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1 conditions.

foday more than ever, principals
qare called upon o be strong
A educational  leaders. Qur oree
search (Hallinger and- Murphy 1982,
1985; Murphy et.all 1985) and cxpcnm :
cence stggest that principals ace un-
likely 1o -do so unless ar least three
conditiond are et First districe deci- -
sion makers miust “reduce the bartiers
that: keep privcipals from performing -
<1 thedr instructional leadership - role:
Second, _-instmétioml Teadérship must
be - defined i terms of ubsumi e
practices snd beliaviors {h&% P fils
can - implemnent. Third. &ssmsmun. _
methiods must genérate reliable, valid
data-on instructional Jeadership be: -
'&nfi hm\ il informizion: :
yals-can {thetr professional de-
vel(j_[ial‘riem. As g sélmoi istrices- plan
| development and -evilustion: pro--
Cgrams, they should provide these -

developing, coordinating, -and  imple:
menting curriculum, University-based
administrative cerdfication pr Ograms

Reducing’ Barrxers .
The first step is W remave ()153,4{1;.&1
tonal impediments. Four obstacles se-
rioushy ‘constraiiy principals from exer-

{mn; stroniy mxtux{mmi Jeadership: -
lackof kiiow]

of curriculuny and:
nstruction, ;amﬁn donal norms, dis-
iy o Ticc expectations, ;l'ndd-'zélr;:.
liversiy, B

Kriowledge (}f cury icathum mm‘ i

strzection. Educators have. long - @8-

surned that principals Have e wols o)

v, preparation as 3
swre it o pro-
pable ol an

t’lb !ii]{‘)l‘()\(ﬂ‘ Classroom sty {1(110” (G100

genérally deemphasize “curricutun
and instraction, and there is a-paucity

| of skillioriented . staflf -development |

programs [Or princ ipals: Thus;” new
strategies in the fekds of curricghum
aned instruction often remain -outside
their repertoires, and the instructional

“demﬁnaiiy
principals have
-_'been offered few ; |

|incentives and
have encoumered
many hazards for

provide sinstiuciional leadership be- )
vause: they were opice teachers them-
selves, Unfortunaie
‘teacher does not.

wk;é%a MOSE pnr{upai» possess upon

venturing into the

| school leadership
3 -domm

ing another’s reaching, helping teachs § 7
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| prmc:tpalﬁ deﬁmts'_m
'the mstmcti(mai

1 reates”

Cﬂttﬂﬂé}, administration dCl()ph\ OVer

o1 iy furiher wedkening their krowl
edge base for instructional Teadérship. - §
ss’mnal

Professiondl . viorins, me&:

_vxhuh wmte th'lt .t‘__

mtm m;div lr‘idt: {he

-‘\X;heziw Formmal - of - infornial,

sdepth-of principals’ classroom visita:

Kﬁ)m.rzc.,f é

ir duthunw ir th{:"
| areas of curricdlum and instruction for
_mmplmn(e by teachers on’ other -is-

' ' cradeofl s formalized in -
_ ihcollective bar-
ik aiéﬁxig- agreements negotiated by the
| -scbootboard and the superintendent,

these
_ result interritorial houﬂd .'
Uaries that limit the frequency and

ure fik §
'm.irmg?f:mem related problems
‘through quick,

“with- these

“ed with gender,

“tons as wellas thelr indliative in cfm-
_'stﬂ%ii}%, with' tu{h{:rs “about - instrac-

xpecmrzcms Fimt most diss
“ricts place a higher priority on mana-

gerial efficiency and politcal sability
thari ‘o instructional deadership s re-

flected in norfms implicitly understood

by -hoth principals and district office
:ad_nnmst;atom.,Przr;cxpalss reécetve few

rewards “from “the central office for
actively involving themsetves in curric-
alunt and instruction and suffer few

“sanctions if they ignore this donum

Conversely, central office supcwwns

1O address ((HTHHUIHH* or

H‘I‘ﬁ communicagions
to-the principal involved. Consistent
observations is the finding
that “promictons into  administrative
positions.are more frequently associat-
political clowt, and
district visibility than with instruction-
al leadership potential. Thus, the ad-

Aninisgrative norms in most school dis-
TS

remiforce professional reaties
negotiated with teachers, further in-
hibiting instrocrional keadership.

' Fig: 1. instructional Leadership Framework




Role . dzzwsm’ ' hdt the principal’s

Vv()l‘k(_ld\’ {.,ompmm nmm ‘briek, frag-
mmted intéractions ‘with h different ac
It uiﬁcult:.

tors is well documented.
[ for principalsto sdzedu ¢ the Oiiner-
supted blocks of time necéssary for.

|-plinning  and " assessing curricalam,
“observing less ns, and . conferencing
rs; InCaddition; weachers;
and - central” offices

“with tedchers
| -parents; students;
staff-hold widely’
ol the principal::
_mim andexped
mient -whatever  vision: the

di‘\ 112 t.“&p{(i&i]()i‘]‘s

may - be attemptms, 0 'ilmpt,_- m the'_

'_sch(x;é

_: :'Deﬁning Instmcnonal
‘Leadership -~ -

“Théfour hdrrmm 53 mstmmoml i 1d :

| ership just Cribe
plicated by fifth 0!
clear ‘definitio

The: “multiplicity - of
ions rend ) fmﬁ, i

1 cultto assc%-'prmczpalx on rols bnha\ O A

Tiorsif thesh behavia
‘defined Eoraummiv

regearch’

1 the principal’y key ‘instiuctional lead-
e{shxg} functions (see, eg.,- BoOssert. et

1982, Hailmg:,er nd Murphy 1985, .

. Haiims.r,er et al 1983, ‘abogmakm and
_.l«r&sm 1981, Stallings 19827

From our perspective, -the pringi- -
: -pc;lw role comprises three: dimensions
| of instructionial leadership activity:-de-
chool mission, managing

fining the’ :
the instrictional - program, -and pro-
1-moting the school learniing climate,

1 Eacl dirension conains spumc ioh

functions. For éxamiple, managing 11’1{3
1 instructional program consists of su-
S prervising and evaluating instruction,
1 coordinating ‘the - curriculum,

1-Each u;b function inclages & variety of

1 principal practices and behaviots- {see”

Hallinger and Murphy 1985 and Hal-

linger etal, 1983 tor more detail &bom_ '

:th;s framework),

= Definivg the SChoO] PEsSion. Instrac- E
car vision of

owhat ‘the school s trying to accom- -
- plish.” Defining - that ' mission entails
-} leading the staff in developing school:
| wide goals and communicating them

i tional feaders have a ¢

A6 the entiré: sthool commdniy, Ot

“Hfthe mission evolves a sense of pur-

wive not been
has
made ‘auh%mmtlal Progress in Geimmg,‘ :

‘mient by principals has
‘primar 1£V a8 supervis
tion of instruction, Research on effec:

tive schools and school improvement -

and -]
1 monitoring student progress hgo 1)

Principal involvemént it moitor

.pmse b}mmci bx e staff, studentx andl

conInTanity, wh:(h unites atl’

“sehiool’s activities. Schiool g,,oli aré |
: articulated ta promote hoth account: IR
-ability and instractcnal improvement. -

L Managing the instuctional  pro-
-grant. The principal works with staff in

areas specifically related 1o the evalua-

tic, céevda)pmcm and implementa |
'i.nstructé{m;._ :
manage-
been viewed

ticin-of “curriculum  and

Traditionally, - dinstructional

ion and Lwlu‘l«

indicates, however, that principals
should pay equal, if not greater, aien-
ticn fo two other relate
‘mandagemerit- fund

eas identified by the school disiei

student progress both within individ-

gl classrooms and across grades is an-

equally potent, but underemphasized,
ared of principal activity..
CPromoting a pusitive climate.

school learning climate refers 1o the |

forms amd attitudes of the staff and

territorial trgaims
| negotiated with
'teachers, and the

e Izlstrm,uoi'l.il“;_
s G0 dumtmg, 4
the curriculum  and - monitoring st -
dent progress, Pz‘mupnﬂs coordinate
| curriculum by ensfing that students |
feceive appropriate Ansteucien i ar

:_-mle eﬁ“&cuvely

_admmxstramrs fmm

expectannns,

carrying out this




1t is diffi _It m assess prmmpais on mle
' 1at have not been defined. . . . From
e the principal’s role compnses
ree dimensions of leadership activity:
lefining the school mission;. managing the
istructional program, and. promoting the
C aol learning climate.”

~studerits that influence lédraing in the
- school. Principals shape the leafning |
| ¢limaté diréctly and. mdlrutl\; by

& maintaining high’ visibility in ot
der o wn’lmuzmcue priorities and

model prmam:ms

@ creating # feward system that rein-
forces academic achievement and pro-
ductive effort; . .

#® establishing  clear, U{phu{ stai-
dards thatiembody the school’s expece

| rations of students;

® profecing instructional 1 tifne, az“.ad _
® s¢iecting and participating in

s
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high-quality staff development pro-
grams consistent with the school
mission

Assessing Instructional

The third condition necessary for prin-
cipals to exercise strong instructional
leadership 1s the availabilitv of reh-
able, vahd, usable methods for assess-
ing their leadership behaviors Ac-
cording to Duke and Suggmns (1985),
the type of evaluation data needed
varies with the purpose of the assess-
ment Where assessments are used for
personnel evaluation and other ac-
countability-ortented  purposes, the
data must meet spectfic legal and pro-
fessional standards of relabilitv and
validity (Latham and Wexlev 1981)
Few principal evaluation systems even
approach such standards, and the pro-
cedures used seldom meet the criteria
adminustrators must applv to the evalu-
aton of teachers Where assessments
are used only for professional im-
provement, there can be greater lee-
way 1n the nature of the data used

Methods of assessing mnstructional
leadership Supervisors can assess
principals’ skills through direct obser-
vation, mterviews, document analvsts,
and questionnaires Each method has
advantages and disadvantages

Use of direct observauon 1s being
pioneered 1n professional develop-
ment programs such as Peer-Assisted
Leadership (PAL) piloted at the Far
West Lab 1n San Francisco (Barnett and
Long 1986), where principals use the
results to help one another create
individualized professional develop-
ment programs It 15 a highlv ume-
consuming way to generate assess-
ment data, however Muluple
observations are needed to generate
vahd results For this reason, we view
direct observaton as a useful, but sup-
plementary, procedure n the princt-
pal evaluation process

Second, interviews with the princi-
pal, staff, and students can help super-
visors generate a picture of the princi-
pal’s instructonal leadership Again,
however, interviews are time consum-
mg and of limited validity when used
as the sole method of assessment

An underutilized method of gener-

aung data on prinapal instructional
leadership 1s the analvsis of school
documents Though again inadequate
as a single method of assessment, ana-
lvaing goal statements, newsletters,
memos, bulletins, meeting munutes,
and other school documents can pro-
vide a revealing picture of the princi-
pal’s concerns, priories, and commu-
nication stvle When combmed with
other data, the results of document
analysis can help principals reflect on
therr instructional leadership

Questionnaires mav be a ‘quick and
dirty wav to generate assessment
data, but thev are convenient, since it
generallv takes less ume to complete
and score them than to conduct a
single observauon Although question-
naires relv on the perceptions of staff
rather than on concrete observed be-
havior, numerous studies have found
that thev can provide relable, valid
data on managerial behavior (Latham
and Wexlev 1981)

We suggest that supervisors use a
combination of the four methods

Development of the Principal In-
structional Management Rating Scale
As district office admunistrators, we
were charged with developing a feasi-
ble svstem of principal assessment for
both accountabilitn and professtonal
improvement purposes We used the
framework summarized in this artcle
to develop an instrument that would
generate the needed assessment 1nfor-
mauon (Hallinger 1983) We defined
each job function 1n terms of specific
practices and behaviors To obtain crit-
ical job-related behaviors, we thor-
oughlv reviewed research examining
each mstructional leadership function
Similarlv, 1n our discussions with
school administrators we sought to
generate inductively the practices that
thev felt were criical to performing
each funcuon, translaung them nto
behaviorally anchored descriptions
(see Hallinger and Murphv 1985,
Latham and Wexlev 1981) The result-
ing Principal Instructional Manage-
ment Ratng Scale (PIMRS)! 1s a ques-
tionnatre mstrument that can be used
to assess principal nstructional lead-
ership behavior

The revised instrument contamns 50
statements about principal instruction-

“The PIMRS can be
administered to a
principal as a self-
assessment
instrument as well
as to supervisors
and teachers to
provide a broader
picture of the
principal’s
leadership.”
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“That most districts
place a higher
priority on
managerial
efficiency and
political stability
than on
instructional
leadership is
reflected in

norms implicitly
understood by both
principals and
district office
administrators.”

al leadership behaviors The practices
that make up each job function 1n the
PIMRS do not represent the full range
of behaviors necessarv for principals
to provide nstructional leadership,
rather, each job function contains a
representative sample of critical be-
haviors Respondents indicate the de-
gree to which thev percewe the princi-
pal has performed a particular pracuce
over the prior school vear (eg, the
extent to which ‘the principal uses
needs assessment or other methods to
secure staff input on the development
of school goals™) Respondents choose
their answers from a five-point Likert
scale "Almost Never” (1) to Almost
Alwavs’ (5) Figure 2 displavs the
items used to assess a principal’s per-
formance on “monitoring student

progress, which 1s a job funcuon of
““managing curriculum and
mstruction '’

The mstrument 1s scored by calcu-
lating the mean for each job funcuon
A high score on a funcuon indicates
active leadership 1n that area Princi-
pals who obtain high ratings across the
various job functions are percewved as
engaging 1n nstructional leadership
behaviors associated with principals in
effecive schools The PIMRS ratungs do
not, however, measure the qualitv of
principal nstructional leadership
Such assessments are best generated
through supplementarv observations
and interviews

The PIMRS can be administered to a
principal as a self-assessment mstru-
ment as well as to supervisors and
teachers to provide a broader picture
of the principal’s leadership The
choice of apprasers depends on the
purposes of the assessment When
professional improvement 1s the sole
concern, mstrument rehability and va-
hdity are not criucal 1ssues However,
greater care must be exercised when
collecung data as part of the evaluation
process At least three studies have
found the PIMRS to provide data on
prinaipal instructional leadership that
meet both legal and professional stan-
dards of relabilitv and vahduv (Hal-
hinger 1983, Hallinger and Murphy
1985, Krug 1986, O'Day 1984) To
maxmmize the relabiity of evaluation

results, we suggest that teachers, the
principal, and the supervisor complete
the PIMRS

District admnsstrators can also ag-
gregate mstrument results across the
dsstrict to plan staff development for
principals Figure 3 displays the in-
structional leadershup profile for a
group of 10 elementarv school princi-
pals as assessed bv their supervisors
The informauon contained 1n this pro-
file was corroborated bv the percep-
tions of teachers and the principals’
self-assessments using the PIMRS As a
group, these principals need to exam-
ine therr behavior in the areas of
communicating school goals, provid-
ing ncentves for teachers, and pro-
viding incentives for learning The
profile also suggests that district staff
development efforts in the areas of
supervision and evaluatton and curric-
ular coordination appear to be paving
off in terms of principal attention to
these job functions Thus, the results
of this assessment instrument were
used to evaluate indwidual principals

“The revised
[Principal
Instructional
Management Rating
Scales] instrument
contains 50
behavioral
statements about
principal
instructional
leadership
behaviors.”
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“We suggest that supervisors use a
combination of the four methods
[direct observation, interviews,
questionnaires, school document
analysis] when assessing principals’
instructional leadership.”

on thetr instructional leadership abili-
ties, to develop individual professional
improvement plans, and to plan and
evaluate district staff development
programs

Strengthening Principals’
Instructional Leadership
Traditionally principals have been of-
fered few incentives and have encoun-
tered many hazards for venturing into
the school leadership domain A weak
knowledge base in curriculum and
mstruction, fragmented district expec-
tations, territorial treaties negotiated
with teachers, and the diverse roles
played by the principal keep many site
adminsstrators from carrving out this
role effectively Thus, school districts
should not view principals’ deficits 1n
the instructional leadership domain as
a falhing but rather as an organizational
problem School districts can help
principals become stronger instruc-
tional leaders by

1 addressing the barriers noted
above through policies and staff devel-
opment trainng,

2 defining the nstructional leader-
shap role so that adminsstrators clearly
understand what 1s expected of them,
and

3 using an assessment system that

provides data on principal instructuon-
al leadershup that are both reliable and
vahd for accountability and useful for
professional improvement

The Principal Instructional Manage-
ment Rating Scale has a place m this
system When used mn conjunction
with traimning, this systematic, research-
based tool provides information prin-
cipals can use to idenufy areas for
their own professional development
and to make decisions regarding the
school program Dastricts can use the
instrument as part of their principal
evaluation systems and as a basis for
planning and evaluating their staff de-
velopment programs [

1 Researchers and school districts 1n-
terested 1n using the Principal Instructional
Management Ratung Scale should contact
Dr Philip Hallinger, 122 Pelhamdale Ave,
Pelham, NY 10803
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