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School districts 
should use appraisal 
methods that not 
only serve 
accountability 
purposes, but also 
assist principals in 
their professional 
development.



T oday more than ever, principals 
are called upon to be strong 
educational leaders Our re 

search (Hallinger and Murphy 1982, 
1985; Murphy et al 1985) and experi 
ence suggest that principals are un 
likely to do so unless at least three 
conditions are met First, district deci 
sion makers must reduce the harriers 
that keep principals from performing 
their instructional leadership role 
Second, instructional leadership must 
be • defined in terms of observable 
practices and behaviors that principals 
can implement Third, assessment 
methods must generate reliable, valid 
data on instructional leadership be 
havior and provide information princi 
pals can use in their professional de 
velopment As school districts plan 
development and evaluation pro 
grams, they should provide these 
conditions.

Reducing Barriers
The first step is to remove organiza 
tional impediments Four obstacles se 
riously constrain principals from exer 
cising strong instuctional leadership: 
lack of knowledge of curriculum and 
instruction, professional norms, dis 
trict office expectations, and role 
diversity.

Knowledge of curriculum and in 
struction. Educators have long as 
sumed that principals have the tools to 
provide instructional leadership be 
cause they were once teachers them 
selves Unfortunately, preparation as a 
teacher does not ensure that a pro 
spective principal is capable of analyz 
ing another's teaching, helping teach 
ers improve classroom instruction, or 
developing, coordinating, and imple 
menting curriculum. I'niversiry-based 
administrative certification programs 
generallv deemphasize curriculum 
and instruction, and there is a. paucity 
of skill-oriented staff development 
programs for principals Thus, new 
strategies in the fields of curriculum 
and instruction often remain outside 
their repertoires, and the instructional 
skills most principals possess upon

"Traditionally 
principals have 
been offered few 
incentives and 
have encountered 
many hazards for 
venturing into the 
school leadership 
domain."
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"School districts 
should not view 
principals' deficits in 
the instructional 
leadership domain 
as a failing but 
rather as an 
organizational 
problem."

entering administration atrophy over 
time, further weakening their knowl 
edge base for instructional leadership.

Professional norms. Professional 
norms which state that educational 
decision making is the teacher s do 
main also militate against strong in 
structional leadership. Principals often 
informally trade their authority in the 
areas of curriculum and instruction for 
compliance by teachers on other is 
sues. This tradeoff is formalized in 
some districts through collective bar 
gaining agreements negotiated by the 
school board and the superintendent. 
Whether formal or informal, these 
"treaties result in territorial bound 
aries that limit the frequency and 
depth of principals' classroom visita 
tions as well as their initiative in con 
sulting with teachers about instruc 
tional matters

District expectations That most dis 
tricts place a higher priority on mana 

gerial efficiency and political stability 
than on instructional leadership is re 
flected in norms implicitly understood 
by both principals and district office 
administrators. Principals receive few 
rewards from the central office for 
actively involving themselves in curric 
ulum and instruction and suffer few 
sanctions if they ignore this domain. 
Conversely, central office supervisors 
are likely to address community- or 
management-related problems 
through quick, firm communications 
to the principal involved. Consistent 
with these observations is the finding 
that promotions into administrative 
positions are more frequently associat 
ed with gender, political clout, and 
district visibility than with instruction 
al leadership potential. Thus, the ad 
ministrative norms in most school dis 
tricts reinforce professional treaties 
negotiated with teachers, further in 
hibiting instructional leadership

Instructional Leadership

Dimensions Defines the Mission Manages Curriculum and Instruction (CM) rRJinotes School Climate

Frames Communicates Knows Coordinates Supervises MonHors Sets Sets Protects Promotes 
functions ^ Coats Coals Cil Curriculum and Evaluates Progress Standards Expectations Time Improvement

Behaviors

Fig. 1. Instructional Leadership Framework
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Role diversity. That the principal's 
workday comprises many brief, frag 
mented interactions with different ac 
tors is well documented. It is difficult 
for principals to schedule the uninter 
rupted blocks of time necessary for 
planning and assessing curriculum, 
observing lessons, and conferencing 
with teachers. In addition, teachers, 
parents, students, and central office 
staff hold widely varying expectations 
of the principal. The multiplicity of 
roles and expectations tend to frag 
ment whatever vision the principal 
may be attempting to shape in the 
school

Defining Instructional 
Leadership
The four barriers to instructional lead 
ership just described are further com 
plicated by a fifth obstacle: the lack of a 
clear definition of the role. It is diffi 
cult to assess principals on role behav 
iors if these behaviors have not been 
defined. Fortunately, research has 
made substantial progress in defining 
the principal's key instructional lead 
ership functions (see, e.g., Bossert et 
al. 1982, Hallinger and Murphy 1985, 
Hallinger et al. 1983, Shoemaker and 
Fraser 1981, Stallings 1982).

From our perspective, the princi 
pal's role comprises three dimensions 
of instructional leadership activity: de 
nning the school mission, managing 
the instructional program, and pro 
moting the school learning climate. 
Each dimension contains specific job 
functions. For example, managing the 
instructional program consists of su 
pervising and evaluating instruction, 
coordinating the curriculum, and 
monitoring student progress (fig. 1) 
Each job function includes a variety of 
principal practices and behaviors (see 
Hallinger and Murphy 1985 and Hal- 
linger et al. 1983 for more detail about 
this framework).

Defining the school mission Instruc 
tional leaders have a clear vision of 
what the school is trying to accom 
plish. Defining that mission entails 
leading the staff in developing school- 
wide goals and communicating them 
to the entire school community Out 
of the mission evolves a sense of pur-

to wtut extent does your principal... ? 
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pose shared by the staff, students, and 
community, which unites all the 
schools activities School goals are 
articulated to promote both account 
ability and instructional improvement.

Managing the instructional pro 
gram. The principal works with staff in 
areas specifically related to the evalua 
tion, development, and implementa 
tion of curriculum and instruction. 
Traditionally, instructional manage 
ment by principals has been viewed 
primarily as supervision and evalua 
tion of instruction. Research on effec 
tive schools and school improvement 
indicates, however, that principals 
should pay equal, if not greater, atten 
tion to two other related instructional 
management functions: coordinating 
the curriculum and monitoring stu 
dent progress. Principals coordinate 
curriculum by ensuring that students 
receive appropriate instruction in ar 
eas identified by the school district.' 
Principal involvement in monitoring 
student progress both within individ 
ual classrooms and across grades is an 
equally potent, but underemphasized, 
area of principal activity.

Promoting a positive climate. 
School learning climate refers to the 
norms and attitudes of the staff and

"A weak knowledge 
base in curriculum 
and instruction, 
fragmented district 
expectations, 
territorial treaties 
negotiated with 
teachers, and the 
diverse roles played 
by the principal 
keep many site 
administrators from 
carrying out this 
role effectively."
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PRINCIPALS' INSTRUCTION^. MANAGEMENT
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Fig. 3. Ratings of Principals by Role Croup

"It is difficult to assess principals on role 
behaviors that have not been defined. . . . From 
our perspective, the principal's role comprises 
three dimensions of leadership activity: 
defining the school mission, managing the 
instructional program, and promoting the 
school learning climate."

students that influence learning in the 
school Principals shape the learning 
climate directly and indirectly by:

• maintaining high visibility in or 
der to communicate priorities and 
model expectations;

• creating a reward system that rein 
forces academic achievement and pro 
ductive effort;

• establishing clear, explicit stan 
dards that embody the school's expec 
tations of students;

• protecting instructional time; and
• selecting and participating in
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high-quality staff development pro 
grams consistent with the school 
mission.

Assessing Instructional 
Leadership
The third condition necessary for prin 
cipals to exercise strong instructional 
leadership is the availability of reli 
able, valid, usable methods for assess 
ing their leadership behaviors Ac 
cording to Duke and Stiggins (1985), 
the type of evaluation data needed 
varies with the purpose of the assess 
ment. Where assessments are used for 
personnel evaluation and other ac 
countability oriented purposes, the 
data must meet specific legal and pro 
fessional standards of reliability and 
validity (Latham and Wexley i981). 
Few principal evaluation systems even 
approach such standards, and the pro 
cedures used seldom meet the criteria 
administrators must apply to the evalu 
ation of teachers. Where assessments 
are used only for professional im 
provement, there can be greater lee 
way in the nature of the data used.

Methods of assessing instructional 
leadership Supervisors can assess 
principals skills through direct obser 
vation, interviews, document analysis, 
and questionnaires. Each method has 
advantages and disadvantages.

Use of direct observation is being 
pioneered in professional develop 
ment programs such as Peer-Assisted 
Leadership (PAL) piloted at the Far 
West Lab in San Francisco (Barnett and 
Long 1986), where principals use the 
results to help one another create 
individualized professional develop 
ment programs. It is a highly time- 
consuming way to generate assess 
ment data, however Multiple 
observations are needed to generate 
valid results For this reason, we view 
direct observation as a useful, but sup 
plementary, prcx:edure in the princi 
pal evaluation process

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

An underutilized method of gener 

ating data on principal instructional 
leadership is the analysis of school 
documents. Though again inadequate 
as a single method of assessment, ana 
lyzing goal statements, newsletters, 
memos, bulletins, meeting minutes, 
and other school documents can pro 
vide a revealing picture of the princi 
pal's concerns, priorities, and commu 
nication style. When combined with 
other data, the results of document 
analysis can help principals reflect on 
their instructional leadership.

Questionnaires may be a 'quick and 
dirty" way to generate assessment 
data, but they are convenient, since it 
generally takes less time to complete 
and score them than to conduct a 
single observation. Although question 
naires rely on the perceptions of staff 
rather than on concrete observed be 
havior, numerous studies have found 
that they can provide reliable, valid 
data on managerial behavior (Latham 
and Wexley 1981).

We suggest that supervisors use a 
combination of the four methods.

Development of HM? Principal In- 
structional Management Rating Scale 
As district office administrators, we 
were charged with developing a feasi 
ble system of principal assessment for 
both accountability and professional 
improvement purposes We used the 
framework summarized in this article 
to develop an instrument that would 
generate the needed assessment infor 
mation (Hallinger 1983). We defined 
each job function in terms of specific 
practices and behaviors To obtain crit 
ical job-related behaviors, we tho-- 
oughly reviewed research examining 
each instructional leadership function. 
Similarly, in our discussions with 
school administrators we sought to 
generate inductively the practices that 
they fell were critical to performing 
each function, translating them into 
behaviorally anchored descriptions 
(see Hallinger and Murphy 1985. 
Latham and Wexley 1981) The result 
ing Principal Instructional Manage 
ment Rating Scale (PIMRS) 1 is a ques 
tionnaire instrument that can lie used 
to assess principal instructional lead 
ership behavior.

The revised instrument contains SO 
statements about principal instruction-

"The PIMRS can be 
administered to a 
principal as a self- 
assessment 
instrument as well 
as to supervisors 
and teachers to 
provide a broader 
picture of the 
principal's 
leadership."
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"That most districts 
place a higher 
priority on 
managerial 
efficiency and 
political stability 
than on 
instructional 
leadership is 
reflected in 
norms implicitly 
understood by both 
principals and 
district office 
administrators."

al leadership behaviors. The practices 
thai make up each job function in the 
PIMRS do not represent the full range 
of behaviors necessary for principals 
to provide instructional leadership, 
rather, each job function contains a 
representative sample of critical be 
haviors Respondents indicate the de 
gree to which they perceive the princi 
pal has performed a particular practice 
over the prior school year (e.g., the 
extent to which the principal uses 
needs assessment or other methods to 
secure staff input on the development 
of school goals"). Respondents chcx>se 
their answers from a live-point Liken 
scale: "Almost Never" (1) to "Almost 
Always" (5). Figure 2 displays the 
items used to assess a principal's per 
formance on "monitoring student 
progress." which is a job function of 
'managing curriculum and 
instruction.

The instrument is scored by calcu 
lating the mean for each job function. 
A high score on a function indicates 
active leadership in that area. Princi 
pals who obtain high ratings across the 
various job functions are perceived as 
engaging in instructional leadership 
behaviors asstxriated with principals in 
effective schools The PIMRS ratings do 
not, however, measure the quality of 
principal instructional leadership 
Such assessments are best generated 
through supplementary observations 
and interviews

The PIMRS can be administered to a 
principal as a self assessment instru 
ment as well as to supervisors and 
teachers to provide a broader picture 
of the principals leadership. The 
choice of appraisers depends on the 
purposes of the assessment. When 
professional improvement is the sole 
concern, instrument reliability and va 
lidity are not critical issues However, 
greater care must be exercised when 
collecting data as part of the evaluation 
process. At least three studies have 
found the PIMRS to provide data on 
principal instructional leadership that 
meet both legal and professional stan 
dards of reliability and validity (Hal- 
linger 19H3. Hallinger and Murphy 
1985. Krug 1986, O Day 1984). To 
maximize the reliability of evaluation

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

District administrators can also ag 
gregate instrument results across the 
district to plan staff development for 
principals. Figure 3 displays the in 
structional leadership profile for a 
group of 10 elementary school princi 
pals as assessed by their supervisors. 
The information contained in this pro 
hie was corroborated by the percep 
tions of teachers and the principals' 
"self-assessments using the PIMRS. As a 
group, these principals need to exam 
ine their behavior in the areas of 
communicating school goals, provid 
ing incentives for teachers, and pro 
viding incentives for learning The 
profile also suggests that district staff 
development efforts in the areas of 
supervision and evaluation and curric- 
ular cixirdination appear to be paying 
off in terms of principal attention to 
these job functions. Thus, the results 
of this assessment instrument were 
used to evaluate individual principals

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

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

Strengthening Principals' 
Instructional Leadership
Traditionally principals have been of 
fered few incentives and have encoun 
tered many hazards for venturing into 
the school leadership domain A weak 
knowledge base in curriculum and 
instruction, fragmented district expec 
tations, territorial treaties negotiated 
with teachers, and the diverse roles 
played by the principal keep many site 
administrators from carrying out this 
role effectively. Thus, schexil districts 
should not view principals deficits in 
the instructional leadership domain as 
a failing but rather as an organizational 
problem. Schcx>l districts can help 
principals become stronger instruc 
tional leaders by:

1. addressing the barriers noted 
above through policies and staff devel 
opment training;

2. denning the instructional leader 
ship role so that administrators clearly 
understand what is expected of them; 
and

3. using an assessment system that

provides data on principal instruction 
al leadership that are both reliable and 
valid for accountability and useful for 
professional improvement.

The Principal Instructional Manage 
ment Rating Scale has a place in this 
system. When used in conjunction 
with training, this systematic, research- 
based tool provides information prin 
cipals can use to identify areas for 
their own professional development 
and to make decisions regarding the 
school program. Districts can use the 
instrument as pan of their principal 
evaluation systems and as a basis for 
planning and evaluating their staff de 
velopment programs D

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