promotion and salaries were”

almost completely under [the principal’s] jurisdiction.

¥,
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He was able to modify the course of study and lc::chiﬁg
wethods wheneverhe saw fie.” =l '
¢ During this period, the principal clearly had the power
{though not always the desire) to be the instructional leader
of the School. Many principals at this time cxcrclsed their
power ovel teachers without réswaint. They ruled ds despots
(benevolent, let us hope) over the teachers who were in ‘their
conunand, »
Since, that period, however, (ki pnnclpal who could de all
things and be all Things to cveryone has gradually dlsappcarcd
The principal of today’s I.ugc and” complex school is over-
whelmed by, the daily househeeping dutics of “administrivia,”
Most pnm.%;‘dls simply don't have um’.( for thé mslruclwnal
program. 8
* As school systems have bccomc more burcaucrauc many
principals have cometo feel like little more thanisuperintend-
ents’ clerks. In the lest ten years, teachers, parents, and st
dents have demanded that principals relinguish control over
what i$ taught, and how it is to bé taught. And, as if this
weren't enough, in response to all these ch.mgcs pr(‘.pdralory
programs for prineipals lsne come to stress administration
rather than curriculum. The result has been thic ercation of
principals who, bewildered by a myriad of new learning
programs, teaching technigues, and methods of school organi-
sation,” feel unpyepared Lo be inslruclio}l'l leaders even if
+ they have {he power o be.
In spite of all these constraints, the ws:On of-the principal
as instructional leader has not vanished. Tn fact, discussion

about whélher the principal ought to be an lnslruc(lonal_ .

leader and what this instructional leader cught to do is still
very much alive.

5 .
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Although the pnnmpalslup has existed II'or qlmosl a 'cn{ury .
a half, its duucs arc far from bcmgﬁluscicd in stone. As

staff points out, in most states the datics of the prmcnpar :
are] not defined at gEII While this ambiguity: creates much con- |
fugion and anxiety, it is also an oppor&um(y It means that i
legatly; at least, principals are siill free to interpret thclr role
inthe mstrucuona[ program as théy -see /FL /

” .

i - Suggested Dutie;

{
In an average ichool organized in, rather lradltmna] w*q,rs,hf
what ean a principal who is concerned wigh .mpmvcmcm OF}
the instructional programr do? Snggestions : k)uun(l . .
t Jagobson, Lugsdon and Wicgmau™have niged some of th .
most basic ways that principals Cd?‘l influence the instruc;
tional prograin: o | , \
e orienting faculty in new lc.tcltmg techniques,
planning and supcrvising inservice “training p.
and by holdlng dcmonstr.tuon Icssons

. mvolvlng p.trcms teachers, counselors, and-adminis-
trators in developing the grading systen :
e supervising the testing program and making sure that
tests are providing thc kinds of information nccdt,d
_]ohn Jenkins sees the prlnclp.tl's position in lhc instruc- '
tional program as still being based on his function as the
+ “principal teacher,”:He suggests that principals !
. _schedulg time for teachers to visit to discuss their

-

concerns on a first-come first=served basis .
' . ® visit mccnngs of teaching teams and dt,Lu:uncms S

—-. —e—devoE T I¢ast one faculty mecting a month to what
is appéning in each instructional arca

s back to_teachers-———-

S
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jt.nkms dese the instructional leader as onc who isopento
teachers’ suggcstlons about currlculum and becomes involved .
' in,what theyure’doing. ¢ .7
" Klopf, in a 1972 article, states that wflal he calls an"‘cdu
" cational leader” communicates his or_her own philosophy
and goals to teachers so as to enablé therh to l'unctlon more \
y cl'l'cctwcly This Icader also “dc\rleps a s'chool environme
rich with materials and human resources.” Klop[l presents-a
lengthy list of. what-he c-ull'a\“l'uncllonal compctcnclcs” ofan |
edueationyl leader. 'One most unusual item in this list is what )
- -migiit be termed the role of d-rdgnosucun Klopffeels that
o prmclpals must hive the ability to assist the teaching stal'l' *
< in dlqgnosmg the learning needs and styles of children an
e 1dcrtt|l'y|ng students with spc.cnal necds, strcnglhs abllmcs .
interests, and coneerns. . .
:\numg the many funetions suggested by Shustcr and .
Stewart, a nol'ubl‘.\gnc is the role principals can play as "\
*  liaison between the school and commumty— These authors +
view principals ds both servants and leaders of their com-
munities. They must sce to protiding the kinds of educa-
tional experiences communities want, while at the same time
. trying to change the outmoded or mistaken ideas citizens o
may have about their educational needs.
Needless to say, the duties listed here -rcqulrc much knowl- '
*yCdge and expertise—more knowledge and expertise than
. many principals have. The principal who could perform all of ]
thein successfully would be an outstandmg mstrucuonal -

. _leader indeed. | v . . . pe

. The Role of Innovator

¢

No matter what one sees as the cure for today’s educa-

. tional ills, alinost -¢vgryone agrees that the preseriptionds not.

¢  mgrely “more ol' the same."” Change is necessary if we are go-
_______ing.to-meet-our-cducational goals, and many beleve that the
key figure in plans to makKe'changes in the-schools is the

principal acting as instructional leader. Mitchell states: "o
“ . More than just competent management is necessary to bring
_ about thoroughgoing seform in the long-lerm public interest. :
- 4 * * - ¥ /
4 . P -5
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- Whien all is said and done, nothing will change ynless educa-_ T
llonal leadership bcglns lo set Lhe wheels of chanﬁe in “'lollon ! -

. Tliis” iden is based on the knowledge that change aot.s not
just happen. Somcone must instigate it and provide needed
suppor! and ucp.f.rusc while it |s'happ<.mng T h(i R[mt:lpal is

: in @ unique position 10 do.this.

Weischadle notes that the principal is especially, able o *
sense when change is needed because 1eachers camplain first
to him of irrelevant programs and outdated :lpproacht.s Weiss
suggesis a pl.m by which principals instigae change whenever .
they sepse any of these conditions: v

o dissatisfaction by teachers and students with the pIus-
ent progrant * . '
s failure of s(aﬂ' and .slndmls to wilize their full

-abilities © * - .

e pressure by pacents
Weise dien suggisls thar, the prmcrp.ﬂ appoml a committee
" to c*cplorc school prob[cms and poss:blc solutions, The next
steps” are guiding staff in the devélopment of a change pro-
) - posal, bringing in neccessary outside expertise, and keeping
. students and conunuully inTorined. < .
Just as'change js not likely to happen without the prici-
pal’s leadership. it can be effeciively undermingd by the prin-
cipal’s disimerest or opposition, as Sarason poinis out:
bnc can realign forces of power, change adminisirative siruc.
r lures, and increase budgels for malerials and new personnel,
but ‘the lnlended effects of all these changes will be drastically _
* diluped by principals whose. past experiences apd Iraining, ine

lcracllng with cerlain’ pcrsonahly faclors, ill ptepare them for
Lhe role of cducal:ona] and intéellectual leader. .

1t appears iliar principals are in a uhique position to cither -
instigae or sabotage needed innovation.

New and Future Reles

As school-grganization and curricnla change, the principal’s
role changes 100, and in a few years an justructional leader
may have enuirely different duies than he has 1oday.

& . :

o’
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One prand-yew rote for the principal 1s that in a multiunit

. school. _].u:ohsqn l.ogsdon, and Wicegman note that-the func-

; uou/ut'lh-. prmclpal in the multinait scavol-is that of coor-

ditrating the efforts of‘tllc it Ic:ulcrs.dhi his -.mphnsls on the’

. role of coordinator appears again and agaiv in the literature
/ « onuew roles Tor the principal. - .

Peterson delincates thedutics of the piincipal in the school *
using team teaching. 11¢ stresses that the principal, though
t ., the fingl decision-maker in the school, mygi share many fune- |

tions avith l[ll. lead tc.:t.hcrs, mchldmgn:.:ﬁnauon of teachers -
and prcparmg new . anaterials. Among the principal's duties
that .are nhique (o this type of schogl are :llakmg surc leams
are properly organized, cogrdinating tpam feaders, and chair-
uu, an instntetional improvement chnnniztze wade np >f lead
teachers. - . . ‘
, The mlc of conrdm:lmr appears again in I‘cmplclon ]
synthesis of the opinions of several anthors about principals ©
. muuized differentiated staffing scllools "The consensus here «
* seems JU be that prmcqmls in lhls S.PL of s hool nnst coor-
; dinate the work of various groups aid tesolve group con{hcl

Above all,«they shaye degision- lll.lr{lil wirli the entire *staff.

e Mattaliano ontlines the role of l[ll. principal in the school
' that mses managemente by behavioral objectives, Ilere the
«  pringipal must confer with those abeve (such as the supcrln
tendent) .md with thosc below (teaches and chairmen) in
an effort 1o+ (l-.u.rlmm. what ob_p.clwcs shonld be sct-lor the
school. Again emphasis is on participatory planning.

Barth has woted the anigug func!éou of a principal in
charge of a “plaralistic” school, fhat”is, ouc that contains,
both traditional and open dassrooms., A principal here must ¢ f
nediate between the different views of education. lle must /‘
support cach teagher’s convictivms and judgments (whether
traditignal or “open®} and be able to interpret classrooms to

parcnts. - .
.. Hcd;,-.s fecls that }lulmng compuu:rs in the mslrucuonal '
: program is one bl' the fuwire rolgs of the .principal. lle be.

lieves that pnuupals st become aware of the pol-.nlmllucs
for using computers for such things as drill and practice,

G " B '
ERIC iz .
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individuatized testing, and problem solving. He suggests that

administrators take ¢ course in prograimuing langaage, en-
. courage teachers Lo do the same; and persuade the school

board torent a smglc compulcr terniinal as a start.

The duties of an imstructional leader are many and varicd
and changing every day. It-is #o wonder that Reich has called
the principalship “such a vital and cvolving institugion that
it uever stands still long enough for its pictuie to be taken.”

o In spuc of these many concrete suggcs' ns conccrmng
specific dlyucs there are no casy recipes-foryinaking ‘an in-
structionaf leader. There are still many probledgs that no one
how to solve. Sarason has listed somejof the st
difficiilt questions that plague the principal:
In what rclationship shoﬁld_ he be to what children expericuce
- in classrooms? [low does he gel certain teachers 1o change
their praciices and atiitudes? What does one do when one fecls
, that 2 problem child is a reflection of a problem teacher? [Iow
should he handle the Situation in which a camplainl by a
parent about a teacher may be legitimaté? On whose side is the
principal: ch ild° teacher? System? ncighborlmod" .

I‘hc number of things a principal ¢ can do to improve the
mslrue.uon.xlfprugmm is endless. Fag.a principal who has the

. - line, expertise, gnfl I'oruludc uecessary. for tackling difficult

problcms there is upportnmly for unlrmltcd g,ruwth

"

¢

0
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SHOULD THE PRINCIPAL BE ' .
_ INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER? .- :

L

Fccllngs run slrong in the controversy over, whether prin.
cipals can or ought to be instructional leaders in their schools.
A voC!ff-‘rou_S majority maintains that principals hive a great
tleal of influence on the learning that goes on in (heir schools

. and that they ought o exercise this influence more. Dis-
seuters maintain that principals do not and should not have

H
real power,

-

g " The Call to Leadership

One sweeping statement conccrn'ing the importance of the
principal is found‘iu the report issued by the Congress of the
Umtcd States, Senate Select Commll;cc on Equal Educa-

tional Opportunity. . .

.
in many ways the school principal is the most important
and infiuential individual in any school."He is the person re«
sponsible for all the activities that occur in and around the
school building. It is his leadership that sei$ the tone of the
. chool; the climate for leaming, the level of professionalism
and morale of teachers and the degree of concern for what
studcnts may of may not become. He is the maln link between
] the schoo! and the community and the way he performs in
- that capacity largely determines the attitudes of students and
parents about the school. If a school is a vibrant, innovative,
chiid-centered place; if it. has a repulation for excellence in
tcaching; if students are performing to the best of their ability
one ean almo3l always poinl to the principal's leadership as
the key Lo suceess.
Ilns report gives a number of rccnmmcndatlons for “révital
izing the role of the school principal,” the most important
being :liat the principal should. be given more autonomy and
~ responsibility for the improvement of instruction. .
In his examination of thg principalship, Mitchell cites sev-
erdl studics of the principal’s effect on the school and con-
cludes that “the principal is easily identifiablg as the key

.

-

. ’ -
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.
determiner of climate in the school.” He sces that one way
principals influence learning is through teachers. When ad- | .
ministrators offer teachers support and assistance jn instruc- .
tion, teachers are better able fo do their jobs. Mitchell
concludes, *There is no question but that the principal has a
great influence on teacher morale and performance in the
classroom aud, consequently, on how well or whether pupils
learn.”

Goldhammer and his colleagues, after 291 interviews with
practicing school principals, deduced that good principals can
instill enthusiasm in staff, raise, teacher morale, and lead
teachers and parents in devising new strategics to overcome
deficiencies. in their‘schools. After an unusually complete and
well-written analysis of the problems of, the prineipal, they
conclude that the leadership qualities of the principal carrde-
texmine whether a school is a succcsy;r‘fm?for, as they
put it, a *beacon of brilliance™ or *p6thole of pestilence,”

If principals can have such a dramatic effect on what goes
on in the school, nany authors maintain they ought to take,,
seripusly their roles as instructional leaders. Houts, writing
on the 1975 Belmont conference on the principalship, re-
ports that “almost all partitipants.felt that principals should
exercise an educational leadership role to a far greater extent
thair thed presently are and spend much less time on ‘mana-
gerial or housckeeping tasks.” Ilouts and the participanls
based their reccommendation on the contention that it is pos-
sible to rcdsslgn all the tasks of the. prmc:pal to-other mem-
“ bers of the school staff—all tasks, that is, except leadership.

On the subject of Ieadership, Houts reiterates Goldhammer’s
conclusion that “all of our studies of organization show that
a leaderless organizdtion is a disparate organization, onc that

cannot mobilize its resourees to achieve.its ends?? -
b

-

4 The Djssenters

A few authors advocate that the principal w’rn a deaf gar
to the call for leadership. loth, for cxalnplc suggests that
the role of instructional leader is not appropriate for princi-
pals. He beligves that basic curricular decisions are best made

f » Fl
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,
" by more qualifiegl curricalum specialists and teachers. In his
sfew, the principal is responsible for the creation of a “good
climate for learning™ in the school {incding budget prepara-
tion, commaunications functions, aa other adminisiratite
_dutics) and does not have time for the jnstmictional program.
Myers maintains that the priucipal is not a leader in the
school but rather « “functionary,” one who, in effect, works
for teachers and ncither has nor ought to have power. Myers,
instead of exhorting-principals to-become instructional lead-
ers,_holds that they stronld™3ecept their subordinate roles as
—— T Mclionarics, forgetting their beliefs about what is best for
the instructjonal program in lavor of beliefs of (he teachers.
lHoban, the wost radical of the dissenters, maintains that
the position of principal onght o disappear altogedher. Ad-
vocating the "school without a principal,” Hoban wonld i
, instmictional dutics over to teachers and an clected dean of
. studies. e mainGains that teachers will not follow the prin- :
cipal’s lead becanse they believe that principals are selected
mefely because they are “ardent defenders of the status quo.”
Hoban liolds that teachers are alicnated by the principal’s
. slgreotype tn “combines the stern values of the American
" Gothic with the casy ambicnce of Rotarizgn good cheer,” -
Before anyone quickly takes sides in this{controversy, per-
heps & reminder is if order that dhe situatiyn as it now is
should not be viewed as immutably fixed. Principals can be’
given more time and cxpertise, and these oupILd with »
mllmgnt.hs Lo, Im..tk ont of their stercotypre, can iucrease
lll(.lr lnflucm.c ‘With teachers, Ceruainly, whoever is in charge
must be morz than, Hoceh's kind of building manager or Mycrs’
fanctionary. To imply that today’s principals must merely
 sell-destruct or, perthaps like. lcmmings,-march-cn masse o
the sca, i patently unrealistic.
In spite of fierce power “struggles between prmup.nls and
teachers, there is still a leadership vacunm in many schools,
and, 4s has been pointed out, a leaderléss school is scverely
crippled. Oualy a person in the position of priacipal, whether .
° appointed in the traditional way or clectéd like Ioban's déan
of studies, can fill the leadership vdid, ’
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ROADBLOCKS TO EFFECTIVE LEADERSHIP

.

—— P

One feasen the principal’s role in the instructional program
is written about with so much fervor is that most principals
Joday have almost nothing at all to do with instruction. Al-
though 1t is difficult to find data on the actual functioning of
Amecrica’s schaol principals,. two studies, one by. Fredericks
and another by Quutitta, indicate that New York City prin-

cipals make very few decisions Tegarding curriculum. In a
1974 article, McNally summarizes the opinions cxpressed by
a number of educators in a National Elementazy Principal
four-issuc series on the principalship: ) .
There is one opinion, however, |hat is widely shared., For a
variety of reasons, which are ofien (perhaps even usually)
beyond 1he principal’s:-control, priticipals arc not exercising
1o any considerable degree the instructional and program lead-
ership function that is widely agreed w0 be their most-impors
* °  tanresponsibility. ,

[t seems significant, too, thaf in writings about curriculum de-

'.clopmcnt the role of the principal is conspicuously ignored.

"It is no wonder that Tew piincipals arc instructional lcad.

ers. There are so many roadblocks (o successful instructional

*leadership that one cairhardly sec the road.

° Lack of Time, Power, and Preparafion

! One hugc barrier 1o instructional leadership is lack f time
: for the instructional program, Many principal$ are burdened
with such’ things ag handling-discipline probleins, managing
"'a food service, assigning’ rooms, arranging schedules, ofdering
ypoks and supplics, and making up bus schedujes. Overloaded
‘\ﬁlh administrative details, many principals arc forced to
.,;‘g,lcgatc the instructional program (o the position of some-.
ghing“to attend to “f there’s time.”” For most principals,
+ there rarely ever js. ' .
Another readblock § is the fact that many school hoards and
suptf'rmtcndcnls do not cmpow?r their .prmclpals to make
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decisions about the instructional progrdm. They "aré not.-au.
thorized to hire and fire [aculty, make decisions about how . °
money is to be spent, or choose teaching materials. As Gas-
son points out, . : )
The central office hierafchy regards the school principal asan
agent of-the superintendent. The principal may ostensibly run
the school, but in reality he acts as a vehicle to. transmit and
implement edicts from the office. As a_result, the principal and -
his teachers have become cogs fixed into a large, impersonai
machine that depends on the machinist -{(superintenden

-

(T

In this arrangement, opportunitics for a principal to exercise

feeep-every Log'ﬂ]ﬁf fmily lubnicatled.

instructional leadership.are rare.

Goldhammer and his colleagues believe that “peri{aps the
most critical problem faced by the elementary school princi-
pal today is the general ambiguity of his position.in the edu-
cational community.” They point out that “there is no viable,
systematic rationale for the elementary sehool principalship
to_determine expectations ‘for perfgrmance; no criteria exists
through which performance can be measired.” s,

Role _amblgutty. blocks instructional leadership because
many principals are not sure what instructional leaders do or
even if they ought to be instructibndl Zders at all Principals
often €scape from this role amb:gully By lmmcrsmg them-

_ sclves in their adm;mstmtwc duties, bccomfng managers and

disciplinarians rather than instructional leaders.
One reason many principals ase not mslrucuonal leaders is

lack of preparation.for-the jobs. Many preparation programs )

..-are=too- theoretical und-lack cxpcncn'cc ‘comporents. Most
,programs emphasize thc‘admlmstr'ltwc facets of the job .
rather than curriculum or humanyrelations aspects. Mitchell,

quoting a sludy by Gross, malnt'uns that the academic pro-

_grams now existing don’t producc cl‘fccnvc mstruc(lonal lead-

ers. [e goes so far-as to say, 5

Incpeasingly it 'has been demonstrated that the effcctweness of
the manager cannot be predicted by the number of degrees he’
holds, the grades he receivés in school or the formal manage-
. ment educatibn programs hé attends. Academic achievement is
not a.yalid yardstick by which to measurc leadership potential.

- .
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Both Houts and Mitchell believe principals are not given
~  cnough cxperience in other arcas besides education (such as
social service and national government) to achieve the breadth
and diversity of experience necessary for the job,

One answer to the problem of lack of preparation is inserv-
ice programs to give principals the training they so desperately
nced: And yet very few school systems provide such training
for administrators, as McNally comments in a-1975 article:

Any modern production-forprofit enterprise thal failed to
provide for the relrzining of workers to cope with changing
technology and product design would soon go out of business.

" Yet, well-conceived provisions for the inservice development
of prlm:lpnls are rare In school syst¢ms in‘this country.

Inrdads of Teachers, Parents, and Students

Many ;!u‘tlloritics on the principalship have noted that the
principal’s autonomy as an instructional leader . is oftgn,
croded by collective bargaining. Epstein states, “Principals,
having neither heen consulted nor asked to participate, often
lcarn many times too late. that therr duties and authority as

» principels have bccn cmmdcmbly altergd b) the new teacher-
board agreement.” Wagstaff takes the argument a step further:
As. teachers gain power, principals tend 10.lose it. Bul there is
no concomilant loss in responsibility. fn other words,.prinet-  —
pals are still expected 1o develop and maihtain good educa-

tional programs withom the power to delermme the best use .~
_of their_primary.resource=teachers,

'1 q,lchcrs arce not the only ones wanting to share'i in decision-

‘making about the instiuctibnal program. Increasing numbers

) of‘ parents. and oy;pr citizens ylso belicve that tl,u.y ought to
s SO the Tinal say about what goes on in the school. Students
too demand a voice in CUrrlCUlum matters. Pushed by super-

- intendents fromn above, citizens from the side, and students

and teachers from bélow, many principals feel umrblc to lead-

R or ¢ven to respond to so many confllcung demands. Mitchell
w ‘says it well: .

L The principal today is a man ‘czughl. in the middle. He fs sup-

- ’ posed to speak for his schoolyhjs taazhers, his pupils, and the

“figighborhood, hoping lo provu.l {for everybody the elements
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s of good education. But at the same time, he is supposed to
represent \he school board and the ceniral office of 1he local
<hool system and enforce their-policis, It is not always easy
to harmonize \he two functions. . . .

Myers claims that most principals have very little power to
cotrtrol the_actions of teachers because they are ablé neither

. to punish nor reward teachers. e holds that principals who

are unable to hire or firc or gven control the teaching assign- .
ments of their facultics have no way of coercing faculty to
implement curricular decisions. "These-principals feel power-
fess when faced with faculty opposition. _

The barriers-to-becoming-an instinctiondl Teader are many:
kek-of-time, power, clear role definition, and preparation,
plus the fact that almost everyone else scems to want to take
over the leadership role. For today’s principal, is being an
instruciional leader still possible?
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Yes, there is Mountainous paperwork, many demands, increas:
ing regulatory contracts, intensifying outside pressures, and
only the prospect of more to come, Equally clear is the fact .
that the principal cinnot hold hack his-commitment and
merely let the “beast” take him down the road in whatever
d:rectlon suiis its fancy: Weischadle

Fad

There is some hope for the principal who, in spite of all
the obstacles, chooscs to travel down the road to instruc-
tional leadership. ‘There are 110 easy or fast routes, but there
arc some techniques for vanquishing the “beast’” and for get-
ting around the roadblocks. .

. » - ) .
Help!l {
For a principal who is overburdened with administrative
Cand dlsc1pl|nary duties, the prospect of being an wnstructional .
A leader is nothiing more than a rosy*dream. A great number of _
W —
" <% aythors |wmbc true instructionidl Teaders, principals
=" st have- -assistance.: .
Onc way assistants can free the instructional leader is by
taking over the principal’s administrative functions. The re-
* port of the Senate Sclect Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity issued by Congrcss rccommcnds the institution of
a school adminjstrator ¢f manager “respo nsLch for noneduca-
+ tional, administrative and managerial function§at the school.”
The school manager need not have the qualifications or
command the-salary of the principal. Goldhammer,as quoted
by Houits in rheir 1974 convcrsa?mn notes
you don’t need a master’s degree-to devise a playground sched-:
ule or to order the toilet paper. Schools have been penny Wise
. and dollar foolish. They take a professional, who should com-
! mand a profestional sal:try, and burden him with chotes that
.o somebody Wwith*a good liigh school education could do. It’s
’ about time we reserve that rofessional capability for strictly s
professional responsibilities.
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Trump presents an organizational model for a school of «
dpproxlmately 1,200 students. 1t includes four administra.

-~

lwc positions: N . o
.. -~ a principal who?bcnds 3/4 time on iristru'cliqnal im- ’
. provement and 1/4-time on managefifent - ‘
.~ + an assistant principal in cﬁargqbf instruction ~
a building adiministrator and external relations director
pcrsonncl administrator and activities director

Iiavmg this much help may seem like a fantasy to mogt prin-
cipals, yet such organization is necéssary if the many and
complex duties that f1cc the principal of 2 large school are to
be completed. .

One, successful example of 4 principakbuilding manager
team is the duo who manage two elementary schools in Au.
rora, Colorado. McPhee cxplaing that the building manager
handles such things as ordering supplies, drawing up budgets,
and supcmsmg custodians and the liinch room. The regular
principal, frced {rgm administrative dutics, reports that he is
" ’ﬁlmgm double™ the time e spends on instruc-
. tion, Smcc the building manager earnsless than the prmapnl
ind the E.ur jointly INANge two schools, cost is legs than in
the traditional onc prmc:pal one school arrangement.

Another approach, descrilsed by Burgess, is that of h’lrlng
. ,an assistant principal to help with curricular duties. In this

arrangement, the principal delegates to the assistant principal
- . such instructional duties as bccommg informed of current
' curricular developments, arranging and coordinating inservice
cducation, working with inexperienced teachers, or involving
Lcachcrs in curricular planning. With such assistance, prmCl
pals can spend as much or as little time on curriculum as they
want to and still feel.confident that the instructional program
s recciving the attention it needs. It seems like a good solu-
“tion for principals who lack sufficicnt interest in onprepara-
tion for managing instruction.

For schodls in whicl financial constraints make the hiring
of assistants impossible, Weischadle suggests that principals
might obtain volunteer assistance from teachers asplring to
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the principalship who wish to gain administrative experience.
»  Such a position might be accompanied by rcleased time or -
suspension of certain duties.
The Autonomous Schoal

#

If principals are to athieve true Ynstructional lcadership,
they must be freed from domination by the central office
and the school board. Shustér and Stewart maintain that the

- thovement toward decentralization and commumty control
\j of schools wlll produce what they call the *3utonomous
- school.” In an autonomous school, decisions regarding tife

instructiorial’ program wotld be madc at_the buildinyg level.
. Shuster and Stewart ¢nvision decisions about the school,
: staff, and, most importantly, the budget being made by the
principal with much input from faculty and a local advisory
committee or schodl board. In this sort of school the piinci-
pal would no longer be inerely a clerk who handles edicts
from the central office. Instead, he would lead citizens and
staff in making decisions about cducation. '

- At a time when many others are bemoaning the prmclpal’ :
lack -of power, Shuster and Stewart’s assurance that the day
* of the autenomous school is slated, te appcar soon on the

schodl cafendar seems a bit too optimistic. Yet there is takk

of decentralization in all fatets of American life including
education. The decentralized scheol .Certainly would be an’
answer to the roadblock of Jack ofpowcr—that is, tf-(hc com-
munity that ‘controls the school will realize the unique con-
tribution that a principal-instructional feader can make and
give him-the share of power that the school board and central,,
office now refuse o rclmqulsh N

4

E N

Sharing Power T

Principals who have been given sufficient” assistance and
who arc determiined to become instructional leaders in spite:
’ of the many constraints placed on them ‘will, nevertheiuss, be

. unable to succeed if ‘they try to function as the kind of be-
—nevolent despots who occupied the prmcrpalshnp in.the late
nineteenth century. As Kenneth Jenkins puts it, “No longer*

r
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can the successful coach dream of ‘retiring’ to the sanctity of

. the main office, safe in the knowledge that he need only say,

4ump’ to hear.a euphonious chorus of *how high’ from his
(or her) faculty, students, and community.” ‘
Principals today can have real influence on their faculties
only if they learh to work together with them in planning
. and making decisions about the instructional program. To be
successful, a principal-must be viewed as a facilitatar or helper
rather than “the boss.'’ -Paradoxically, the principal who
wants to get around the roadblock of lack of power will have
to-share’powerwith others, - =~
Knoop and O'Rcilly report that of 192 teachers they
queried, only one wanted the principal to have sole responsi-
. bility for planning. or evaluating curriculum. Most felt that
these decisions ought to be rade cither by majority vote of
teachers and principal or by the principal with a lot of input
frorn teachers. Principals who involve staff in dccnslon-maklng
are not abdicating their responsibilities as mstruct;onal lead-
ers but. rather sharing them. Their funcuon s to ¢ncourage,
inspire, and prod- teachers to join togcthcr 'fnd think, talk,
_and make decisions about the improvement “of instruction.
“These sorts of activities arc rarc in schools and almost never
take place unless performed under the guiding ‘hand of the
principal. * . .
A study by Balderson, offcrs a possnblc answer to Myers'
contention that pr:ncxpals cannot be &ffective leaders because
they cannot reward or punish, teachers. In a survey of 426
teachers in 41 Canadian schools, he found that, the reason
tcachcrs acquiesced to principal demands was ll‘&ll’ pereep-
tion of the «principals’ expertise rather. than any rewards or
punishments. This finding has clear implications: principals
can no longer control others through the use of pure power.
They must rely on expertise and influence to convinee others
to work with them in getting thingsdo, .
Students, too, are insisting on contrlbutlng to curricular
decisions. An administrator who wants to have real influence
_over students will make sure that they are involved in mak-
ing decisions in the classroom and in committees. Anderson
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_ suggests that one way teachers and students can be involved
is 10 sey aside the first 30 minutes of each day for the entire
school to study and make recommendations concerning
school problems. He maintains that onc of the most effective
ways a principal can lead is to provide time for tcacl'\crs and
stiudents to make the changes that are nceded.

Klopf, in a lg?‘l- volumc discusses ﬁnc dutics of the prln-
cipal, who is *‘the kcy person in the school responsible for *
staff development,” Here the principal becomes an instruc-
pional leader by z;ctmg in-the capacity of faqllt.nur—*onc who
helps others achisfvc iinportant goals,

KIOpf maintains tlml the principal must perform such
(Iu(u.s as : ’

. hclpmg ,st.lff and community develop an assessment
_prograin

@ helping staff and community develop educational
goals -

. helping teaghers develop pruccdurcs for dmgnosmg
the lzarning needs of cluldrc i

e providing released time far inservice tnunmg

w

.e training teachers in new behaviors .

Since staff dc\rclc;pmcm requires that the principal help
others and’ provide themn with opportunitics for growth, it
can be another way for the principal to share his power.

»

- Preparation .

-

o~
s Two innovative programs offcr promise that principafs can
be trained to perform the comnplex and demanding ble of
instructional Teader. :
Davls describés a program for the preparation ofscéondary
school admlmstmlurs at Southern Connecticut State Caliege.
This program has an cmphasis on the study of instruction and
curr:cular design, modern school organization’ (such as team
.+ teaching or flexible scheduling), and human relatidns. The
program uses ficld experience and simulation exercises as well
as,small-group dynamics sessions to help primcipals learn to

*

€ [

> - ' Ig
’ Q js . + zb ) ‘

V




. handle the kind of problems they must face as instru¢tional
leaders. Although evaluative data are not available, this expe-
M riential program appears (o be more useful for lr:nmng princi-
: pals than are the current theorenc.:lly baséd. programs.
' But what about principals. scrvmg in sehools now? Even
more iinportant than preservice programs are inservice pro-
grams for the vast numbers of principals who are right now
faced with the task ofbcmg ‘educational leaders. ~ 4
Burnes and her colleagues describe an thn.rhcly promising
pilot program designed {0 train school principals to be édnea;
tional leaders. The 1972-78 Clias® Program consisted of in-
tensive work by 12 participants svho were at the same time
" actively involved in_ their ‘rples as principals in New York
schools. The program included such objcctlvcs as e‘haklmg
. participantsto v - o

-~

o become aware of Cheisclves u‘s cducatiénul’ leaders
(lt.fmt. educational goals and oﬁ]f.*ctwcs )
> . -conducl staff d'cchOpmcnt prqgrams, ' Wt
o‘.ass(.ss the comp‘ctt.nc oF their siaffs .
. " e become compct\ ;in/:urrlcu,lum dcvcloplncnt

> Alsorstressed were human relations, co[{]mumca([on skills,
tolerance of conflict, and oncnnc_'s“.% to the idcas and opinions

- of others: Techniques used included role playing, analyzing
wdcotapcs of themselves and others, staff sessions for the
development of objegtives and strategics, and "visiting and
making observatjons in other schools. Significantly, the Kirds
h;‘,ﬁ of strategies rated leagt-cffective by participants were réading,
tradlitional typt.s of courses, and use of consulfints, yet these

are the stratc&cs most often used today in 1nserv1cc edu cation.
The program .was unanimously rated as “a mgmf:cant
growth experience” by participants, who felt that 1t was di-
rectly responsible, for several improvéinents jn their schoolst
increased.. staff involvement 4n, planning, 1mprovcd staff
morale, development &f aleernative editcational progr:;ms, in-

-
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. stitution of new courses, and, crcatrbn of ahumamsuc/cducaw )
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tion program for the entire.school.
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When asked by Brown how the principalship had.changed
over the last several years, one prmctpal rcplled simply, “It’s
harder now. . - '
- - Certainly that sums it up. lt s harder to handle the cem- .

plexity of things that necd to be done in the time avallable, -

harder to act when one’s-autonomy is being eroded, harder to
know what to.do and“how to do it when one's role is ambigu-
ous and changing every” day. And in the face of all this,

harder: certainly, to be a true instructional leader. -
Yet instructional leadershlp is possible—if not now, at least
in the future, A principal, benefitting from good preservice
and inservice preparation progmms, working’in an *autono
mous school,” with sufficicnt assistance and a willingness to
*lead rather than rule, can have enormous influence on the

~.instructional program. ’ o ..

Even in the most perfect situation, of course, the job of
instrugtional leader will be hard, as al] jobs i tn our complex
s - society "are hard and likely to gctuhardcr. And vet, if educa-
tion istnecessary (and how are we to survive without n?‘),
< then decisions about education must be made, and -somedne
has to make them. }f principals don’t lead their schools and

. communities in making thése decisions, who will?
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