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Abstract
Over the past two decades, there has been 2 growing concern in many western
industrialised countries over the failure of schools to provide students with the quality of
education needed to compete in today’s global workforce. Responding to these concerns, many
educational policy makers initiated reform in the hopes of improving educational outcomes. In
the early 19805, most educational reform efforts focused on increasing central bureaucratic
control of education. Research showed that these early reform efforts were not very successful. In

order to be i that i reform efforts must focus less on

stricter bureaucratic control, and more on giving control to the individual school site. In the mid-
to-late 1980s, decentralization of school systems became a popular reform strategy. One such

form of ization is the i ion of site-based (SBM). SBM is a

process which gives teachers, parents, community representatives and students more control in
managing their local schools. The structure that SBM usually takes is that of a local governing,
decision making or advisory committee, commonly referred to as a school council.

The first paper of this folio focuses on the history of school councils in Atlantic Canada.
Each of the four Atlantic provinces has their own unique justifications for adopting school
councils and SBM as an educational reform strategy, but there are common factors which seem
to have influenced their decisions. All four provinces heavily relied on research conducted

elsewhere which supported SBM and school councils as an effective reform strategy. These

provinces also responded to the public’s general dissatis ion with i and
to parental and public pressure for more voice in education. It is too early to tell if their decision

to adopt this reform strategy was the right one.



The second paper of this folio discusses the impacts, both positive and negative, that
SBM and school councils have on education in general. The literature in this area is ambiguous,
and the research mixed. In general, research has not shown that parental and community
involvement in a decision making capacity; i.e., through school councils, has had a positive
effect on student achievement. Research does support, however, using school cou.cils as a
means for promoting other types and levels of parental and community involvement, which

could have positive effects on student achievement.

Many blame the i i of SBM and school councils on poor
implementation procedures and / or lack of support for their proper maintenance. Policy makers
have been criticized for setting up structures which have the potential to be quite effective, and

then not itting to providing the time or support needed to sustain them. Critics

question the real purpose of SBM and school councils, suggesting that this reform strategy was
chosen simply as a cost efficient and popular response to public pressure for reform.

The third paper of this folio discusses the impact that SBM and school councils have on
the role of the principal. This reform strategy alters the context of schooling significantly.
Schools have become more democratic, with more and more people becoming involved in their

The iti control oriented ip style of the principal is not congruent,

nor effective in this new environment. Principals need to adopt a more democratic, facilitative,
collaborative style of leadership if they wish to be effective leaders of site-based managed

schools.



Paper # 1 of Paper folio

History of Site-Based Management
and School councils in Atlantic Canada



Introduction

For almost two decades, concemns over ion have received i ing attention in

most western industrialised countries. It has become widely recognized that traditional
educational systems are failing and reform, for the purpose of educational improvement, is
urgently needed (House, 1992). There are various means of achieving this reform, one of which
is through the introduction of school councils. This paper focuses on the history of school
councils in Atlantic Canada, but before doing so, it takes a brief look at the history of educational
reform in North America.
History of Educational Reform in North America

Contemporary educational reform began in North America with the release of the
commissioned report A Nation at Risk, released by the United States’ government in 1983.

‘Through this document, the United States” called for major i reform to

address its economic problems and to help maintain its place as a leading nation. Steinberg
(1996) called 4 Nation at Risk “the rallying document for the current school reform movement™
(P47

Subsequent to the release of A Nation at Risk (1983), educational reform went through
two principal movements, ofien referred to as waves (Cistone, 1989; Griffiths, 1993). The first

wave of the reform movement in the early 1980s consisted of major state level legislation,

rules and ions expected to be i at the local school or school district
level. Reform was by ities, in all areas of ion such as
curricula, i it ing, and teacher certi ion and training. Legisl: ‘wanted to see

higher academic standards for students, assessed by state-wide basic competency tests, and



higher teaching standards for teachers, assessed through standardized tests and stricter standards
for teachers entering the teaching profession (Cistone, 1989; Griffiths, 1993). This first wave of
reform was not very effective (Griffiths, 1993), and the public began sensing that these mandated
efforts were not resulting in the positive educational outcomes sought (Carlson, 1996; David,
1989; Goodlad, 1984).

The second wave of i reform had its ions in three national reports

released in the United States; The Carnegie Report, A Nation Prepared, Teachers for the 21st
Century (1986); Tomorrow's Teachers: A Report of the Holmes Group (1986); and The
Governors Report, Time for Results(1986). One of the many recommendations stemming from
these reports was for restructuring of schools and the adoption of school site management
(Griffiths, 1993). Subsequent to these reports, emphasis on reform shifted from greater
bureaucratic control to reform through restructuring schools and school systems. Restructuring,
generally defined as broad systemic changes in an organization, including changes in the roles

and ilities of its and in its izati and g (Carlson,

1996), soon became a major educational reform strategy in North America.
The second wave of reform has been described by many writers as a reaction to previous
reform efforts that have failed. Conley (1989) wrote: “Recommendations made during the second
phase of the reform movement were in large part a reaction to the centralizing tendencies of the
early proposals” (p. 366). David (1989) reinforced this idea, “Current interest is a response to
evidence that the education system is not working and, in particular, that strong central control
actually diminishes teachers’ morale and, correspondingly, their level of effort” (p. 45). Carlson

(1996) wrote: “School restructuring in many ways grew out of the perceived problems with



educational bureaucracies and failures of previous efforts at school reform™ (p.239). Schedd
(1988) described the second wave: “With remarkable swiftness, the debate over how to ‘reform”

American public education has shifted from ies that would have the

bureaucratic controls that boards and central ini: exercise over their i to

strategies designed to ‘empower” those very same subordinates” (p.409). Cistone (1989) wrote
that “Interest in restructuring stems from a growing conviction that education reform efforts, to
be productive and substantial, must be targeted to the individual school and the creation of

and izati that will imize the i of

the school center” (p.363).

One of the strategies that became popular as a means to accomplish restructuring is
known as site-based management (SBM). Other terms used interchangeably with SBM include
school-based management, shared decision making (SDM), school-site management, school-

centred shared g , site-based decisi king and

decentralization (Cistone, 1989; Herman & Herman, 1993).

Site-based management has been defined in various ways in the literature.
Herman (1990) describes it as “a structure and process which allows greater decision making
power related to the areas of instruction, budget, policies, rules and regulations, staffing, and all
‘matters of governance; and a process which involves a variety of stakeholders in the decisions

related to the local individual school building” (p.3)-

Hiatt (1994) wrote: “School i site-based in which
school districts return control to school sites. Each school is to have a governing board whose

membership must include a majority of local school parents. This governing board would



determine curriculum, create budgets, hire faculty, and organize the school facilities, students
and faculty. This movement holds pwomise to restore local parental control” (p. 37).

Reitzug and Capper (1996) dlefine it as “ the devolution of decision-making authority
from the district level to the individual school site. SBM is the most recent (and perhaps, most

promoted) in a long history of orgamizational participatory decision making initiatives. Its

primary objective is to bring about ssigni change in ional practice by providing school
staffs sufficient autonomy from extemal regulation to modify and restructure services
traditionally mandated from above and, by alleviating the morale-diminishing and effort-
reducing effect of strong central con:trol” (p.56).

Gamage, Sipple, and Partridge (1996) describe SBM as “ a pragmatic approach to a

formal alteration of the bureaucratic model of school ini with a more
structure. This form of izatjon identifies the indivi school as the primary unit of
p and relies on the redi ion of decision making authority through which

improvements in the schools are stirnulated and sustained. It is believed that democratic
devolution leads to more effective decision making resulting in increased autonomy, flexibility,
productivity and accountability” (p.24).

Essentially then, SBM can be defined as a process which allows teachers, parents,
community representatives and stud=ents more control in managing their local schools. It gives
them more power to make decisions- based on their local needs, and more authority to govern

over a wide range of educational issmes. SBM makes schools more autonomous, democratic and

accountable. Its ultimate goal is to imcrease school i and student



School Councils

The structure that SBM usually takes is that of a local governing / decision making or
advisory committee, commonly referred to as a school council. The composition of these
councils varies across regions. They may include some or all of the following: teachers, pareats,
school administration, support staff, community representatives, and students. These councils
meet regularly to discuss and make decisions on educational issues pertinent to their school. The
amount of authority and decision making power accorded to them could range from advisory
status only, to full fledged authority. Their mandates could include anything from fundraising to
hiring and firing staff (David, 1996).

House (1992) defines a school council as “a legislated school-level administrative
committee structure enabling representatives of the local school community to have a real voice
in educational decision making. This council serves as the primary forum at the school level and,
as the mechanism for implementing shared decision making, is the key feature for the
decentralization of authority over the management of the local school” (p.43).

This paper discusses the rationale behind the decisions of the four Atlantic Canadian
provinces to adopt school councils as a means to educational reform.

The Move Towards School Councils in Atlantic Canada

Each of the four Atlantic provinces set up commissions or task forces to examine their

respective educational systems, focusing particularly on their structure. They released reports on

their findings, drafted proposals and called for legislation based on their reports. Generally,

were put forth for systems by reducing the number of

school boards and by establishing school councils in each school. The most comprehensive



report was Newfoundland’s Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Delivery of programs and

services in Primary, and ion Our Children, Our Future released in

1992. New i Ce ission on in ion released a issi

report that same year entitled Schools for a New Century (1992). Prince Edward Island released
their final report on the structure and governance of the PEI education system entitled Towards

Excellence in 1993, and in 1995 Nova Scotia’s Department of Education released a White Paper
on restructuring the education system entitled Education Horizons.

All four provis made ions to have school councils introduced in each

school. The provinces have embraced the idea of using school councils as a strategy of

educational reform. They believe that by i ing parental and ity i in

schools, and decentralizing some decision making power to the local school level, schools will
be more effective and educational improvement will occur. The Atlantic provinces have drafted
proposals, followed by legislation which allows parents and other community representatives to
take part in school level decision making, and to play an advisory role in school-related issues.
Rationale behind school council introduction in Prince Edward Island

Educational reform work began in July, 1990, when the government of PEI established

the Cabinet C i on G Reform. The i goal was to find out how to

restructure government to meet the needs of the next century. Education was one area to be

examined. In February, 1991, a i ing members of the

was set up to identify key issues. In June, 1991, the committee submitted a report entitled
Education for the 90s and Beyond. Four key areas were identified for study, structure being one

of them. In July, 1991, a task force on education was set up to examine and report on the issues



discussed in this report. The task force held public ions, and itted its

own report in March, 1992. This report contained many recommendations including a call for a
new four-level structure of governance. The four levels would be: elected councils at each
school, elected regional boards, a central agency to take over some functions from the regional

boards and the anda of In response to this task

force recommendation, the Ministry of i i a Steering Cq ittee to oversee

work groups, each focusing on different aspects of the task force report. A workgroup on
structure and accountability reported that basic structural and governance issues needed to be
further examined. In February, 1993, a study on the structure and governance of the PEI
educational system was initiated and the report Towards Excellence was released in June, 1993.
The purpose of the study was to identify and examine all aspects of the structure and governance

issue, carry out research and data collection, consult with various stakeholders in education,

develop sound options, and finally, the most i and
administrative model for PEI (Fogarty, 1993).
Work on the report Towards Excellence (1993) included informal and formal

the education system, on-site research, theoretical research, literature

reviews, and a review and analysis of documents from earlier reform initiatives, such as those
carried out by the task force and work groups. Findings from this study, which is based upon two
years of educational reform work in PEI, follow.

Public concerns raised during discussions of educational reform in PEI tended to focus on
structure, accountability and consistency. There was public unease that no one was in control of
the education system, and roles and responsibilities within it were too vague. There was a general
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belief that the centralized structure was not accountable overall, many parts of the system being
accountable to no one. Many felt that there was not enough focus on monitoring and evaluating
the efficiency and cost effectiveness of the system. The public called for greater consistency. It
was felt that the curriculum was not based on goals and outcomes, but rather on teaching

materials available. The public wanted to see goals defined and standards of excellence set and

measured. More emphasis on ion for i i and results was called
for.

During consultations, it was also revealed that the people of PEI were dissatisfied with
the hierarchical nature of schools and school boards. Schools were not parent friendly, and
boards were accused of acting in the system’s interest rather than that of the public. People felt
that the whole system was too passive about the quality of education and service it was
providing. They wanted a more open education system responsive to the public it served, elected
regional school boards which listened to their needs and wants, and finally, they wanted to
participate in education at the regional and local school level.

It became apparent as well that the roles and responsibilities of the school were changing.
Schools were expected to take on a broader, more custodial role, providing for example, health
and social services. Schools gradually were taking over responsibilities formerly held by parents
and the community. It was felt that the role of schools should be expanded to serve the needs of
not only its students, but also of the larger community, and this broader role should be reflected
in its governance structures. Better links between schools, parents, service providers and
communities were needed, and the school advisory council was recommended as the preferred

means to achieve this. “A school advisory body offers some potential benefits, as a vehicle for



these various services to more effectively tailor the specific services and resources available in
each community to the unique needs of the school” (Fogarty, p.41).
According to the committee’s research review, participation through school councils “has
been widely shown to have major educational benefits” (Fogarty, p.41). Rationale for
recommending the establishment of school councils in every school can be summed up in this

statement, “We can no longer afford to let schools wall off from their

The school is such a valuable community resource, the community in turn is such a valuable
school resource, and parental participation is so vital to the quality of education, that action must
be taken to develop strong partnerships between every school and its community”(Fogarty, p.71).
‘The committee’s recommendation # 31 calls for legislation in the School Act which would
mandate the establishment of school advisory councils in every school in the province of PEI
(Fogarty, 1993).

Based on the ions in Towards school councils were introduced

through the Education Act in September, 1993 (Collins, 1998).
Rationale behind school council introduction in Nova Scotia

Nova Scotians province wide were consulted on educational matters in 1991-1992 by the

Select C¢ ittee on ion of the Nova Scotia Legi: again in 1993 during
government’s 30-60-90 economic initiative, and in early 1994 through the Department of
Education’s Strategic Plan. In June 1994, a discussion paper was released outlining proposals on
how to address previously identified concerns. This led to a white paper on restructuring the
education system entitled Education Horizons published by the Nova Scotia Department of

Education in February, 1995. This document addressed the concerns of Nova Scotians and



their ion system with the goal of offering a higher quality education

for Nova Scotia’s students. Along with ing school boards, g proposed the

establishment of school councils which would allow parents, teachers, students, and community
members to participate more fully in educational matters. The reasoning behind the
recommendation for school councils in Nova Scotia, as outlined in the white paper Education
Horizons, follows (Nova Scotia, 1995).

One of the first issues addressed in this document is the changing world. Traditional

patterns of work and ‘were being and social and cultural issues were

becoming more complex. Educational policies and practices had to keep up with these changes.
Students needed to be highly educated with teamwork skills, literacy and mathematical abilities,
problem solving skills and technology application skills. Through consultations, Nova Scotians
revealed concerns that the education system was not adequately preparing graduates with these
skills needed to compete in the global marketplace. They felt that educational standards were too

low and higher ions were needed. Ct ions with teachers, ini parents,

students, business and community representatives in 1994 revealed that these groups understood
that change was needed in their education system to make it more adaptable and responsive to
the rapidly changing environment. These groups also indicated that they wanted to be a part of
that change, being given more influence over the programs, services and decisions that affect
them. One of the themes that emerged from the consultations was that students, parents, teachers

and business / community representatives should be given a greater role in the education system,

through is in decisi king and icipation on school councils. At this time, the
school system was very centralized, with most decision making authority residing with school
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boards or the De of ion. This ized structure limited i

participation and input of parents, community members, students, and even teachers in school
related matters. Those consulted felt that school councils, composed of elected representatives
working in an advisory capacity, yet with some direct responsibilities, would allow all
stakeholders more voice in school decision-making, and allow them to be part of the school
improvement process. “The school, in partnership with parents and the community, should have
primary responsibility for student learning. To effectively and efficiently exercise that
responsibility, schools, parents and the community must be given sufficient authority to make
decisions through school councils” (Education Horizons, 1995, p.25).

Nova Scotians felt that school councils would represent the community, be accountable to
the community, and provide input on local community needs and goals. Councils would also
enable schools to provide more health and community-related services, and be the means for

better communication, coordination, and planning to meet students’ needs. “Stronger links

between schools and their ities will improve icati decision-making, and
which are essential i it in achieving the vision of | i school
improvement”(Education Horizons, 1995, p.25).

The government felt that improving the structure of the education system would enable
them to reach their goal of higher quality education, and they stated in their white paper that
improving the system begins with creating effective schools. Effective schools were defined as
ones where all education partners work together to create the best learning environment possible,
where students are active learners, parents participate in decision-making, teachers are

as i have adequate authority, schools are accountable, and




are given i ity as partners. The government wanted to avail of
the expertise, energies and interests of parents, teachers, students and the community in the
creation of these effective schools, so they recommended the establishment of school councils.
School councils would advise on school related matters, have some input into decision-making,
and also be given certain direct responsibilities. This decision to establish school councils was
part of government’s overall restructuring plan to create a more efficient and cost-effective
system in a time of declining fiscal resources (Education Horizons, 1995).

Subsequent to the release of the white paper, proposed the i of

school advisory councils, and in 1995, they were mandated through the Education Act (1995).

Rationale behind school council introduction in New Brunswick

In 1991, the C: ission on in ion was created in the

province of New Brunswick with the purpose of “fostering excellence in education, training and
human resource development in New Brunswick through a broad consultative process” (Schools
for a New Century, 1992, p.7). The commission distributed an issues paper, and consultations
around the province were held over a five-month period. The commission did not have the time
nor the money to conduct its own research, but it consulted published studies of research
conducted on this continent and elsewhere. In 1992, a commissioned study entitled Schools for a
New Century was released which recommended changes for the education system. Many
concerns and issues were raised, as well as resulting recommendations (Schools for a New
Century, 1992).

Public consultations revealed an emerging feeling in New Brunswick that significant
change was needed in the education system. Schools were not perceived to be doing enough to

12



foster students” full development. They were being blamed for students” lack of social skills and
moral values, and lack of skills needed to lead productive and successful economic lives.
Standards and expectations were too low; the basics were no longer sufficient. Children needed
to be challenged to think critically and creatively. These deficiencies were not totally blamed on
the organizational structure of the school system, although there was a general consensus that
improving the structure could lead to some improvement.

New Brunswickers consulted in this report felt that there should be more focus on the

with the social ibilities of schools being delimited. Schools could not be

expected to do everything for everyone and certainly could not do it alone. Teachers needed to be
freed from many of the custodial and social responsibilities that they had taken on over the years
and their primary focus should be on educational goals and the curriculum. The commission
expressed the opinion that there should be a shift towards shared authority, with teachers in

particular being given more voice in decisions that affect them and their students. Parents,

trustees, community, business and labour leaders,
government agencies, and the department of education must also take their share of
responsibility. “In order for the public school system to fulfil its mandate, education has to be a
societal project, through which many groups forge alliances to create the common cause and
provide the human and material resources that are necessary” (Schools for a New Century,
1992).

Although there were already educational partnerships in place in New Brunswick,

through the Home and School Association and the Comité de Parents, the degree of parental and

was not i the system. The ission heard from
13



parents and others that they wanted to be allowed to participate more in the education system.

Many parents felt that their participation was not by the schools. The
commission expressed the opinion that parents must assume greater respousibility for the
education of their children and that schools and the education system must be more open and
inviting to parents who wish to get involved. They felt that a structure was needed to facilitate

parental and i icipation in ion, and to ensure i and

throughout the system, the structure agreed upon should be formalised through legislation. Based
on these reasons, recommendation number 36 of this report called for school advisory

to be i by legislation. Their duties would include such things as

participation in goal setting; discussion and advice on curri school
and the community use of the school; liaison with the community, school boards and
government; and the training of volunteers to work in the schools. Following this commissioned
report, the government released a Report to Parents (1996) calling for parents to get involved in
education through School Parent Committees and District Parent Advisory Councils. In 1996,
legislation was passed requiring school council implementation in every school (New
Brunswick, 1992).
Rationale behind school council introduction in Newfoundland

Before educational reform took place in Newfoundland, the educational system was
based on a top-down model, where decision making power was held by central authorities

(D of ion, D¢ inati ion Councils, district level school boards)

with little or no local school input (House, 1992). There were many indications that parents in

Newfoundland felt isolated from the school system. They felt intimidated when approaching



teachers and principals, frustration at being unable to influence the system, helpless when dealing
with children’s learning problems, and some even felt that schools were discouraging parental
involvement. It was thought by many that the bureaucratic nature of the education system was
the cause of these feelings (Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, 1994). There were also
declining enrolments in schools due to a declining population in the province. This was
particularly the case in rural Newfoundland, where many people had to move to larger centres or

out of the province to look for work. Two studies of Newfoundland’s education system,

ion for Self-Relic (1986) and ion and Labour Market training (1990), both
noted the importance of an education system that is tailored to the needs and lifestyles of
Newfoundlanders living in outports, as well as those living in towns (House, 1992).

The Newfoundland school system was also cost-i i Itwasa

education system with twenty-seven school boards. There were many redundancies within the
system, including duplication of resources. Bussing costs alone were a big concern. In many
communities, children did not attend schools closest to their homes, rather they were bussed to

schools further away so that they could be educated in their own religion.

A study of the ion system was issi and in 1992,

's Royal C ission report in ion was released. It was the most ambitious,

comprehensive report on education of the four Atlantic provinces. It reviewed studies on the

Newfoundland education system and made ions for reform. According to the Terms
of Reference for this Royal Commission’s study, some concerns to be addressed were: ()
increasing demands for continued improvement in the quality of education; (ii) geographic and
demographic realities which were resulting in small schools and declining enrolments; and (iii)
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the effectiveness and cost-efficiency of the province’s school system. Along with studying
Newfoundland’s education system, chapter six of this report included research on school
councils in North America and elsewhere. One of the Royal Commision’s recommendations
stemming from these educational studies and reviews was for a decentralized education system
that included the establishment of school councils. The commission concluded:
“A single centrally administered system with no local decision making or advisory
structures, and no value placed on participation by parents or other community members,

is not designed to adapt to the needs of indivi school ities. A less

system that included and valued public participation at every level (school, district and
central) could use local level decision making through school councils, to mobilize all the
support needed for an effective education system. This structure would be well suited to
the difficulties of the thinly-populated rural areas of the province” (p.54).
The Royal Commission® report states several general reasons why school councils are
advantageous, including benefits such as increased accountability of schools, increased parental

and ity i in ion, an increase in local problem solving strategies, and a

more ion system. The ission also school council
implementation based on a 1986 survey on public opinion about denominational education,

‘which showed that people in placed more i on having their children

attend school in the community than in their own religion. House advocates that school councils
could represent all members of the larger community, including people of different religious

denominations, ensuring that all the various groups at the ity level could be

(House, 1992).



Subsequent to the release of the Royal Commission’s report were other reports
recommending the establishment of school councils. In 1993, Adjusting the Course:
Restructuring the School System for Educational Excellence was released, followed by Adjusting
the Course Part Two: Improving the Conditions for Learning (1994). Pilot school councils were
set up in seven schools across Newfoundland and two reports stemming from these were released
in October, 1995 and November, 1996. Steering committees on school council implementation

were also i to examine i issues, and articles on the matter were

published.
The Steering Committee on School Council Implementation (1994) supported the
establishment of school councils. The committee felt that there were philosophical, social, and

political ;rgummG supporting the rights of parents to advocate on their children’s behalf. They

also felt that at a time when ’s economy was dwindling, and ition for
scarce resources was increasing, schools could depend more and more on the public support of
parents and the community. They felt that school councils could be the forum for engaging this
support.

Collins, Harte & Cooper (1994) linked school councils with school board restructuring in

The decided to because of declining

enrolments due to a declining population, parental and public pressure for reform, and economic
concerns. They decided to consolidate the twenty-seven school boards into ten, and closed or
slated for closure several schools. One of the effects of this restructuring was the need and the

demand for school councils. “The move to larger school boards and the increase in the number

and ic distribution of schools, i a structural change that will enable local



input in decision-making. For the system to work effectively, site based management must be
embraced”(Collins, Harte & Cooper, 1994, p.4).

Collins (1995a) that legislation and ion of school councils could be

powerful moti for ping and ing parental i . Parental i

could be more effective when parents are given a variety of roles to play, and when the
involvement is better planned, more comprehensive, and longer lasting, as would be the case
with a school council.

The culmination of all this research on school councils was the introduction of legislation
in 1996 which mandated the establishment of school councils in every school in Newfoundland.
Summary

Though each of the four Atlantic provinces have their own unique justifications for
recommending the establishment of school councils, there are common factors which seem to
have influenced their decisions to introduce councils. Parents and interested members of the

general public were ing i ing dissati: ion with ion systems and their

outcomes. They were pressuring school boards and of ion to ize to
give parents and other community members more voice in education, particularly at the school
level. Educational administrators needed to find an effective reform strategy which was not too
costly and which would be satisfactory to parents and other community members. Because the
Atlantic provinces do not have a substantially large research budget, nor can they rely ona
national ministry of education, they looked to other, more progressive provinces and more
progressive countries for input into their own decisions. All four provinces heavily relied on

research conducted elsewhere. Research coming from the United Kingdom, the United States,



Australia and other parts of Canada indicated that restructuring education systems to give greater
local autonomy to schools and their respective communities could help to improve those schools,

and ultis lead to i i (House, 1992). Educators and policy

‘makers in the Atlantic provinces began valuing the potential benefits of school councils,
particularly at a time when financial resources were lacking, and they chose to adopt them as an

strategy of i reform ( ion Horizons, 1995; Fogarty, 1993; Schools for

a New Century, 1992; Steering Committee on School Council Implementation , 1994).

This decision by Canadian provinces, including the Atlantic ones, to adopt SBM as an
educational reform strategy has been criticized. Peters (1997) believes that Canadian provinces
adopted this reform strategy from other countries without fitting it into the Canadian context. He
accuses provincial governments of opting for SBM based on their financial situation at the time.
He believes that SBM is a response, not to the public’s dissatisfaction with education, nor to a
public outcry for higher student achievement, but a response to their own fiscal situation. He
states that the move toward SBM “is more of a political expedient to co-opt public support for
public education at the same time as the purse strings are being tightened and financial resources
to schools are being curtailed” (Peters, 1997, p.17).

School councils in Atlantic Canada have been in place for a relatively short period of

time, and there is thus far not enough research done to determine if they will have a lasting,

meaningful impact on student achil or school imp in general. as
opposed to many school councils elsewhere, school councils in Atlantic Canada and across most
of the country are accorded advisory status only. School councils in New Brunswick have
significant advisory roles at the school and district level, but in Newfoundland, Prince Edward
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Island and Nova Scotia their advisory roles are fairly limited (Collins, 1998). Peters (1997)
questions the mandate of advisory councils: “If they are purely advisory in nature, will they be

able to sustain the interest and the i ofa i broad-based i so that

they do not simply become special interest groups focused solely on narrow aspects of the
school’s operation? (Peters, 1997, p.18)”. From this author’s experience as an educator in
Newfoundland, it seems that school councils in this province have not yet had the opportunity to
delve into major school improvement initiatives. Faced with major restructuring of the education
system, many school councils in Newfoundland have focused a large part of their time rallying
support from parents to fight school district’s decisions to close schools or to cut back on
programs. Many have not yet had the opportunity to focus on curriculum issues or school
improvement, dedicating a lot of their energies to simply remaining viable.

Although the reason for their establishment may be in question, school councils have
been legislated in all four Atlantic provinces, and are probably going to exist for quite a while.
The amount of decision making authority accorded to them could increase or decrease over the
years, depending on their effectiveness and public pressure. Only time will tell whether they will

be a successful reform strategy leading to higher student achievement.
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Paper # 2 of Paper Folio

The Impact of Site-Based Management
and School Councils on Education



Introduction
During the mid-to-late 1980s and early 1990s, many jurisdictions across North America

and decided to their i systems as a means to educational reform.

Restructuring took on many forms, including centralizing some aspects of educational systems,
while decentralizing others. One such type of decentralization that received widespread attention
is site-based management (SBM). Support for SBM was abundant in educational literature at this
time. Research suggested that by engaging teachers, parents, community representatives, and
even students in managing schools, and giving them more input into local decision-making,
schools would be more accountable and student achievement would increase. In many
Jjurisdictions, educational policy makers legislated the establishment of school councils as the
structure used to implement SBM in schools.

Is SBM an effective means to i reform? are now ing that

school councils and SBM are not as effective as educators hoped they would be (Conway and
Calzi, 1996; Gleason, Donohue, and Leader, 1996; Guskey and Peterson, 1996). While research

still strongly supports the benefits of parental and ity i in ion (Collins,

1995; Fullan & Quinn, 1996), research has not shown that parental and community involvement
in a decision making capacity i.e., through school councils, has had a positive effect on student
achievement (David, 1996; Leithwood, 1998; Parker, 1999; Sheppard and Devereaux, 1997).
This paper explores SBM and school councils, discussing both the positive and negative
impacts they have had on education, as well as problems associated with them. It begins with a

discussion of the purpose of SBM and school councils.



Purpose of SBM and school councils

The ultimate purpose of SBM and school councils is increased student achievement.
Trying to show, however, whether SBM through school councils directly leads to increased
student achievement is very difficult. For one thing, there are innumerable factors which affect
student achievement, and trying to show a direct link between it and SBM and school councils is
complex. The literature on SBM and school councils is also ambiguous. SBM is described in so
many different ways, and to varying degrees across countries and within, that studying its overall
effects has not been easy. Most of the literature consists of articles advocating SBM based on an
individual school’s or school district’s success stories, and there are relatively few longitudinal
studies on SBM and school councils (Bauer, 1988).

The purpose, itself, has also been questioned. Some writers suggest that SBM and school
councils are political ends in themselves, and not a means to desired ends such as increased
student achievement. David (1996) suggests that there are often underlying motives behind

SBM, “less lofty aims, such as i and di: school boards, creating the

illusion of reform without investing additional resources, putting a positive spin on central office
downsizing by calling it decentralization, or simply trying to shift the blame for failure to the
school itself ” (p.6). Leithwood and Menzie (1997) accuse school systems and governments of
using site-based management as “a popular symbol of progressive and responsive practice within
a public rhetoric of improving student achievement™ (p.48). They suggest that there are perhaps
other faster and more direct reform strategies available. Leithwood (1998) took an even harsher
stance when he wrote that school councils “may well stand in the way of enhancing student
achievement” (p.34) and “evidence mounts that school councils are more complicated to

implement and, by itself, less powerful a source of school improvement than its advocates



suggest” (p.35). Ken Jesse, ina ion to Alberta called the i ion of

school councils “a transfer of power and authority as a policy solution for an undefined problem™
(Knight & Steele, 1996, p.11). Carlson (1996) after an extensive review of site-based
management, writes that it may be “nothing more than smoke and mirrors that give the
impression that something important is being done when little or no evidence can be found to
support these claims™ (p. 279). Fullan & Quinn (1996) make the distinction between school

councils as ends in (the i i ion) and school councils as a means to

involve parents and the community in helping to enhance the learning of students (the capacity-
building orientation). They suggest that school councils become ends in themselves simply
because it is easier to focus on compliance, and much harder to work in collaboration to build

new relationships between parents, communities and schools. They believe that school councils

were intended to be a means to i imp: but “complex

often become ends in " (p- 2).

Though their reason for existence may be questionable, the fact remains that school

councils and SBM have been i in many i jurisdictions. The next section

discusses the impact they are having on education.
Impact of SBM and school councils on education

Research on the impact SBM and school councils have had on student achievement is
mixed. Some research has shown no impact on student achievement (Rondeau, 1998), while
other research has shown that school councils may even have had a negative impact (Leithwood
& Menzie, 1997). Bauer (1998) writes: “studies of the implementation of various forms of site-

based management show that there is at best mixed evidence of any explicit connection between

and student and achi (p.108).



Leithwood & Menzies (1997), in a review of elewen studies on SBM, credit school
councils with making schools more accountable and responsive to parents and the community.
They found that when parents and community members have decision making power, schools

are more responsive to local values and and consumer sati ion rises. Their
review overall, though, showed that SBM did not result iin significant benefits for students.
Evidence suggested in fact that “the effects on students are just as likely to be negative as
positive” (Leithwood & Menzies ,1997, p. 48).

Rondeau (1998) found that decentralized decisiom-making leads to more commitment and
cooperation between various groups, but found no proof linking it to student performance. Based
on his review of a longitudinal study by Canada’s General Accounting Office to determine if
decentralization results in reduced costs and higher student achievement, the decentralized
education systems studied “did not lead to net budget sawings or better student performance” (p.
17). Two other studies reviewed by Rondeau revealed simnilar findings. Wohlstetter and
Mohrman’s (1994) study showed * ‘scant evidence’ that the schools will improve simply
because decision making will be at the school level” and. Summers & Johnson’s (1995) study
found “virtually no evidence that SBM results in improv-ed student performance” ( Rondeau,
1998, p. 17).

Parker (1999) came up with similar results from her literature review: “There s little
empirical evidence connecting structural reform and ‘anwthing having to do with classroom
instruction or the leaming of students™ (p.24). She found from her review that overall, teachers
did not feel that school councils nor SBM had a large influence on their teaching practices or
curriculum. She notes, however, that there were some efifective councils that had a positive

influence on the school as a whole and on classrooms.



Murphy & Hallinger (1993) concluded from their research: “At neither the theoretical nor
the conceptual levels was there much evidence to link restructuring efforts (such as school-based
‘management) with changes in classrooms, relationships between teachers and students, and/or
student outcomes”(p.254).

Research by Gleason et al. (1996) showed that while school councils led to improvements

in perceptions about teacher work itions and i ism, and imp) in parental

involvement, there was no impact on student achievement. Conway & Calzi (1996) also found

in teacher satisfaction, but this did not translate into higher productivity. Teachers

who shared in the decision making felt more professional and liked having more authority, but
this did not lead to increased emphasis on teaching. In fact, two other studies reviewed by

Conway and Calzi revealed respectively that shared decision-making detracts from, rather than

enhances, teacher work; and i ing teachers in decisi king created, rather than solved,
some school system problems.

Guskey & Peterson’s (1996) research showed that few school councils actually took up
learning-related topics associated with effective schools, nor did they have any clear goals for
student learning. They found little evidence linking site-based decision-making to improvements
in student outcomes.

Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz’s (1990) case study of the literature examined three theories
related to the indirect connection between SBM and school improvement; the governance theory,
the organizational renewal tieory, and the effective schools theory.

The governance theory suggests that because school councils are given more policy
making influence, relations between administrators, teachers and patrons (parents and other

community representatives) change. Teachers and parents have more influence, which should



result in more responsive and better quality decisions based on student needs. This, in turn,

should translate into imp student and achic B,

Based on their research, Malen, Ogawa and Kranz (1990) concluded that little evidence

exists linking site-based to even this i jate, or indirect outcome. As for the
governance theory, they found that SBM results in more involvement, but not more policy
making influence among stakeholders. Councils typically have limited influence because power
still essentially remains with the principal and because councils do not have the necessary

training, information, time or other resources to carry out what is expected of them. The

organizational renewal theory suggests that by i ing school staff in decisi king, morale
will rise. Higher morale will lead to better quality planning, more commitment, more innovative
teaching, better diagnosis of student needs, better instructional programs and practices, all this of
course leading to improved student performance. Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) did not find
sufficient evidence to support this theory either. They found that councils’ impact on morale is
limited. Enthusiasm is high at first, but gradually reduced due to factors such as the big time
commitment, confusion over new roles, stress over high expectations, and limited resources
available to sustain the process. There is little evidence linking SBM to better quality planning,
for councils do not spend much time on instructional issues, nor try to come up with innovative
teaching and learning strategies. They focus, rather, on the impact of current practices.

The effective schools theory suggests that more autonomous schools will adopt

characteristics associated with effective schools such as the establishment of a clear school

mission, the of strong i i ip and high ions for students.

These effective schools characteristics will in turn lead to improved student performance.



Again, Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) did not find much support for this theory. They
found little support for the idea that more school autonomy leads to the development of effective
schools characteristics, and even less support that this improves student achicvement and
performance.

‘While little evidence exists thus far to prove a link between SBM, school councils and
higher student achievement, this restructuring strategy is not a total failure. Much of the blame
for its ineffectiveness can be attributed to lack of support for its proper implementation. Bauer
(1998) writes: “The number and types of demands on the system, limited staff development, lack

of time to discuss and develop alternative action plans, and the absence of funds for new

programs conspire to limit the potential of school-based to result in such

as impr morale, i ion and i Additi norms interfere with

alterations in influence relations, although even here, capacity issues relating to staff
development and training are said to contribute to the persistence of the problem™ (p.110).
Several researchers have found that SBM and school councils have the potential to be effective if

properly i and ined. The ing section discusses some of their positive

impacts on education.
Positive Impacts School Councils and SBM Are Having on Education
Parker (1999), who could not prove a link between SBM and increased student

achievement, did note that there were some effective councils who fostered, among other things,

strong school / i i ips, imp icati ies and i
learning centres. She wrote that councils could be effective when they focused clearly on

children and school, discussing school direction and growth plans, and involving the community



in their efforts. Parker also found that schools with influential councils had a history of diverse
and high levels of parental involvement.

Other researchers (Botrie, 1996; Fullan, 1991; Fullan and Quinn, 1996;) also found that
SBM and school councils can be beneficial for students. While they agree that school councils
by themselves do not significantly affect student learning, they advocate using them as a means
for promoting other types and levels of parental and community involvement, which when
properly managed, can positively affect student achievement. Fullan and Quinn (1996) found
that when leamning is valued by schools, families and communities working together in
partnership, children are highly motivated. They believe that what makes a difference is

“multiple forms of particular i il fostered, ped and

(Fullan & Quinn, 1996, p.3). They also believe that these forms of involvement do not just
happen on their own or even through invitation, but that schools must purposely solicit them.
They advise educators to think of school councils as a means to desired educational ends, and to
continually ask the question of what those particular ends should be. School councils need to be

looked at as an ity to develop greater itment and resources for improving teaching

and learning in the schools. They suggest using “capacity-building strategies™ such as: building

shared purpose; i and skills; ip training; ori creation of

provision of ! and provision of i for ion and
Their review of research stresses the importance of parental involvement due to the fact that
parents have knowledge of their child that is not available to anyone else, and that parents vested
interest in their child’s success can be very beneficial.

Collins & Lube (1996) write: “school councils provide a vehicle for increasing

involvement with parents and offering a link with community members who may not otherwise



be directly involved with the school” (p. 18). They advocate that enhancing communication with
parents develops mutual respect and trust which is the basis of a strong partnership. Chrispeels

(1996) reviewed numerous studies on effective schools and found that the experience of working
with parents on important improvement goals has enabled teachers to redefine their relationships

with parents and to begin working with them as partners. Heath & Vik (1996) describe councils

as tools that help establish a strong sense of school ity through wide icipation, and
they serve as a deterrent for schools to “just drift along” (p.28). House (1992) found that school
councils allow for empowerment of the community which benefits everyone. A partnership
between education and community fosters mutual trust and respect for literacy and skills
retraining programs that could be part of the community school’s program. She also found that
local autonomy and accountability increase when parents and the community are part of the
decision making process at the local level. Participation in decision making allows parents to
have a better understanding of the issues before them and be more supportive of the decisions
reached.

Botrie (1996) found that when parents feel welcome in the school, they become good
public relations advocates for the school. They also inform schools about the local community
and individual children, and can help develop enriched programs without the cost of additional
educational support.

Epstein (1995) supports school councils as just one of six types of involvement needed to

make partnerships between school, parents and community work towards increasing school

and student achi Besides i ing parents in decision making and
developing parent leaders, other types of i needed are: ing good
skills to improve the home envi two-way ication between home and school;




solicitation and organization of parent aides and ion of he tutoring

assistance so parents know how they can help their children learn at home; and working in
cooperation with community agencies and services.

There seems to be general agreement among writers that simply involving parents and the
community in a decision-making or managing capacity on school councils is just one form of

involvement that, by itself, is not ient to bring about signi ional imp:

Using school councils in a broader role, however, as a forum for engaging other diverse types
and levels of parental and community involvement, and giving them the necessary support,

training, time and resources to sustain the whole process of site-based management may lead to

school imp: and imp; student
Additional benefits of school councils and SBM

In his book Reframing and Reform Carlson (1996) discusses some benefits of site-based
management, one of which is that it permits schools to be unique. Not all schools have the same
problems or needs. SBM allows schools to identify local problems and needs, and to develop

strategies to deal with them. Schools have greater flexibility and potentially more creativity in

solving their and their dge of i ing teacher can
lead to better quality decision making. This idea is reinforced in House’s (1992) research, which
shows that local representative decision making allows schools to more effectively deal with
their problems on their own, and makes them less dependent on outside groups to solve their
problems.

School councils and SBM make educational institutions more open and democratic

(House, 1992). Traditi “top-down”, i i systems stress hi

control and leave parents and students feeling powerless, alienated and frustrated. SBM and



school councils allow a more “bottom-up” approach which stresses autonomy, participative
decision making and collaboration by all those involved (House, 1992).

School councils can also allay people’s general fear and distrust of professionals.

Parents and other community members are more educated than ever before and less inclined to
accept without question centralized authority over local educational issues. School councils give
them the opportunity to quastion decisions affecting their children, and to give their input. They
also serve as a forum for parents to vent their frustrations without resorting to drastic actions
such as protests or keeping their children at home. School councils can be the means for
addressing all sorts of problems (House, 1992).

Finally, SBM can be cost efficient and effective. Schools can wisely and prudently
allocate resources and monies where and when needed, as opposed to just indiscriminately using
up funds and resources sent from central authorities.

Problems With School Councils and SBM

As with any type of educational change, there are barriers to its effectiveness. Excessive
time and energy demanded for SBM and school councils is identified as a major obstacle
(Carlson, 1996; Knight and Steele, 1996; Leithwood and Menzie, 1997). Time demands are
excessive on teachers, parents and especially administrators. Finding time for meetings is

especially difficult for council members who have obligations and commitments to their jobs and

families (Heath and Vik, 1996). Participation on councils i everyone’s leaving

less time for other i things, i ing teacher

Lack of experience, training and technical assistance is another obstacle. Parents,

teachers, ini and other i ives are all brought together to advise

or govern a school. They have varying and levels of experi behind them, and




different reasons for choosing to be on school councils. According to Collins (1997), each group
represented may have its own agenda. Teachers are said to be concerned mainly about how
school councils will personally affect them, while parents are accused of looking out for their
own child’s interest ahead of the whole school’s. The school board may be concered with its

own survival and control, and seems only in efficiency. C:

leaders seem to have a self-serving business driven agenda, and principals are perceived to
favour one group over the other. Without a common purpose and a clear direction of how to get
there, councils may end up wasting precious time. What councils need to work on developing is
a shared vision; a godl that all council members regardless of their personal agendas will strive to
reach together. They also need adequate training in developing skills in interpersonal
communication, collaborative goal setting, conflict resolution and decision-making. Heath & Vik
(1996) wam that unless council members have training in collaborative leadership, they can get
bogged down in the decision-making process.

Another major obstacle to effective SBM is resistance to sharing power (Sheppard &

Dx 1997). Traditi incij have had full decisi king ibility in
schools, although those decisions are often influenced by pressure from teachers or parents.
School councils shake up power distribution in schools. New players come on the scene and are
expected to take on new formal roles and responsibilities for the running of the school. Parents,

teachers, i ives and sometimes students are given power and decision

making authority (levels vary according to jurisdiction) which they are not used to having.
Conflict and confusion often arises over the new roles each group must take on, and there often
exists the tendency for council members to adhere to the traditional roles with which they are
most comfortable. Administrators may be reluctant to give up power, and parents or others may
12



not feel ready to take it on. According to the Canadian Education Association Newsletter (1998),
there is evidence, in fact, that parents are not necessarily in favour of decision making mandates.
Parents who have responsibilities to employers and families revealed concerns over their ability
to take part in decisions formerly made by school administrators. Others worried that if
participation is limited to those with sufficient time and resources, the council may not
democratically represent all parents. Some expressed reluctance to participate because they were
unsure of whal being a council member entailed. More feared that legislating councils may

actually reduce parental involvement. Again, information, training and support in helping

councils understand and adapt to their new power i ips, roles and ilities would
be beneficial.

Fullan & Hannay (1998) believe that reform strategies such as school councils “often fail
because they are piecemeal, attaching only one part of a set of factors that must converge” (p.8).
School councils operating in isolation within a system are not effective. Fullan & Hannay blame

the problem on public policy making. Whenever there are problems and public pressure for

imp: the g policy makers seek an idea, whether it be from
another country, state or province, or perhaps the brainchild of one of their own researchers, and
they impose it without taking into consideration the local context. They do this in a relatively
short-term time period, dictated by their mandate. They end up focusing too much on structural
changes and formal requirements, their main concern being to get the policy drawn up. What
often results is a reform strategy that is all structure and no substance. School councils acting
purely in a decision making capacity can be just that, and relying solely on them to bring about

will not work. As previ i there needs to be a broader effort to

engage parents and the community to work together with schools in several capacities, at several
13



levels, and with a shared goal in mind. Setting a policy without facilitation to sustain it is not
sufficient. “Since capacity-building really requires a strong vision of why it is crucial, and a
set of specific ies, there is virtually no chance that the policy will produce

good results (Fullan & Hannay, p. 8).

Although school councils are hailed as a means to make education more inclusive and
democratic, care needs to be taken to ensure that the process remains just that. In a discussion on
parent councils in Alberta, equity concerns were raised (Knight & Steele, 1996). Some
participants raised fears about the capacity of special interest groups to dominate decision
making within councils. Because councils are often composed of people who have the time,
‘money and resources to be elected, some feared the interests of an elite could prevail. Non-
working women who volunteered for councils were stereotyped as “women with time” (p. 17)
and it was felt by some that the nature and value of their participation could be characterized by
gender and not by the expertise they offered. Concerns were also raised for immigrant and lower
income groups who are often under represented. At school meetings, these groups tend to

participate less, often being too intimidated to speak up. Carr (1997) found that schedules for

council meetings i ial power di: ions skewed towards nonworking
mothers, upper and middle-class fathers, interested business people, and professional educators™
(p- 156).

Carlson (1996) discusses equity concerns as well, not within schools, but between them.

“Too much local di: ion or ization can lead to i in

opportunities between schools. Less aggressive and politically weak schools do not get as much
as stronger schools “ (p. 264). Fundraising by school councils could also lead to inequities, for

poorer school districts may find it harder to raise as much money as richer ones.



At the same discussion on school councils in Alberta, ethical concerns were also raised.
There was fear by some participants over the fact that parents, who may have equal or greater
say in the decision making at school, are not bound by a professional code of conduct as teachers
or administrators are. They fear parents involved in decisions about staffing may do so based on

gender, sexual orientation, or race. There was a call for the development of some rules of ethical

iour to ensure iscrimi decisions and actions (Knight & Steele, 1996).
Training to help council members deal appropriately with equity and ethical coacerns is
needed, as well as some form of monitoring by central authorities to ensure all children and staff,
in every school and between schools, receive fair and equitable treatment.
Conclusion
Although insufficient evidence exists thus far to prove a link between SBM / school
councils and higher student achievement, this educational reform strategy is far from a total
failure. In the first part of this paper, reasons were given why it is difficult to make the link
between them. The ambiguous nature of the concept SBM itself, the inconsistencies throughout
the literature, the numerous others factors involved, and the various forms and compositions of
both SBM and school councils make it difficult to reach a definite conclusion on the impact they

have had or are having. Blame for much of their i i lies with poor i

procedures. Educational policy makers set the policies, implementing SBM, but then do not
commit to, nor facilitate the long process needed to effect change. They do not provide necessary
assistance such as time, skills training, or resources to sustain the process. Policy makers have set
up structures, which have the potential to be quite effective, but unfortunately many of them

have not committed to helping these structures effect the necessary changes expected of them.



Even though SBM and school councils have not yet been proven to fulfil their ultimate

purpose of higher i they do have benefits. Besides making schools

more and ive to local ity needs, and allowing for local problem

solving, they can foster a great sense of community and engage more parents and community
members to become involved in education and the efforts to improve it.
Education which was once fully controlled by the educators, is now the shared

ility of all in ion; teachers, parents, administrators, students and

members of the i ility and

no longer rest with one group.
SBM and school councils give all members of the community a chance to be involved in
education. This, of course, is a good thing because everyone in society benefits from a good

education system, not just those directly involved in it.
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Paper # 3 of Paper folio

The Impact of Site-Based Management and
School Councils on the Role of the Principal



Introduction

Before the current emphasis on restructuring, most schools operated within formal
bureaucracies (Blase,1995; Oneida & Heflin, 1995). Decisions, policies, rules and regulations
were made at the top of an educational hierarchy by school boards and top level administrators,
and then passed down to principals who were responsible for ensuring they were carried out at
the local school level (Lieberman, 1996). The leadership styles of principals reflected this
bureaucratic nature of schools. Their thoughts and behaviours were shaped by the values and
beliefs inherent in a bureaucratic organization (Goldman, 1998), and many of them were trained
to lead bureaucratically (Oneida & Heflin, 1995). Principals played a central role in schools

(Oneida & Heflin, 95), were ible to a centrally lled and protected by

centrally determined rules and regulations (Ford & Bennett, 1994).

The traditi ip role iated with principals was l-oriented (Blase,

1995; Oneida & Heflin, 1995). As the administrator and formal head of the school, the principal
had final decision-making authority, with input from parents and teachers being limited and
mainly consultative. The principal was expected to follow directives from higher authorities, and
ensure teachers and students did the same. Effective principals were typically described as
“strong, decisive, directive, take charge visionaries who tend to be control oriented in their

relationships with teachers (Blase, 1995, p.2). The means used by principals to control was not

necessarily direct or domineering. Control was often i through subtle, di

and i ical means. Some by principals were political, probl lving

oriented, istic, cultural, itari ive, open and quasi ici y.



‘Whatever approach was used, control was generally manifested through some form of
manipulation or influence by the principal of teachers’ and students’ behaviours, thoughts and
values (Blase, 1995). This control oriented approach has been labelled by some as “power over”

(Blase, 1995; Sheppard and Devereaux, 1997).

reform, in i the i ion of school-based and
school councils, alters the context of schooling, and hence requires a change in the leadership
approaches principals must employ (Collins, 1995; Delaney, 1997; Fullan, 1991; Murphy &

Beck, 1994; & D 1997). Organizati with its

norms, routines and expectations, is breaking down and schools are becoming more democratic.

There is i d i in decisi king of teachers, parents, community
representatives, and in some cases students (Murphy, 1994). Authority and decision-making are
no longer centralized at the top of a hierarchy to be passed down through it, but now come from
the bottom up. Principals must answer to school councils’ concerns and can no longer just carry
out central office directives (Ford & Bennett, 1994).The school community has expanded, and
the boundaries have opened up (Fullan, 1998). Government policies, parental and community
demands, demands for accountability, corporate interests and pervasive technology are
increasingly affecting the work environment of schools (Fullan, 1998). The role most affected by
these changes is that of the principal (Collins, 1995; Ford & Bennett, 1994; Fullan, 1998; Tanner
& Stone, 1998; Terry, 1995). Principals must not only adjust and adapt to the rapidly changing
work environment and the new tasks it brings, but also are expected to initiate and lead others

through structural changes at the school level, and broaden their role to include the wider school



community (Fullan, 1991). No longer by i rules and i

they must find creative ways to coordinate different groups of stakeholders in education, all of
‘whom have different interests and opinions on the direction the school should take (Ford &
Bennett, 1994). Principals must relinquish some of their authority to these groups (Benson, 1998;
Lambert, 1998; Murphy, 1994), thus opening up traditional school policies and practices to
inspection and influence (Ford & Bennett, 1994). Their role in determing the success of SBM
and school councils in schools is crucial (Fullan, 91; Sheppard & Devereaux, 97).

This paper discusses how the leadership role of the principal is changing from the
traditional control oriented style described above, to a more democratic, facilitative and
collaborative style which would be more suited to the new school environment created with the
introduction of SBM and school councils (Benson, 1998; Bolender, 1996; Collins, 1996;
Leithwood & Menzies, 1997; Murphy, 1994; Parker, 1999). It begins with a discussion of the
importance of rethinking the concept of leadership itself, followed by seven leadership strategies
that principals can employ to make SBM and school councils successful for their schools. The
final part of the paper discusses potential problems for principals, as well as suggestions on how
to make this role transition a little easier.

Rethinking leadership

Before principals can successfully take over their new roles as leaders of site-based
managed schools, they must first rethink their views on leadership (Lieberman, 1996).

They must begin by reflecting and bringing to the surface the values, beliefs and underlying

assumptions that shape their views on what leadership actually is (Murphy & Beck, 1994). Most



school leaders have been trained to assume a centralized, authoritarian role at the head of the
school. They associate leadership with this formal role, and associate leading as an exercise of
power and authority over followers, in this case, teachers and students. If principals want to bring
about successful and meaningful change within the new democratic context of schooling, they
‘must abandon the deeply embedded values and practices associated with bureaucracies (Rusch,
1998). They need to rethink leadership in new terms (Lambert, 1998; Oneida & Heflin, 1995),
and commit to learning a new set of democratic leadership behaviours (Oneida & Heflin, 1995).
Leadership for today’s schools should be seen as a reciprocal learning process that can be
performed by various individuals with or without formal authority. School leaders should be
thought of as anyone who participates in leading the school community towards a common
purpose. It should not be seen as limited to or contained in specific roles (Crow, 1998; Lambert,
1998). Principals need to abandon the idea that they need to be in charge, and that leadership is a
function to be performed solely by them (Rusch, 1998). They need to be aware, and then
comfortable with the idea that by relinquishing some of their power and authority to others, they
can achieve more good for the school. They need to look at teachers, parents, students, and
community representatives in a new light, as potential and valuable informal leaders in schools.

L ip needs to be ized as a ? ionship based upon mutual influence

rather than control over. It’s source can come from several directions and levels (Crow, 1998;
Rusch, 1998).
‘When principals can rethink leadership in these terms, they can then reconceptualize their

role as one of leading not from the top, but rather leading from the center (Murphy, 1994). By



sharing their authority and empowering others in the school community to assume some of the

incij can create a ity of leaders. This community,

working together, can make SBM and school councils successful for their schools.

To help achieve success, the i i ilitative and i

i ies are for princij building a team of leaders, facilitating
collaborative decision making, setting a vision for the school, connecting with the public,
promoting equality, and supporting teachers.

Building a team of leaders

‘With the introduction of school councils and SBM, more people, including parents and
representatives of the community, get involved in running the school. The principal has the very
important and challenging task of bringing these groups together with teachers, administrators
and sometimes students to work as a leadership team towards some shared vision for the school.
Principals can begin by assessing where leadership is already provided and where it is lacking
(Crow, 1998). They should take the time to get to know the people who make up the school
community. Once they recognize informal leaders already in place, they can encourage these
leaders to take on more active leadership roles, and reward their efforts with recognition. They
can also begin to develop the leadership skills and potential of non-leaders (Blase, 1995) .

To others to icil in the shared ip of site-based managed schools,

the culture of the school i.e., the norms, values, assumptions and expectations present in the
school, may have to be transformed. Principals may need to foster the development of more

collegial, collaborative norms such as trust, openness, risk-taking, mutual influence and equality



(Blase, 1995; Murphy, 1994; Rusch, 1998). They can begin with themselves by foregoing the
need for security and power of their positions (Rusch, 1998). By relinquishing some of their

authority and ing authentic i ties to others, they put themselves on a

more equal level with teachers, parents and others. They let teachers know that they trust in their
professionalism, and let parents, students and other community members know that they trust in
their good judgement. Principals should try to trust in others’ motives (Blase, 1998), and then
empower those trusted with meaningful tasks (Murphy, 1994). They should support and facilitate

others to lead, while still maintaining their own ; N—

focus 1995).They can risk-taking, ion, and experi ion (King,

1996), so others feel free to explore new, on the cutting edge ideas and programs for school

imp They can be for others” work, coach others and look for opportunities to
positively interact (Tanner & Stone, 1998).

To create a climate of team spirit, principals need to discourage internal politics and
games (Rusch, 1998). They should encourage others to work together as a team, and not in
competition with one another for personal advancement or other rewards. When recognition for
good performance is given to the school, the principal can be humble and give credit to all
(Rusch, 1998). He or she can ensure that everyone involved feels ownership and pride for a job
well done. When the school is not performing as it should, he or she should not accept full
responsibility either. Accountability, like credit, must be shared with everyone (Murphy, 1994).
Facilitating collaborative decision making

‘Whether school councils are advisory or full fledged decision-making structures, they



must be collaborative and democratic (Collins, 1996). Creating and maintaining such structures
does not just happen automatically with implementation. It takes time and energy, and
commitment to shared decision making. Since principals exert a big influence on the nature,
extent and pattern of participation in decision making, their role in this task is central (Murphy,
1994). Principals need to initiate, implement and maintain workable and democratic forms of
shared decision making at the school level using a power-with approach, as opposed to a power
over one (Blase, 1995). Power should be shared equally among all school council
representatives. The latter must feel that their invitation to share in the leadership of the school is
sincere, and not simply tokenism. Principals should empower and enable council members to
participate meaningfully in school based decision making. The traditional authoritarian style of
leadership is not suitable nor effective with school councils. What is needed is a facilitative,

consensus building style (Benson, 1998; Bolender, 1996; Leithwood & Menzies, 1997).

Principals can model ic and ive kinds of behaviour (Murphy, 1994), such as

emp ilitating, and ing (Oneida, 1995). They can set direction for

the council without being directive (Flynn, 1998). They should not override council decisions,

but realize that they will not always agree with all decisions (Blanchard, 1995). When decisions

are reached through and ive means, principals should ensure their effective
implementation in the school (Murphy, 1994).
Principals can facilitate sound decision making by helping council members obtain

necessary information, training and skills (Murphy, 1994). Principals play an important role as

information providers for the council, and their willi to share i ion will largely



determine the success of collaboration (Crow, 1998). They should keep council members
informed about things such as current educational issues, discussions of school plans (Parker,

1999), school board activities, ongoing communications with committees and external groups

(Murphy, 1994), legal considerati ing student and i ion, school
district policies (Crow, 1998), demographic information about students, test scores, community
information, enrollment growth or loss patterns, strengths and weaknesses of the district, and

possible plans of action to iate weak areas 1995). This i ion, whether

negative or positive, needs to be discussed and analysed openly and honestly (Sorenson, 1995).
Principals must also keep council abreast of its duties and ensure that councils work within their
mandates (Murphy, 1994).

Principals can facilitate and direct dialogue between teachers, parents, students and
others, leading them to collectively find needs and create solutions (Delaney, 1997). They can
help council members get the training needed to develop collaborative decision-making skills

such as group problem solving, iati ion and building (Crow, 1998).

Principals should encourage council members to attend board in-service sessions on school
councils and arrange for in-service on curriculum changes (Parker, 1999). They should encourage
and support council members to participate in decisions and discussions, and acknowledge
individual contributions (Murphy, 1994). Principals can provide motivation and ideas, while still
allowing others to make decisions (Blanchard, 1995). They can encourage the council to focus
their efforts on children and academics (Ford & Bennett, 1994), keeping in mind that decisions

must also address community needs and local problems (Lieberman, 1996).



Principals need to reflect on and develop their own communication and people skills

(Blanchard, 1995). They must be able to listen and communicate openly, and be willing to

other ives as equally i and valid as their own. To reduce

can work on ping and exhibiting personal traits such as

and anxiety,

patience, tolerance, respect and the ability to handle uncertainty (Hoyle, 1994).

A big problem with ive decisi king is that they are very time-
consuming. Because more people are involved in making decisions, the process and therefore
progress is slower (Hoyle, 1994). Extraordinary demands on time create stress, causing council
members to be less efficient (Sorenson, 1995). Feelings of disappointment arise when ideas are
not brought to life quickly enough, and members may become cynical, questioning whether the
excessive time and energy spent is worth it. Principals have to be practical and realize that
involving everyone in every decision is impossible. Agreement must be reached on the decisions,
with whom they should lie, and what communication is required to keep other members of the
organization informed. Operating principles which identify the respective roles of organizational
members in decision-making can be put in place to make the process a little easier (Sorenson,
1995).

Another problem with collaborative decision-making is that it can cause strains in
relationships between participants. “The process of building consensus often requires participants

to confront and resolve conflict, and candidly express divergent opinions” (Sorenson, 1995,

p.16). Equally is the ibility that the quality of decisions reached through

consensus may be inferior due to group think. Members who don’t wish to offend each other



may tend to settle for lesser quality decisions or ideas at the expense of more creative ones. To
avoid this, the principal can continually work on fostering an open climate where council
members feel free and non-threatened to express their true opinions, whether or not their views
are the same as those of the rest of the group (Sorenson, 1995).

Setting a vision for the school

for i means including them in important decisions

about the future of schools. Parents, teachers and other community representatives can be

involved in the of a school imp! plan with a vision in mind. They can

collectively set a vision that transforms the school’s culture and redefines the school community.
In redefining the community, thought must be given to: the shared values, purposes and

commitment that bond the ity together; the t ips among parents, students,

teachers, administrators and others needed to be a community; and the means used to bring all
‘community members together to embody these values (Sorenson, 1995). Involving everyone in
developing the vision results in a broader and potentially better perspective on which direction

the school should take, a direction based on community needs. It also makes everyone in the

community feel valued because their input and icipation in school di: ions and
is considered important.

In developing the vision, principals, with school councils, can initiate an environmental
needs assessment plan to see where the school’s strengths and weaknesses lie (Ford & Bennett,
1994). They can use the information and knowledge gained to inform their activities and

influence the direction the school may take. They can then collectively set in motion a school



improvement plan with a vision in mind. The principal can facilitate the creation of a shared
vision (Crow, 1998). He or she can allow the vision to be shaped and modified by everyone
involved (Crow, 1998), but also ensure that the vision remains focused on children and learning
(Blase, 1995; Leithwood & Menzies). So that others do not lose sight of the vision once it is set,
the principal can continually model and reinforce vision-related behaviours (Murphy, 1994), and
articulate school goals. The principal can be the  keeper and promoter of the vision™ (Murphy,
1994, p.32).
Connecting with the public

With the introduction of SBM and school councils, there is much more interaction
between the school and the surrounding community. More and more parents and external
agencies are becoming involved in education and the efforts to reform it. The public is more

informed about schooling and parents are more informed about their rights. School

has i hence princij have to justify school practices and decisions more
frequently than they did before school restructuring (Murphy, 1994). They are also expected to
promote the school image, market and sell the school and its programs to the community, and get
the community interested and involved in the school (Parker, 1999; Murphy, 1994). Because of
this, the principal’s role in public relations has increased significantly.

To carry out this new public relations role, the principal should know how to interact with
and establish meaningful relationships with all members of the school community (Clark, 1995).
They should try to take time away from the daily grind of administrative work to do people

work. Being visible around the school and letting community members know that they are



accessible is a good first step. Principals should try to make time to leam about the community
and the various groups within it. They can take the initiative to approach others, listen to what

community members have to say, conduct i ires, send out il i and

display signs (Ryan, 1999).
Principals should also become more attuned to external stakeholder groups such as social
service agencies, educational and community advocacy groups, colleges, universities,

political, religious and commercial business groups (Carr,

1997; Ford & Bennett, 1994; Murphy & Beck, 1994). Many of these groups have interests in the
school or are affected by the education system, and ignoring them could be harmful to the
school’s decision making efforts (Carr, 1997). Principals must be able to develop strong
relationships and form new alliances with these groups, inviting and encouraging their genuine
involvement in school planning (Fullan, 1998; Murphy & Beck, 1994). Most importantly, the
principal has to coordinate the efforts of all these groups to serve children well (Murphy & Beck,
1994).

Connecting effectively with others requires people skills such as tact, diplomacy and
political sensitivity (Bolender, 1996). It also requires traits such as honesty, friendliness,
sincerity, and enthusiasm (Blase, 1995). Murphy & Beck ( 1994) suggest that principals become

aware of their own humanity in order to understand and honour that of others. They should try to

be sensitive and responsive, see people as deeply i and ize the

strength and richness of others.



Promoting Equality for All of the School Ci

The opening up of the school community to external groups from various sectors of
society places yet another responsibility upon the principal- that of ensuring fair and equitable
treatment for all. Certain stakeholder groups may have more real or perceived power within the
community. For example, some elite parent groups may have the potential to influence school

policies and programs more than other di groups such as minorities, and business

leaders” statements, and agendas may be accepted more readily over parents’ ideas (Carr, 1997).

Principals need to give due recognition to all groups. They need to develop trusting relationships

with the various and facilitate the p! of trust among them. They can
exhibit the types of bebaviour and values that they wish their community groups to exhibit, for
example open-mindedness, global thinking and promotion of group (not individual) interests
(Carr, 1997).They should promote justice and equity for all groups, ensuring everyone is

represented equally in the school community. “They must be critical of social arrangements,

i ies, and izational designs that unjust, izi!

conditions, and they must be creative and politically astute pers of equitable ives™
(Murphy & Beck, 1994, p.9). They must also be moral leaders, concerned with critical ethical
issues and compassionate justice in schools and communities (Murphy & Beck, 1994).
Supporting teachers

Structural changes such as the introduction of SBM and school councils have enhanced

teacher ionali and (Blase, 1995), and changed the

relationships between principals and teachers. Because of their knowledge and expertise in



curriculum, teaching and learning, teachers are expected to participate more actively in school-
based decision making (Blase, 1995). They have been empowered to decide and ask for what
they need (Lieberman, 1996) as opposed to simply being told. Principals must respect teacher
professionalism, and allow them greater control of their work. They can help teachers reach a
level of professional growth where they are willing and able to be self-directed (Kirby &

Bogotch, 1996). They can work with teachers as peers in collegial relationships, and work

to analyse school problems, resolve issues, and set school improvement priorities
based on needs (Tanner & Stone, 1998).
Principals should take on a more supportive role in regards to teachers. They should
constantly ask themselves what they can do to help their staff. They can be resource providers, as

well as i i leaders (Kirby & Bogotch, 1996). They can

encourage and facilitate teachers’ professional development (Parker,1999), creating opportunities
for them to grow and develop (Lieberman, 1996). They can seek grants for teachers (Lieberman,
1996). They should find time and resources for teachers to discuss and develop new instructional
practices, skills and abilities (King, 1996). They should free teachers up so that they can observe
one another, visit other schools, and attend workshops and in-service activities (Murphy, 1994).
They need to select teachers who can work together effectively, and empower them with
meaningful assignments and working arrangements that bring them out of their isolated
classrooms (Murphy, 1994). Principals should promote risk-free environments, modelling risk-
taking themselves, to increase creativity and innovation in the classroom (Blase, 1995). They can

act as buffers, protecting teachers from external pressures and demands. They should find ways



around procedural regulations, getting waivers when necessary, so teachers are free to innovate

(King, 1996). They can assist in open ication, offer ideas
collegially, respect and trust teachers as professionals, provide recognition and praise, and seek
external recognition for teachers.
Problems for Principals

The process of managing site-based schools is not an easy endeavour. Conflict emerges
because there are many more people involved in managing schools, and there is constant
interaction among them (Rusch, 1998; Hoyle, 1994). The role of the principal is much more
complex and potentially very stressful. Administrative demands and the principal’s workload

have i and their work envi is rapidly ing and changing. On top of their

existing inistrative, i i and traditi i ibilities, they must spend
a substantial amount of time on managing reform. They are expected to implement and sustain
SBM in their schools and lead others through it. They must spend  lot more time consulting

with the i iting i of parents and ity groups in the school, and

setting up and involving others in collaborative decision making structures such as school
councils. If they are responsible for budgeting, they must take on financial managerial tasks as

well. Because of the high turnover on school councils, they must repeatedly educate new council

members. They may also have to spend more time on policy formation. Fullan (1998) writ

“They are on the receiving end of externally initiated changes, new tasks, continual interruptions,

and is demands, and initiatives dropped in favour of the latest new policy”

(p.6). With so many more demands and responsibilities put on them, and a lack of time,



often feel and anxious (Fullan, 1998; Sorenson, 1995; Bennett,
1994; Ford & Bennett, 1994; Oneida, 1995; Murphy, 1994; Fullan, 1991).

The most difficult change for principals is the role change itself (Sorenson, 1995;
Murphy, 1994). Principals experience insecurities, negative feelings and doubts about the role
they are asked to fill. They have trouble understanding and adapting to their new leadership role
in a non-hierarchical organization (Murphy, 1994; Oneida, 1995), and they may not have a clear
understanding of what it takes to be a facilitative and democratic leader of a site-based school.
Limited by their own knowledge, training, experience and beliefs (Murphy, 1994; Sorenson,
1995), principals may have difficulty envisioning the school’s future as being different from
what it already is (Blase, 1995). Traditional hierarchical norms, routines, expectations and values

are deeply rooted in the school system, and reflected in their behaviour. Their leadership style

may not be congruent with the more i\ ilitati ic style needed for
effective leadership of site-based schools (Murphy & Beck, 1994). With the implementation of
SBM, they are expected to alter their leadership style without ample time or support for their
own role adjustments (Murphy, 1994). Principals need time, training and resources to

reconceptualize their leadership role and develop new attitudes, behaviours and skills necessary

tobea leader in the new context of ing. Dy ing on their iti incipals may

also have to work on developing and exhibiting personal traits more conducive to the new type of

ip required. i incij to change their ity to suit a new role they must
assume can be very stressful (Murphy, 1994).

Empowering others is a very difficult part of the role change (Murphy, 1994). Giving up

16



control, especially in areas where they have traditionally had autonomy, for example in
curriculum selection, is very difficult. Principals may feel a sense of loss of power, coupled with
fear of being unable to effectively run the school and meeting the obligations for which they
were hired (Crow, 1998; Murphy, 1994; Sorenson, 1995). When control is shared, it tends to be

role specific (Crow, 1998). The level of iguity in the ity rises, i in regards

to who is responsible for what. The principal may feel that with so many people possessing

authority over various school matters, things may not get done, school problems will not be

successfully resolved, and the ization will suffer (American A iation of School
Administrators, 1994).

Empowering others is especially difficult if there is no trusting relationship between
principals, teachers and others. If principals feel that the latter are not ready, able or committed to
take on extra leadership responsibilities, they may be reluctant and apprehensive about
delegating to them (Murphy, 1994). It is difficult for the principal to have and maintain collegial
relationships with others without trust on both sides (Oneida, 1995).

It may also be hard for the school community to accept control (Murphy, 1994). They too
are used to a certain way of running things, and may wish to maintain the status quo (Sorenson,

1995). The ity may be unwilling to abandon traditional methods of ing schools.

They may find security and comfort in leaving decisions up to the principal, finding it easier to
criticize decisions in which they have had no input (Sorenson, 1995). Some of them may not

want to take on the extra time, effort and responsibility of leadership. Many teachers, for

example, feel that i in ing schools, i the time ing task of




collaborative decision-making, is not worth their time or energy. They only want to manage what
is needed to effect change in teaching and learning, that which most affects them professionally
(Blase, 1995; Sorenson, 1995). Unless they are convinced that the change is appropriate and
necessary to their professional practice, they will resist it. It is up to the principal to convince
others that empowerment benefits everyone (Bennett, 1994).

A final problem principals must deal with is conflicting expectations coming from their
employers (the school board), and the school community (represented by the school council)
(Bennett, 1994; Murphy, 1994). They must answer to the school council’s concerns, but also
follow central office directives, the two of which may be in conflict. Principals are accountable to
both the school community, which operates in a2 democratic, grass-roots fashion, and the school

board / district, which still operates within a traditi i ical and ic fashion.

This ambiguity causes feelings of frustration, anxiety and pressure for principals.

Help for Principals

Fullan (1998) gives advice on how princij can deal more i with change. He
believes that principals are too dependent and waste too much time looking for packaged
solutions. Principals need to realize that in uncertain, changing conditions, there are no clear
answers. He suggests that in dealing with change, principals must become less dependent on
external answers, and get involved as leamers in real reform situations. Principals must develop
their own theories of change and test them in new situations. He gives four guidelines to
principals. First, they must learn from those who disagree with them. Being exposed to different

perspectives of an issue leads to a better understanding, and possibly better solutions to a



problem. Second, if principals don’t have a strong relationship with the community, instead of
avoiding them, move toward them. They should actively seek parental involvement and
participation, address state policy, take school accountability to the public, and reach out and
form new alliances. Third, principals must manage emotionally as well as rationally. This entails
fostering a school culture that is conducive to better working conditions and less anxiety. Finally,
they must fight for lost causes i.e., have and display hope. They must be able to see problems as
minor obstacles on the journey towards a larger purpose.

Principals also need training and professional development to ease their transition into

SBM (Sheppard & Devereaux, 1997). They need theoretical knowledge and practical skills in

and ip styles (Collins, 1996; Oneida,
1995). Faculties of education need to assess their educational leadership programs to see if they

are with current ives on the type of ip needed in today’s democratic

schools, and consider including in their courses the relevant knowledge and skills (Benson, 1998;

Tanner & Stone, 1998). These include theory and practice in areas such as; collaborative problem

solving, shared decision-making, group ics and conflict

ion skills, ion and of one’s own interaction style, building

consensus, and team building (Matthews, 1998; Tanner & Stone, 1998).
Summary

The implementation of SBM and school councils has had a significant impact on the role
of the principal. Principals have been forced to make a major adjustment to their leadership role.

Used to leading from the top using a control-oriented, “power over” leadership style, they must
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now relinguish that control and adopt a more facilitative, democratic “power with style.
Adopting a new leadership style is not a simple task. Principals need to reflect on their views of
leadership, and become consciously aware of the deeply embedded traditional values and
behaviours that shape those views. They must try to unleam those values and behaviours, and
rethink leadership in terms of a shared endeavour, not to be performed solely by one person in a
formal position, but a collective responsibility to be carried out by members of the whole school
community. Principals must not only be able to reconceptualize their role, but they may also
have to change their personalities to suit the new role. Without adequate time or support, and

laden with new ibilities and ions that come with educational reform

efforts, this role adjustment is potentially very difficult and stressful.
Principals need support to make this role change. Their employers should ensure they

have sufficient time and support to ease into their new role, and adequate training in

i ilitative and i i i lead:
programs’ objectives should match current ives on ip, and prepare
. Without the i and personal support needed to become and remain

effective leaders of site-based managed schools, high stress and frustration levels may render

incipals ineffick
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