
THE PRINCIPAL AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

Tom Prebble 

School principals are frantically busy people, chronically overworked, and always 
burdened with more jobs than they have time for. You are probably well-used to 
people attempting to add fresh burdens to what is already an impossible schedule, 
and I am sure it needs to be a most compelling argument that persuades you to 
accept new challenges and responsibilities. The theme of this conference is "The 
Principal and the Professional Development of Teachers". During the next two 
days you will be examining a number of techniques for staff development in your 
schools. But before we can look at any of these techniques in any detail it is 
probably necessary to persuade you that staff development is part of your 
business. 

Some of you, 1 suspect, have yet to be concerned that you should be heavily in
volved in the professional development of your staff. 

— haven't you got enough work to do already without talking on another 
huge, unknown challenge? 

— and why should you be responsible for completing what the teachers 
college and university have apparently failed to do? 

— and what about the Ministry of Education, the Education Officers, the 
Curriculum Development Unit, and the In-Service Training establishment 
— surely it is their job to look after the professional development of 
staff? 

The answer is straightforward. You are all trying to run effective schools. You 
work hard to build up a fine reputation for your school, you raise many thousands 
of dollars, you construct new buildings, you gather together a well trained staff, 
you stock the school with the best books and equipment. But even after you have 
done all this, all your efforts, can be thwarted almost without effort by the teacher 
at the classroom level. 

The criterion of effective education is effective learning. The most direct in
dication of effective learning is good teaching. Everything else that goes on in the 
school is of secondary importance, and even misdirected, if it does not contribute 
to good teaching and effective learning. 

•Text of the Keynote Address delivered to the Annual Conference of the Fiji Secondary Principals' Association at Suva, 22 
April, 1982. 
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Most of what we do as administrators has only an indirect link with the primary 
task of the school — that of promoting learning. As administrators we are concer
ned to establish an harmonious working environment for our teachers and pupils, 
we are responsible for setting up and co-ordinating all the patterns of organization 
which allow the work of the school to continue smoothly, we spend a large 
proportion of our time mediating between the school and various outside agencies 
in the community, and if we have sufficient vision we are likely to devote some 
energy to planning for the future of the school. These are all vital administrative 
activities and of course they contribute to educational effectiveness. But the 
argument 1 want to advance this morning is that school principals are abdicating a 
key responsibility if they do not retain a significant personal involvement in what 
we call the 'educational' or 'instructional' leadership of their schools. The 
argument is a very simple one. If the primary task of a school is to promote lear
ning, then the primary focus of the administration of that school must be to ensure 
that such learning takes place. So 1 am advocating a more direct involvement by 
the principal and senior teachers in what goes on inside classrooms. 

Immediately we make this claim, dark mutterings of 'professional autonomy' and 
'bureaucratic control' can be heard from the ranks of teachers. The respective 
rights and obligations of professionals and their bureaucratic masters within 
modern service organizations has been a hotly contested issue, at least in the 
sociological literature if not always in the organizations themselves. I am not going 
to embark on the very dangerous exercise of trying to determine the extent to 
which teachers are genuine professionals. That is an argument that doesn't get us 
very far while winning us few friends. 

It is a dangerous exercise because the basis of the teachers claim to professional 
status is more ideological than logical (Hoyle, 1975, p. 314). The term is most 
frequently used to further teachers' claims to professional control and practitioner 
autonomy. Stated bluntly, the teacher as professional is autonomous, independent 
and omnicompetent. These qualities would seem to be totally incompatible with 
the organizational environment in which most teachers work: they work within 
conventional formal organizations, their autonomy and independence is con
strained by a hundred rules, routines and reporting relationships, and their om-
nicompetence is given little recognition by official syllabi, outside examinations, 
subject advisers and heads of departments. 

Some sociologists suggest there can be no accommodation between the 
requirements of formal organizations and the claims of their professional members, 
and that the inevitable result will be a continuing battle between bureaucratic and 
professional interests. In fact, as we all know, the two concepts seem to coexist 
with reasonable harmony in most schools: teachers persist in their claims to 
professional status while acquiescing to the demands of their bureaucratic 
organizations. 
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How is this accommodation reached? Usually, it is suggested, through a carefully 
observed division of territory. Mark Hanson, an American professor of educational 
administration, has provided a simple model which may help to explain how two 
groups of people, administrators and teachers, can coexist within the same 
organization, and yet pursue quite different professional objectives. (Figure 1) 

FIGURE 1: THE INTERACTING SPHERES MODEL 

(Hanson) 

Hanson claims that there exist in most schools two quite different decision en
vironments. One environment is concerned with rational and programmed 
decisions, and is the special province of the administrator. Such decisions have to 
do with security, resource allocation, determination of boundaries, evaluation and 
co-ordination, and are generally made and carried out within a hierarchical 
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management framework. The other environment is concerned with what Hanson 
calls 'unencumbered' and 'non-prescriptive' decisions — in the main instructional 
decisions made by teachers. Hanson claims that administrators and teachers 
generally respect the territorial integrity of the other, and will usually resist any ef
forts by the other to intervene in another zone. The area of overlap includes all 
those decisions which must be shared or negotiated between teachers and ad
ministrators. These usually involve changes to the status quo which must be 
negotiated between all parties to reach a new stability and a new predictability. 

This is an attractive model. It makes sense and seems to explain a lot of what 
goes on in many schools. It is also a reassuring model for both administrators and 
teachers in that it reaffirms the territorial integrity of each without making any 
new claims on either. However I believe the model is unsatisfactory: firstly it more 
closely describes the North American school situation than it does the New 
Zealand or the Fiji situation, and secondly it is a purely descriptive model. If it is 
taken as a prescriptive blueprint for action it is unlikely to lead to greater 
educational effectiveness and will only reinforce the status quo. (Figure 2). 
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F I G U R E 2: THE COMPRESSED SPHERES MODEL 
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Staying with Hanson's fundamental idea for a moment or two longer, 1 believe we 
should be pushing the two spheres much close together: administrators should be 
involved in the decisions and activities that take place inside classrooms, teachers 
should participate in the important schoolwide decisions concerning goals, 
resource allocation and evaluation, and many more should be negotiated among 
all parties in a collegial spirit. 

I have already advanced ray major reason for claiming a greater share of the 
educational leadership of the school for the principal — 1 believe that educational 
leadership is a principal's most important responsibility and one that should only 
be shared with, rather than totally delegated to, the senior teachers. But there are 
other reasons as well. 

1. Unlike some of their North American counterparts, New Zealand and Fiji 
principals still retain a grip on the role of educational leadership within their 
schools. The headmaster tradition still persists in our systems. All our school 
principals have served many years as successful classroom teachers in contrast 
with most North American school systems where the distinction between the 
administrative and the teaching career line is made at an early age. Meredydd 
Hughes (1973, p. 301) draws a useful distinction between the principal as a 
Chief Executive and the principal as the Leading Professional, the one being 
exclusively involved with the management of the organization and the other 
being very much involved in the educational leadership. It may be difficult to 
combine the two roles, but it is not impossible. However, the role of Leading 
Professional is not exercised in any meaningful sense by the Principal teaching 
the sixth form Maths class personally. That is not educational leadership, 
though it might be a pleasant break in the principal's day. 

2. The term 'professionalism' implies not simply autonomous action, but also 
control of the quality of professional services exercised by one's colleagues. 
The achievement of this extra dimension of professionalism is not possible as 
long as we simply assume that all teachers are performing effectively, or have 
the knowledge and motivation to become more effective through their own 
unaided efforts. Let me illustrate this with a small example from Canada. In 
the province of British Columbia the plight of a struggling and inadequate 
teacher is seen as the collective responsibility of the principal, the staff, Cen
tral Office and the teachers' union. Such a teacher will receive at least two 
years of intensive counselling, observation, supervision and training before a 
decision to dismiss is finally reached. And the union is a party to that final 
decision. 

3. Many of the newer teaching strategies require a greater sharing of decision
making among teachers and between teachers and administrators. Some of 
these strategies are collaborative, such as team teaching where the demand 
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for shared decision making is obvious, but other developments such as inter
disciplinary inquiry, discovery learning, flexible timetabling, heterogeneous 
grouping, continuous assessment, open-plan architecture and closer school-
community relationships all serve to break down the boundaries between the 
conventional school subjects, and by the same token reduce the professional 
isolation of the classroom teacher. Such developments do threaten the 
traditional autonomy of the classroom teacher — colleagues and ad
ministrators must share in the evaluation of classroom work when such 
decisions have such important ramifications for other parts of the school. The 
exchange being offered the teacher to compensate for this infringement of 
autonomy is a greater involvement in decision making at a school-wide level. 

4. Another reason for principals to assume a greater role of educational leader
ship is the demand by both the community and lay governing bodies for the 
schools to be more accountable. It is very difficult for principals to exercise 
any meaningful accountability for processes over which they have little in
fluence and about which they have little knowledge. If schools are to be held 
more accountable to the groups which they serve, the teachers and ad
ministrators within those schools must, at the very least, exchange regular in
formation about key educational activities. 

5. A final reason for Fiji school principals to assume a greater responsibility for 
educational leadership is that it appears to be government policy that this 
should take place. The abolition of the inspectorate in the early 1970's was a 
call to principals and senior teachers to exercise their own supervision. 
Responsibility for in-service training, curriculum development and evaluation 
of programmes and students are all elements of educational leadership that 
are being unloaded by the Ministry and shifted back into the schools where 
they belong. 

I have been trying to establish a case for the enlargement of the educational 
leadership role of both principals and senior teachers. The two spheres of ad
ministrative and teacher influence must be moved closer together — not in order 
to reinforce mechanisms of control and administrative power, but toward a pattern 
of collegial accountability and mutual support. There will be inevitable tensions as 
some teachers resist what they see as an invasion of their professional territory. 
On the other hand, principals may not always find it easy to allow the level of 
staff participation that this exchange requires. 

(At this point, Dr Prebble introduced the principals to the Professional Develop
ment Consultation Cycle. The PDC Cycle has been fully described elsewhere 
(Prebble, T.K. and D.J. Stewart, School Development: Strategies for Effective 
Management, Palmerston North: Dunmore Press, 1981) and cannot be discussed 
adequately in this publication. Briefly, it is a system of regular consultations bet-
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ween the principal and each senior member of staff whereby the latter keep the 
former informed on a regular basis about their plans and progress in their part of 
the school. The principal cannot be personally involved in every aspect of instruc
tional leadership throughout the school, but a system of middle management 
supervision such as the P.D.C. Cycle may help ensure that such leadership is being 
exercised). 
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