If we are to create schools that are generative
and proactive places designed to fulfill the dual
purpose of enculturation and equal access to
knowledge, we must attend to the leader
behavior of school principals.

NOT “RAMBO,”
NOT HERO:

The Principal as
Designer, Teacher
and Steward

by Richard Andrews, Bill Berube
and Margaret P. Basom

Reflection on what makes a good leader and the tactics,
strategies and/or processes good leaders use is not new: Soc-
rates, Plato and Lac Tzu sponsored such issues. Almost every
pundit on the educational scene has a favorite tactic, strategy,
and/or process that will assure student success if only the prin-
cipal were to diligently practice the tactic, strateqy and/or
process. (Andrews, Basom and Basom, 1991) Some writers
who offer such antidotes, such as Glickman (1991}, suggest
that the role be weakly and narrowly defined and practiced as
“the coordinator of teachers as instructional leaders”. On the
contrary, a substantial group of researchers and writers (see for
example, Moe and Chubb, 1990; Andrews, Seder and Jacoby,
1986, Brookover and Lezotte, 1977; Cawelti, 1984; Edmonds,
1979, 1982, Lipham, 1981; Purkey and Smith, 1982; Andrews
and Soder, 1987; Mortimer 1989; Heck, Marcoulides and Lar-
sen 1990; Smith and Andrews, 1990; Andrews and Morefield,
1991, Bennis, 1989; and Senge, 1990) have concluded that due
to the relationship between leader behavior and organizational
productivity or the causal connection between principal behavior
and student achievement, to weakly or narrowly define the lead-
ership role of the school principal is also to weakly define the
treatment effect of schools in a positive direction, particularly for
children of color and children from poor families.

There are some fundamental notions that school adminis-
trators are obliged to do in a compulsory system of schooling.
Those who become educational leaders assume enormous
obligations under a compulsory schooling system in a democ-
ratic society. The most important obligation is to create good
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schools. Much debate has ensued since the beginning of our
schooling system about what is the purpose of schools and what
are the characteristics of good schaols. We concur with the two
fold purpose of schools as set forth by Gooedlad, Sirotnik and
Soder (1990)—enculturation and access to knowledge. Schools
are good, to the extent that they fulfill this dual purpose.

In regard to the first purpose, enculturation, public sup-
ported schools have been viewed as essential to induct youth
inte our culture. This induction process has historically been
stated as educating for responsibility as a parent, worker, and
citizen. Today, we must educate for self-actualization. Kerr
{1987) reminds us that valuing one's self, one's plans, hopes
and dreams and unigue abilities is a cultural achievement. To
maintain self-respect. then, means that education must initiate
children and youth into a culture that respects the culture of
their families. We must now think of enculturation as the extent
to which educators behave in schools to tap the uniqueness of
each child so that the child can maximize histher performance
and self-concept. Enculturation is the pursuit of excellence. By
excellence, we mean the extent to which the environment in the
school maximizes the performance of each child. Concerning
the second purpose, access to knowledge, the most frequently
and clearly articulated geal for schools is promoting intellectual
knowledge. There is a substantial body of evidence that sug-
gests children come to school after five to six years of treatment
in families where knowledge that is useful for success in school
is not equally distributed. Further opportunities to gain access to
use full knowledge is also not equally distributed in most
schools. Poor children and youth of color are on the short end
of the distribution in both cases. (see for example, Oakes, 1985,
Goodlad and Keating (eds.}, 1989; and Andrews and Soder,
1985) At the heart of the issue of access to knowledge is equity.
By equity, we mean the extent to which entry level differences
among groups of children {white versus children of color, afflu-
ent versus poor, single parent versus dual parent househalds,
etc.) are reduced over time. A schoal is instructionally effective,
then, in the extent to which the educators in the school behave
in ways that promote both excellence and equity in the perfor-
mance of students in the school.

To {ulfill this obligation, the most important task of educa-
tional leadership is to build a structure of relationships within
schools so that all children learn. There is little question that
the school principalship in the American schooling system is a
powerful social instrument that is either reactive, bureaucratic
and status quo oriented or generative, proactive and change
oriented. When school principals behave in a reactive, bureau-
cratic manner with a focus on keeping the status quo, they
seem to focus on being sure that bad things don't happen.
School principals must do more than just behave in such a way
that bad things do not happen; principals are obliged to behave
in ways that assure good things happen to all children. The
principalship is a tough, demanding job. The role is not for
those who aspire to lead out of a desire to control, or gain
fame, or simply to be at the center of the action, but for those
who want to design, teach and provide stewardship to create
conditions for higher levels of learning for the development of
our most precious resource—our children. (Andrews and
Berube, 1991, in press)

Principals must decide to behave in such a way that each
child in an elementary school will reach 6th grade on time with
the knowledge, critical-thinking and problem-solving skills nec-
essary to enter the secondary school experience, no matter
what. Every secondary school principal must decide that it is
his/her job to ensure that each secondary school student will
graduate from high school on time and with the knowledge,
thinking and problem-solving skills necessary to become a suc-
cessful, productive adult. Principals are obliged to decide that no
student will receive a decelerated remediation program or be
sent off te special education for learning problems unless hefshe
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is seriously handicapped. What do we know about principal
leader behavior in schools where the principal has made such
conscious decisions, where principals simply refused to accept
the idea that a single student will fail?

In 1979, Ron Edmonds started us down a path of research
and inquiry which became popularized as the “effective schools”
movement, At the heart of the movement was a focus on school
level conditions rather than teacher or student characteristics.
Over the past decade we have learned much about the condi-
tions in schools that promote learning for children, particularly
children of color and children who come from families who have
few resources to devote to school learning. An impressive body
of research worldwide [Mortimer (1990); Andrews et al., (1986;
1987; 1990); Creamers, et, al (1989); Heck, et al. {1990)] has
reaffirmed Edmonds’ original correlates of achievement (strong
leadership, high expectations, positive learning climate, fre-
quent monitoring of student progress, and clear goals). The
findings from this research support not only relationships but
causal connections between these correlates and the perfor-
mance of students, particularly poor children and children of
color. The single greatest predictor of children's performance in
school is teachers' perception of the quality of their workplace.
The single greatest predictor of teachers’ perception of the qual-
ity of instructional leader behavior of the school principal.

If we are to create schools that are generative and proac-
tive places designed to fulfill the dual purpose of enculturation
and equal access to knowledge, we must attend to the leader
behavior of school principals. Much has been learned over the
past decade or so about effective leader behavior. Does that
research tell us that the school principal should be “Rambo” or
the hero who "leads the school up the path of glory" or the guy
who comes sharply to mind with the statement, “make my
day™? No!

Not “Rambo” not hero, the principal of schaols in which all
children learn best is perceived by teachers as an instructional
leader. A leader who can gamer the resources so that the teach-
ers can play their important instructional role, have confidence in
the principal's knowledge of teaching and learning, can commu-
nicate a vision for the school, and behaves in such a way that
the vision is implemented day-in and day-out. Such leaders are
not heroes or "Rambos” but are designers and teachers, and
engage in the all important act of stewardship for the students in
the school. As designer, teacher and steward the principal's
behavior gets played out in four areas of strategic interaction
between teachers and the schaol principal. These four areas as
conceptualized by Smith and Andrews (1989) are communicator,
visible presence, resource provider, and instructional resource.

As communicator the principal provides the design for the
school. Organizational design is not moving boxes and lines
around on an organizational chart, but crafting the governing
ideas of purpose, vision, and core values by which people live.
Few acts of leadership have a more enduring impact on an
organization than building a foundation of purpose, vision and
core values. At the heart of purpose, vision, and core values are
beliefs—beliefs about people, about schooling, about leaming,
and about teaching. As communicator, the principal focuses the
conversation in a school around beliefs. The principal decides
whether the conversation will be one of power and hope or a
conversation as too many schools that can best be described
as kid and parent bashing. The conversation must com-
municate the vision in both formal and informal ways. That
vision needs to be one which has “the capacity to relate a com-
pelling image of a desired state of affairs—the kind of image
that induces enthusiasm and commitment in others" (Bennis
and Nanus, 1985, p. 33)—a vision in which teachers move from
having ideas that foster a self-reliant, congenial community
adapting to the circumstances it finds engulfing it, to a com-
munity of learners who feel empowered and who can generate
conditions of change, progress and hopefulness.
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Utilizing every opportunity to communicate the vision
should be a pricrity task for the building principal. Formal strate-
gies such as the use of public media, school newsletters, super-
vision conferences and faculty meetings are important and nec-
essary. The principal also needs to communicate through news-
paper articles along with presentations at local and national
meetings. Informal strategies which enhance communication of
the vision are also very important. Being obsessed with the mis-
sion by modeling a positive, strong work ethic will assist the prin-
cipal in this area. What the principal does is more important than
what the principal says. Providing informal opportunities for con-
versation on a cne on one basis will pay dividends. The principal
must become an active listener in order for the communication
process to work effectively in translating the vision. Where the
vision is not communicated, there is no vision. Where there is no
vision, there is no hope. When the vision is communicated effec-
tively, its presence is felt throughout the school and good things
happen for kids. “A dream that is not understood remains a
mere cccurrence. Understood, it becomes a living experience.”
(Bennis, 1991, p. 4) The principal's challenge as a communica-
tor is to make the dream understood.

As a visible presence, the principal greatly enhances the
probability that the vision will be communicated. Peters (1987)
explained visibility as management by walking around, the
vehicle that makes it possible for the principal to teach values
to every member of the schoaol. A principal does this by being
out and about in the school; informally visiting classrooms;
making staff development a priority; and, by modeling behav-
iors consistent with the vision, in other words, living and
breathing his/her beliefs about education. Consistent communi-
cation with all staff members, positive notes, quick responses
to requests, and filling in for staff members who need help are
examples of trust building activities that come from being avail-
able and accessible. On the other side of the coin, not tolerat-
ing unprofessional behaviors and caring enough to confront
are also products of visible presence that enhance the vision-
keeping role of the principal. What the principal chooses to
reward, to natice, to recognize, puts into operation the core val-
ues of the school. It is through this process that the design—
the dream, the vision—becomes realized. This is the act of
stewardship, the keeping of the dream. The principal's visible
presence enables the creation and maintenance of the attitude
that he/she cares for the people he leads and the larger pur-
pose of mission of the school. Enthusiasm and commitment to
a dream is catching. A consistent visible presence is the foun-
dation for trust building, a necessary component for a learning
community to build proactive generative school culture.

As resource provider and instructional resource, the princi-
pal performs the role of head teacher. by helping everyone gain
insightful views of current reality. By facilitating the
teaching/learning process through needed resources, the princi-
pal enhances the productivity of the staff and thus the achieve-
ment of all students. Those resources may vary according to
the needs of individuals within the school. For some, it might be
as simple as a note or a kind word of encouragement, for others
help in sponsaring a school activity, for still others it might be as
a listener or intensive counseling. The principal must release
time for teachers seeking to observe other teachers, tuition for
attending classes, in house study groups, support for individual
projects, dollars for equipment or other more tangible forms of
support. In essence, the principal becomes a broker of teach-
ers, their ideas and expertise. The principal's role is not to be all
knowing about all topics, but to know the teachers, their
strengths and needs in order to make appropriate matches. The
principal must empower teachers to become more responsible
for their learning by encouraging and providing guidance or
other resources as needed. The principal then becomes a mas-
ter coach, a communicator whose goal is to enable teachers to
grow through introspection of themselves as teachers. This is
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nothing more than what goed teachers do with students. The
principal as instructional/resource provider is a model teacher.

We have come a long way in understanding the purposes
of schools and what makes schools work for all children. We
have a clear sense of what we must do if schoals are going to
overcome the resistors to change. Clearly, good schools
demand good leaders—Ileaders who behave in such a way that
teachers buy into the dream that all children can learn, accept
no failures and promote success for all. Schools do make a dif-
ference. Let us resolve to do what is necessary 10 be sure that
all children have the opportunity to learn in a school in which
the school principal knows what he/she wants, communicates
those intentions, and provides the necessary design for it to
happen. A school where principals see themselves as teachers
of others, provide the necessary stewardship for people in the
arganization, and for the larger purpose of enculturation and
equal access to knowledge. A school that is empowered.
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