CHAPTER 2

THE PRIMARY HEADTEACHER – A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  

Introduction

Accounts of headteachers’ work have been sparsely written but it was not until the 1980’s when four Education Acts within a decade emerged that research into the practice of headteachers really unfurled.  Heads are still suffering the effects of these acts plus two new education acts in the 1990’s.

This chapter was written, as I wanted to become aware of authors’ findings about the experiences of primary headteachers.  I wished to engage with the findings from the literature relating them both to my own past and present experiences, and to those of headteacher colleagues with whom I had liaised since the outset of my enquiry.

Research on the role of the primary head


The work of headteachers has received much attention.  Torrington and Weightman (1989) state, ‘The ‘extraordinary centrality’ and the ‘almost universal focus on this job’ is found not only in the work of academics such as, for example Rutter (1979) and Mortimore et al (1988), but also, in the continuing statements of politicians’ (p.135).  I would put forward the view that the many studies of headteachers, whether they be of secondary or primary headteachers show similar pressures which exist in their roles.  As Riley and Mahoney (1995), in their research for the ‘Effective Leadership in a time of change’ project; state ‘size, the nature of the school, whether this is a first, second or third headship do not appear to influence the hours worked or the proportion of time spent on administration’ (p.VIII).

There appears however to be a strong bias between attention given to secondary and primary headship.   Southworth (1995:8) citing Baron (1980) feels that even though ‘throughout the 1980’s and 1990’s there was increasing interest in school management, the neglect of the headteacher’s position in the infant and junior school is particularly marked’ (Baron 1980:5).  Coulson (1990) suggests that in spite of the fact that headship is so important no large-scale funded investigation of primary headship in Britain has taken place (p3).  Secondary school head teachers however have had more data collected on them with extensive government funded studies having been carried out (see Morgan, Hall and Mackay 1983, Hall, Mackay and Morgan 1986; Weindling and Earley 1987).  With regard to research into primary headship, however there is a ‘sparseness of material available on primary headship in England and Wales’ (Southworth 1995:8); ‘ the writing and research on the topic remains the province of individuals mainly heads themselves’  (Coulson 1980:3).

Research to date has only partially reflected the reality of headship (Hughes 1976:59). There is a general failure to come to grips with the ‘street realities of headship’ (Ball, 1987:8).  In addition to all the above ‘consequently such research as has been undertaken is limited in scope and timescale’ (Southworth, 1995:9).

I would argue that the research into primary headship that has taken place, although it has not been long term, is extremely useful providing the reader with an insight and recognition of the multifarious roles carried out by primary heads encompassing everything from heads’ use of time management to their dealings with the community. It is particularly valuable in outlining the dilemmas that exist with these roles.

The main problem as I see it with any of the literature (research based or handbook style) on headteachers is that it is limited in that every school has its own individual needs and circumstances to which it has to respond.  This point of view is backed up by findings in the literature.  For example Small (1984) in his study of individual headteachers in the different types of school, infant, first, middle, senior high and comprehensive, states that headship is a ‘scandal of particularity’ because of the fact that the five heads in his study were ‘very dependent upon the circumstances of their school’ (p.11).

Southworth (1988) in his study of primary headteachers feels that the head’s role and work is influenced greatly by the type of school that s/he works in i.e. rural, denominational, infant, junior primary etc. plus the size of the school, its age, layout, curricular strengths and weaknesses of staff (p.42), (See also Acker, 1990: 261-262). Even with boroughs such as my own, the catchment factors for schools are incredibly different.  For example, in my education authority school ‘A’ has 100% Asian pupils with a massive percentage of English as a second language, while school ‘B’ just four miles away has practically no English as a second language needs.  The case study school midway between the two has thirty-seven different mother tongues, feeds an estate plus private housing thus creating different needs yet again.  Yet, the government chooses to put every school on a level scale in terms of presenting league tables, without consideration being given to the massive social factors which affect the above. 

I applaud the work done by researchers in outlining the pressures and difficulties being experienced by headteachers and I am pleased to add my own findings in the hope that as my supervisor Jack Whitehead commented “this is why this research is so important, it needs to be completed so that the government can be made aware of it” (Tutorial 25/5/96). 

Headteachers, leadership and collegiality

Undoubtedly one of the primary functions of headship is leadership and to this end there is an extensive literature on leadership and management in educational institutions both in theory and in practice, both collegiate and participatory. 

As a practicing headteacher I value collegial leadership and attempt to practice this daily in the leadership and management of our school.  I aim to live my values in my practice (Whitehead 1985:101).  Because of this it was important for me to engage with the literature finding out about leadership and collegiality hopefully gaining insight into information which could make me reflect on and improve my practice.

Some of this literature for example, Bell 1988, and Everard and Dean1987, Morris 1990, Harrison and Gill 1992, is in handbook form offering advice to managers; other literature such as Hughes 1985, 1990 tends to be more theoretical;  with some; Bush 1980,  Glatter et al. 1988 relating theory to practice.  Some authors, Waters 1979, Jones 1980, Hill 1989 have written on leadership and management drawing on their own personal experiences, with others, John 1980, Paisey 1984, Mortimore and Mortimore 1988, Acker 1990a, Troman 1994, Southworth 1995,  Boyle and Woods 1996, Hayes 1996 using a case study approach.

I believe that what is essentially absent from the above literature are actual practicing headteachers’accounts of their everyday educational lives.  Only the relatively small-scale MA research dissertations seem to meet this description.  For example, certain primary headteachers McKeon 1992, Lack 1992, Cox 1993, Tompkins 1995 have given written accounts about issues in their schools using action research approaches.  I would argue that these real-life accounts are incredibly valuable but are limited because of the short time span in which the research was carried out.  I feel that worthwhile studies such as these need to be developed further as then, we will be developing a solid professional knowledge base for headteachers.

With relation to the above Bolman and Heller (1995) would support my view as they point out the irrelevance of literature on headship to practitioners such as myself stating ‘most who review research about school leadership judge it to be too abstract and detached from practice or too narrow and disengaged from person and context, and therefore, of little use to those in schools’  (p.342).  They believe that the dynamics of leadership should be studied at every level from ‘classroom to congress’ (p.350).  Bolman and Heller (Ibid:351) do however say that research on educational leadership has, in order to gain intellectual respectability, borrowed from the social sciences.  This practice is now being challenged on the grounds that theory has become divorced from practice.  For myself, I would agree with Bolman and Heller, the danger is however that in their study ‘from classroom to congress’ even more theory, masses of it will accumulate which will again be rejected by teachers.  I would prefer to see action research studies carried out by practitioners in each of the school tiers i.e. classroom, middle management, senior management. 
Hoyle (1988:31) states that ‘the initial assumption about leadership was that it was a function of personal characteristics.  However this approach proved to have little power in predicting effective leadership since it excluded consideration of leadership Style’.  He says that ‘early work on leadership style centred on ‘democratic’, ‘authoritarian’ and laissez faire style’ (Lewin 1944 cited in Nias 1980:258) with the democratic style having the greater effectiveness (Hoyle 1988:31).


Hoyle says that from the 1950’s onwards all those undertaking research into leadership identified two key dimensions of leadership: ‘personal relationships’ and ‘task achievement’.  These were defined by Halpin (1966:39) as ‘initiating structure’ and ‘consideration’.  ‘Initiating structure’ refers to the ‘degree to which a leader defines  and structures his own role and those of his subordinates towards goal attainments’.  ‘Consideration’ is ‘the degree to which a leader acts in a warm and supportive manner and shows concern and respect for his subordinates’ (Nias 1980:259).


Yukl (1975:162) suggests a threefold typology instead of the two leadership dimensions mentioned above.  He accepts Halpin’s dimensions but adds a third dimension which he terms ‘Decision Centralisation’ which is ‘the degree of leader influence over group decisions’ (Nias 1980:259).  This is referred to by Hoyle as the ‘participative dimension’ (Hoyle 1988:33).  Hoyle refers also to the Tannerbaum and Schmidt (1958:3) model ‘How to Choose a Leadership Pattern’ where the leader as headteacher, through seven stages ‘makes a decision and announces it’ to staff down to the staff carrying out the decision so long as it is in agreed parameters.


Nias (1980) interviewed ninety graduates in their first year as newly qualified teachers in infant and junior schools.  She found that these teachers’ satisfaction with teaching was influenced to a large extent by their perception of their heads as leaders and managers.  This led Nias through using Yukl’s (1975:162) typology to propose three leadership types, which she named ‘Passive’, ‘Positive’ and ‘Bourbon’ (Nias 1980:260). ‘Positive’  type heads were the most favoured in Nias sample as they displayed high standards of professionalism always willing to give support whereas ‘Passive’ type heads were not easy to approach and did not support teachers, with ‘Bourbon’ type heads treating teachers as inferiors.


Lloyd (1985) like Nias used Yukl’s typology in his interview data collection of the role perceptions of 50 primary heads.  From his data analysis Lloyd proposed six headship types.  These were nominal, coercive, paternal, familiar, passive and extended professional.  Lloyd states that ‘the evidence suggests that the paternal and coercive headship types, which may have once been the most common approaches to primary school leadership, are now in decline and that the ‘extended professional’ approach whereby teacher development and collaboration are encouraged by heads in moving schools forward is replacing the head-centred, paternalistic style (Lloyd, 1985:304).


In my reading I became aware that the term ‘paternal’, Lloyd’s headship type number three above, was causing concern for other writers in terms of leadership.  Coulson (1980:286) is critical of this paternalistic style which he feels comes about because of the close identification between the male head and ‘his’ school.  ‘He tends to think of it as ‘his’ in a very special way and therefore to feel a deep sense of personal responsibility for everything and everyone in it’ (p.286).  Coulson suggests ‘collegiality’ as an alternative and suggests that although heads have made some moves towards ‘democraticising’ their schools’ the traditional ‘paternal pattern persists’ (p.285).


Ten years on it would appear that ‘paternalism’ in leadership is still present as Johnston (1986) found in an investigation of staff from eight primary schools into their preference in terms of gender differences for primary school leadership.  Johnston’s findings ‘reflect the continuance of traditional societal assumptions about males as authority figures and of the paternalism which is traditionally associated with the male head in the primary school who is working with a preponderance of female staff’ (Johnston, 1986:224).


Two decades ago Hughes (1976) declared that the traditional view of headship is one where the head is seen as an ‘autocratic’ leader. A decade later the position had changed, and we have been told: ‘the task of leadership is shared with a whole team of people - a more complicated but in the end a more realistic and healthy way of working’ (Jones, 1987: 44)

The situation is however not as clear-cut as Jones’ statement suggests. In a new study, Nias et al. (1989) found that in the schools which they had identified as having ‘collaborative cultures’ there was evidence to show that ‘the head’s responsibility for the main policies in their schools was virtually unchallenged’ (Nias et al., 1989:267).  ‘Because collaborative cultures do not evolve quickly, they can be unattractive to heads looking for swift implementation expedients’ (Fullan and Hargreaves 1992:77).  Heads may therefore wish to work inside ‘forms of collegiality which they can control, regulate or tame’ (Ibid p.78).  This then becomes ‘contrived collegiality’ (Hargreaves 1994:195-6), whereby ‘collegiality is organised for management, not for teacher empowerment’ (Woods, 1995:19).  Even heads’ facilitating teacher empowerment is not a clear cut issue, in some writer’s opinions.  For example, arrangements introduced by heads which don’t encourage teachers to work together on improvements in their practice but tend to mandate them to do so amount to imposed collegiality, (see Hargreaves and Dawe, 1990; Hargreaves, 1992).  Some heads wanting to keep ‘tabs on everything’,  ‘may feel the need to be in control’  (Boyle and Woods, 1996:556). 

Coping with the Effect of Imposed Legislation

 Pollard et al’s (1994) research gives a new theme: the effect of imposed legislation.  Pollard et al. studied heads’ strategies for coping with the changes brought about by imposed legislation since 1990, and found that there was now a move from collegial management to a more ‘top down’ approach (p.70).  They felt that this was mainly due to the emergence of the National Curriculum and its implementation and the fact that there was a division between the head and teachers in terms of their duties.  They are of the opinion that heads have become distanced from the curriculum and what happens in the classroom mainly because of LMS.  Class teachers on the other hand have now become more knowledgeable in terms of their understanding of the National Curriculum Programmes of Study and Attainment Targets.  Heads for the above reasons no longer have this knowledge.  I can agree with Pollard et al’s (1994) findings in part but not in whole.  Firstly in the smaller schools headteachers who have a class teaching commitment will not fall into this category; secondly because in some small schools e.g. my own, when it was growing into primary status, there are more curriculum areas than teachers to cover them. In order to counteract this problem heads take a responsibility for curriculum areas developing and attending INSET for them, and delivering INSET on training days as I did in 1993-94.  On the other hand, heads should be aware of their limitations.  Two separate diary entries made when conversing with two fellow headteachers exemplify this.  “That’s it when you’re a head, with all the admin you’ve got to do it doesn’t take you long to get de-skilled as a classroom teacher” (Diary entry 11/4/94).  Secondly, “any head who thinks that they know as much about maths as a member of staff who’s been on the 10 day GEST* course is kidding themselves” (Diary entry 9/5/95).  *10 day GEST course is money given by the DFEE to schools for intensive INSET in a curriculum area.

Pollard et al. (1994:73) feel that headteachers have been forced because of the increased workload and lack of time to implement it into utilizing a top-down approach as a means of  ‘headteacher survival’.  This immediately struck an ironic note with me, in that while the literature discusses the issue of ‘survival of one’s school’ (Hardie 1991:10) an equally important issue for heads is survival of themselves.

Pollard et al. (Ibid) feel that in order for headteachers to contend with the reforms,  ‘In this context becoming more ‘top-down’ is a form of coping strategy rather than an indication of a fundamental change in values’. This seems to me to be a very clear case of a conflict between values and practice, of the kind that I shall discuss below (p.51).

Troman’s study shows a clear example of a head as a ‘living contradiction’. Troman (1996:619) felt that in his case study that even though ‘the school had an informal collaborative culture and structures for shared decision making’, the headteacher in question used to step outside this culture when ‘rapidly changing circumstances’ brought about by the new reforms in education pressured him.  Troman feels that the case study head believed in a collaborative culture but because of the pressure would take decisions ‘bypassing governors and parents’.  Troman epitomises this scenario by saying ‘the tension between the collegial and top down management styles is increasingly being resolved with heads using their executive powers without even consultation’ (p.619).

Hayes (1996:291) feels that ‘with the weight of national reforms hitting schools in the U.K.  In contrast over the past few years, the involvement of staff in collaborative decision-making as a strategy for coping with the rapid pace of change has been irresistible for school leaders’.  I would argue that involvement of staff as fellow decision-makers might well be ‘irresistible’ at the outset but as to whether this would continue when rapid decisions had to be made would be another story.

Campbell and Southworth (1992:77) propose that true collegiality  will only come about when staff are ‘working together in a school where the culture is cohesive  and educational beliefs are shared’.  I believe however that the actual situation may not be so since the head may have been influential in shaping the views of the staff.  As Southworth (1994:15) says, many headteachers provide leadership through ‘infecting colleagues with one’s educational beliefs’ meaning that staff’s beliefs may be shaped or compromised before they have even been formed.  

Nias (1987) adopts a different stance.  She feels that teachers may NOT want to collaborate as part of a collegial process as they may see this as a sign of a head’s lack of trust in them as individuals and of their individual judgements.  They also may feel that collegiality may threaten their autonomy.  Gaziel and Weiss (1990:58) suggest that within any school staff there are two types of teachers, ‘internals’ who perceive themselves as ‘personally responsible and punishable for events they experience in their lives’ and therefore want to be involved in decision making as opposed to ‘externals’ who see themselves as ‘powers controlled by external forces’, who see themselves as implementors of decisions already made by others.  I would argue that this is not as clear cut as is sounds however.  In my experience teachers can move in and out of these typologies to the extreme with relative ease, particularly when an issue arises which affects them personally.  Hayes (1996:295) in his case study of  a headteacher aiming to move her staff from disunity to collegiality  found that this was most definitely the case.  I would argue further that teaching staff are not the only people who adopt this approach.  I, on reflection, feel I do this regularly.


What then would serve to minimise this moving in and out of the above groupings?  Duke et al. (1980) stress the need that staff have to be committed to initiatives put forward so as to enter into a collegial framework as a prerequisite for these initiatives to be successful.  They argue this point further by saying that in terms of staff’s own time, staff would have to see school decision making as worthwhile before they would sacrifice their own time, which they might feel would be better spent in classroom preparation/priorities.  Busher and Saran (1994) agree and expand on this view by saying that teachers would support a leadership style which fosters a collegial style of decision making when they perceive that the outcomes would reflect and protect the philosophy of child centred education which many of them hold.


Broadhead et al. (1996:289) feel that the ‘single innovation’ of headteacher leadership is no longer suitable for schools who wish to ‘move forward in a multi-dimensional future of development and change where the responsibilities of management and leadership must be equivalently multi-dimensional and no longer reside solely with the headteacher’. Quintessentially then, what I perceive as being the ideal situation would be one where staff value the leadership of the headteacher as in the findings of the ‘Whole School Curriculum Development Project’ (Nias, et al 1992:56).  Beare et al’s (1989:114) view that heads as leaders are able to transmit their vision to staff in such a way that the staff become committed to it is one which I find appealing. On reading further however I find that this view is not without criticism.  Fullan and Hargreaves (1992:91) state that ‘[this] vision acts through the tendency to blame others’. Furthermore it is ‘often formulated in a top-down model’ (p.92) which opposes the basis of collegiality.  I feel that the challenge therefore is how to reconcile tension between firstly the head’s vision for the school and the education of the pupils therein and secondly the autonomy of all staff some of who may feel threatened by this vision.


What needs to be avoided then is the scenario where leadership is used as getting the staff to do what management wants them to do (Foster 1989:23).  What most definitely must be done away with is the view that teachers are basically assistants to the headteacher (Harling 1984).  I would extend this further, to ancillary staff stating that no member of staff in a school should be perceived of as being ‘hired help’ (Loftus, 1991:44).  In order to admonish the above I would agree with Barber (1984:280) that headteachers should become facilitators as part of their leadership role and be ‘responsible to a process, rather than specific outcomes’.  I believe that headteachers need to be aware of the skills of their staff and in a collegial framework recognise that ‘persons who are leaders in one situation may not necessarily be leaders in other situations’ (Stodgill, 1970:126).  Bottery (1990:181) states ‘Ultimately, this will mean empowering others to take over the reins of leadership when these others are most suited to the task’.  This view is reinforced by Patterson et al 1986:76 (cited in Fullan 1992:92) who state that ‘senior officials must strike a balance between giving up total control of the group and holding too tightly onto the reins’.


Fullan (1992) offers words of caution on Bottery and Patterson’s views above.  He feels that allowing staff to be leaders perforce, without setting parameters may not be good for the organisation in terms of its development, as ‘too much freedom often results in a vague sense of direction and wasted time’ (p.97).  He acknowledges immediately that there is not an easy solution to this as ‘clearly defined structure, on the other hand, often generates resistance’ (p.91).  This dilemma of leadership is identified as a common problem by Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1991:26) who say that modern managers are often not sure whether to adopt strong leadership or permissive leadership.  

One particular writer who experienced the above dilemmas was Bone (1993). Although leadership, management and collegiality have been widely written about for a number of years, I put forward the personal belief that Bone (1993) is one of a tiny minority of persons to have outlined through his action research enquiry, the intricacies of improving his management of staff, through an analysis of his own practice.  Bone, headteacher of a special school for pupils with emotional and behavioural difficulties, felt initially that his school was being managed collegially.  In 1992 an OFSTED inspection challenged Bone’s belief that the school was being managed collegially, and furthermore asked if this was an effective style of management.  Bone’s action research enquiry outlines his personal contradiction of needing to influence staff whilst at the same time wanting to empower them.  The study highlights self reflection as an important process in improving one’s practice.

On reading Bone’s action research enquiry, I am reminded of Southworth’s (1993:79) sentiments that ‘given our relatively meagre understanding of leadership, not only do we need more descriptions of leaders in action, we also need richer and detailed descriptions of them at work. ----we especially need them of primary heads in action since there is a paucity of material to work on. ---- Until we expand our knowledge of primary heads, our understanding of how they lead will remain simplistic and superficial’.  This view is echoed by Blase who feels that the data which needs to be collected on school leadership should encompass the ‘little stuff of everyday life’ (p.194).  As a response to Southworth and Blase above I espouse action research enquiries such as Bone’s as the way forward.  To me, it is far better that more headteachers carry out research on their understanding of their practice with a view to improving that practice and write accounts of their experiences themselves,

A change of roles

With the passing of the 1988 Education Reform Act (ERA) which imposed on schools the National Curriculum and Local Management of Schools (LMS) the role of the primary headteacher has undergone considerable change and redefinition.

Prior to the 1998 Act the role of the primary head was divided between managerial aspects plus a teaching role (Jones, 1980), with the latter taking up most of the head’s time (Davies, 1987).  Headteachers were seen as leaders in curriculum innovation and development in their schools and as shining examples for their staff colleagues (Dunning, 1993, McHugh and McMullan, 1995).  They appeared to work in isolation in carrying out their role (Pollard et al, 1994).  The reality was that heads were accountable to their LEA.  ‘Now heads are largely free of LEA control but they are closely accountable to governors and parents’ (Adams, 1993:23).

Some writers, for example Craig (1989), feel that the term ‘headteacher’ is not in tune with the present reforms.  The ‘headteacher’ is not to do with teaching any longer.  It is now a strongly oriented managerial post (Creese, 1991); a strong irony that in that the education service itself has traditionally remained aloof from managerial practice and theory for many years (Lyons, 1990).

The recent reforms have changed the head’s role dramatically and have brought about the need for heads to grapple with change in the form of ‘multiple innovations’ (Wallace, 1992).  Heads have moved from being the ‘leading educationalist’ to the ‘chief executive’ (Hellawell 1990, Ball 1990, Bowe and Ball 1992, Grace 1995, Menter and Ozga 1995). Previously the Local Education Authority would have dealt with many aspects making up the school day (McHugh and McMullan, 1995:23) e.g. building maintenance, grounds maintenance, utilities, cleaning, school meals.  Now, however, the Head is responsible for overseeing all of these in addition to the National Curriculum its implementation, record keeping assessment and reporting.  My own budgetary planning sheet laid down by our LEA shows 48 main areas for which I have to budget, control. and monitor annually, each February as part of an indicative budget.  Only three of these areas are directly linked with the children’s education.  Colleague heads are more than aware of this predicament.  A conversation with a colleague headteacher revealed  “the problem with headship is that heads are now responsible for everything from the washers on the taps in the boys’ toilets to the delivery of the National Curriculum” (Diary entry17/6/93).  Dunning (1993:81) would seem to support my opinion:  ‘In schools of all sizes it (the head teacher’s) is now a multifarious role, involving the consistent elements of leadership of professional development and curriculum; management of organisational structures, resources, public relations and finance; as well as the disparate responsibilities of being a general administrator, planner, initiator, evaluator, assessor, appraiser, team builder, problem solver, decision  maker and pastoral figurehead; and even this list is not exhaustive’.  The head’s leadership role has now changed from ‘prime relation with knowledge, pupils, teachers and pedagogy’ to ‘a relationship with a computer and a financial package (Grace, 1995:44-45), with the enormity of tasks and duties making schools dependent on good management (Kerry and Murdoch, 1993).

Industry encroaching on education

Much of the literature (post 1988) acknowledges that the head’s role has now changed from educational to managerial.  Furthermore the language associated with education has now taken on an industrial glamour which has I feel endorsed this change in the role.  Language such as ‘action planning’, ‘school brochures’, ‘appraisals’, ‘senior management teams’, ‘team building’, reflect marketing, managerialist and industrial terminology which are present in our schools (Hatcher, 1994).  In addition to this, since becoming headteacher, I am aware that the industrial personnel terminology does not just apply to heads.  In the school where I am headteacher the school secretary has become the ‘school administrator’, the caretaker has become the ‘site manager’, I myself receive letters addressed to the ‘Chief Executive’, ‘Managing Director’, and the teachers receive post addressed to the ‘English Co-ordinator’, ‘Sports Development Officer’, ‘Mathematics Curriculum Leader’ to the extent that on the 17/2/94 one of the staff exclaimed when reading through jobs in the Times Educational Supplement (T.E.S.), “Is no one a teacher anymore!”  (Diary entry 17/2/94).

The above has led certain writers through their findings to assign heads to various typologies.  Alexander (1992) for example in his study of Leeds Primary Schools typified heads into four main categories; the ‘boss’, ‘team leader’, ‘teacher role model’, ‘chief executive’.  I would put forward the view that through my own experience the above four categories (Alexander, 1992) have within them many smaller categories e.g. finance, which at times throughout the school, year may actually be larger than the four mentioned.  An example of this is the Spring Term which used to be the ‘quiet’ term in the school calendar because there were no school productions, sports days etc.  Since the introduction of LMS however, my Spring Term is heavily laden with setting interim, indicative, and final budgets in preparation for the new financial year on April 1st.  This view would in part be supported by Menter and Ozga (1995) who found that the headteachers they studied, instead of falling into categories, tended to move in and out of roles quickly as situations required.

Bearing the above in mind, plus the new roles mentioned previously (Dunning 1993), some writers e.g. Woods, 1995; Acker, 1990a; Hellawell, 1990 have suspected that headteachers, in order to cope with Dunning's (1993) aforementioned list of headship roles, have tried desperately to keep to the traditional practices they are confident with, although the heads they studied would not openly admit this.  Boyle and Woods (1996) take this further,  ‘Indeed heads who held onto traditional roles were meeting with increasing, and on occasions, insufferable difficulty’ (p.552).

The question of time

Without exception lack of time to fulfil tasks is a major issue among primary headteachers.

As part of my research I have spoken to colleagues who were heads pre-1988 and they openly admit that their role pre-1988 and post-1988 is phenomenally different.  “It’s not like to used to be, it’s rush, rush, rush, there’s no time.  In my first headship I had much more time.  The day was so different.  In the morning I used to teach a lot and the time in the afternoon was the head’s reading time” (Diary entry 15/3/95).


It is interesting to note that from the aforementioned diary entry that the former situation is now practically non-existent, both in terms of Head’s teaching and reading. Time to do anything well is a major problem.  “I’ve just got to do the best I can, there’s no time!  I spread myself so thin that I know I’m not doing anything really well. (sigh).  What can you do!” (Diary entry, conversation with headteacher colleague 3/4/94).

It is no surprise that this issue of heads and time has been researched into and established a place in the literature.

Clerkin (1985) investigating how primary heads spend their time, through analysis of three headteachers’ time diaries supported by forty questionnaires completed by headteachers.  His analysis showed that the most time consuming activities were dealing through personal contact with staff and pupils plus general administrative tasks which in turn led to much of the head’s energy being spent on short term issues rather than planning for the long term.

Harvey (1986) researched into thirty two primary headteachers’ intended and actual use of time.  Findings showed that extra teaching time to cover for absent staff plus other unexpected delays e.g. meetings, crises, meant that the head’s intentions and actual use of time never really synchronised.

Davies (1987) studied four primary heads using open-ended observation and diary methods.  Davies noted that in spite of planning by the heads their days were consistently fragmented with nearly one quarter of all activities they undertook suffering interruption.

Webb and Vulliamy’s (1996) study of fifty primary headteachers, in which they sought to examine these head’s changing roles past ERA found that in the main the heads found a great deal of time was spent on unplanned interactions and events and it was individual work to be carried out by them, which did not have a specified protected time slot, that got put off to another occasion or taken home to do (p.304).

Reflecting on all of the above I would agree with Paisey and Paisey (1987:134) that ‘the underlying anxiety about the use of time for headteachers arose from an awareness of the incongruence between what they ought to be doing and what they are doing’.

Because of the overload and lack of time to deal with the paperwork (Campbell et al, 1991) it would appear heads are working in the mode of ‘getting done’ (Apple 1986).  ‘Getting done’ to me unfortunately denotes a separateness from the job you are doing.  In the words of Woods and Jeffrey (1996) ‘getting done’ is ‘more objective, task orientated, compartmentalised, unidimensional, rationed in segments, controlled by other’ (p.10).  This in itself exemplifies a robotic function far from the caring role that heads come into the profession for.

The Head’s New Role: High Powered to Mundane


In addition to the increased pressures and new roles for headteachers brought about by the 1988 Act (Hill, 1994), the responsibilities that were there previously have not gone away.  As our school has gone from a first to primary and therefore over a three year period, three new year groups have come in consecutively.  Some of these duties are certainly nothing to do with my job description.  Blease and Lever’s (1992) work in their study of twenty five headteachers supports this view as they relate findings as to the abundance of tasks heads have to perform whilst outlining the lower level activities this encompasses.

I can indeed empathise with the above as many times I have done the following, e.g. ringing around parents for children who have not been collected when all staff have gone home; trying to contact neighbours to help the above situation; being a caretaker as school caretakers are not on site between 12.00pm and 3.30pm; getting balls and P.E. equipment off roofs; administering basic first aid when medical staff are ill or on courses.  The list is endless.

Obviously I am not alone in this, as when collecting furniture from another school the head was interrupted by a pupil looking for toilet paper.  The head told the pupil to see the mid-day supervisor, then turned to me and wryly said, “now you know why we get promoted!” (Diary entry 11/10/94).

Similarly, most recently when visiting my support set headteacher at her school during half term, where she was having problems with the situation that there was no electricity in the adjacent building to the main one.  She related “I’ve been in all week trying to sort this out.  I may have to shut up school.  I wouldn’t mind but yet again it’s time spent on something that doesn’t deal directly with the children’s education’ (Diary entry 19/2/97).

The literature illuminates the above situation. ‘Whereas prior to the ERA negotiating with firms to carry out repairs, replace equipment and install security devices would have been managed by the LEA, these matters are now part of the remit of headteachers’ (Webb and Vulliamy, 1996:305).

I would agree that the head’s role should be one where conditions are created so that staff can function effectively (Craig, 1987, Whittaker, 1993:90).  However, the fact that many low value tasks must be carried out, the headteacher is often the only person in school ‘free’ and available to perform them (Blease and Lever,1992:197), plus the fact that ‘New initiatives are being produced at an alarming rate, and merely keeping pace with them is difficult’ (Ibid).  In addition, the increased administrative and managerial responsibilities drawing heads away from teachers and curricular responsibilities (Boydell 1990, Laws and Dennison 1991) brings about a strong possibility that the conditions which headteachers should create may well be compromised to the detriment of staff and pupils.

An opposing view to my own is Coulson’s (1986) who sees the head’s ‘Jack of all trades’ as a necessary one, conducive to the smooth running of the school.  The headteacher ‘Acting as the school’s principal disturbance-handler is a prominent and essential part of the organisational maintenance.  By bearing the brunt of this task he enables his teaching colleagues to go about their work, the principal work of the school with a minimum of distraction’ (p.36).  Coulson (1986) then goes on to say that it should be questioned as to how far these so called ‘disturbances’, ‘should be regarded negatively as disruptions to routine and stability as opposed to their being accepted positively as a normal and integral part of management!’ This view is supported by Duignan (1988:3) who says that ‘fragmented everyday routines or ‘chores’ are part and parcel of complex organisational life’.

Southworth (1994:75) is in agreement with Coulson (1986) in that he feels that heads have two levels of leadership which make them complete leaders.  These levels were ‘a high level of abstraction’ and secondly ‘at the most mundane level’ coping ‘with numerous unexpected incidents’, ‘accidents and unplanned visitors’, plus ‘lost property’.  This is supported by Davies (1987:44) research findings. ‘During a working week the heads undertook a multitude of activities --- the level of work activity displayed an unrelentless pace throughout the day --- characterised by brevity, variety and fragmentation’.

Because of the above the heads Southworth (1994) had studied ‘were greatly respected figures in their own schools.  This respect enhanced the head’s authority and influence’.  He cites Peters and Waterman. (1982:287) who say that effective leaders act ‘through deeds rather than words: no opportunity is too small.  So it is at once attention to ideas and attention to detail’.

Fair or Unfair?

Menter et al (1995:311)  talks of the head having to ‘carry the can’; similarly Jones (1987) says ‘we recognise that sometimes the head is the Aunt Sally, a scapegoat’ (p.152).  I have been able to identify with the above on many occasions.  One such occasion was on 12th November 1996 at the annual public meeting of the governing body reports to parents, in my school where a parent maligned me publicly stating that her child “had left this school unable to read and write and had failed his tests at his new high school”. 

I was indeed hurt by this public remark as:

i) I had arranged for the borough educational psychologist to assess the child at the parent’s request.

ii) I had arranged for funding from the school’s budget to be spent on individual tuition for the child from our Local Education Authority’s (LEA) Special Educational Needs department so that the child received individual tuition over a number of years.

iii) I had never personally taught the child.

Looking at (i), (ii) and (iii) above, I had worked hard in this child’s interest; addressed parental concern, yet here I was being publicly blamed as if I had ignored the child’s needs completely.  Yet, on reflection, I would sooner have the above scenario take place than have individual members of teaching staff blamed publicly. (Diary entry 12/11/96).
The above reflection regarding parents however, is shared by colleague heads as I recall a conversation with a fellow headteacher who stated, “I’m sick to death of apologising to parents.  Two days ago I had a parent in demanding to know why her child had not been given a speaking part in the school production.  She say’s he’s ill because of it! (Deep sigh, shaking of head).  Of course I pacified her and apologised but I’m not happy about it” (Diary entry 18/11/95).

On reading the literature however, my reflection is called into question, since Jones (1987:153) feels that ‘Protecting staff from anxiety is not, in the long term, a helpful headteacher skill’, and that ‘complacency’ can develop thus limiting further innovation for school improvements  (Spooner 1977 cited in Jones 1987).

This is in direct contrast to Nias et al’s (1989:146) study where it was found that a strong part of the headteacher’s role was one of reassurance and support, similarly with Acker’s (1990) work where she found ‘heads are finding it necessary to give considerable  reassurance to teachers’ (p.257).  Most importantly when empathising with my own diary entry 12/11/96 above, Webb and Vulliamy’s findings (1996:310) that some heads in their sample felt that ‘since the ERA, one of their main roles had become that of staff counsellor and as having a responsibility to protect their staff by intercepting any criticisms and fielding them themselves’.

To Teach or not to Teach?

Since the introduction of the 1998 Education Reform Act there has been a large loss of contact between headteachers and their staff and pupils. (McHugh and McMullan, 1995:27,  Acker 1990:268).


Certainly, to me this a sad turn of events as all heads that I have spoken to and presently speak to, state their enjoyment of teaching.  When visiting a colleague’s school she exclaimed, “I’ve had two members of staff out sick.  I got in a supply for one but I had to cover for the other one myself.  It’s the best three days I’ve had in the last two years.  No one bothered me; no one called me to the telephone, no paperwork.  It was great!” (Diary entry 10/1/94).

Similarly when talking to a headteacher colleague, after the annual LEA borough carol concert where both our schools had taken part. Talking on just having finished their OFSTED inspection “I’m relieved it’s over, I won’t do much now till we break up.  I am going to get round all the classes and spend some time with the kids” (Diary entry 12/12/96).

This view is supported by work such as Pollard et al 1994, Campbell and Neill 1994, whose findings reinforce that teachers they studied valued relationships with pupils as being the most rewarding part of their jobs.  Nias (1989) takes this further outlining that through the ‘self’ there would be a need for heads to express themselves through teaching (p.202).

In the smaller schools heads do tend to teach a percentage of the timetable.  The increased administrative workload however, compromises this and puts extra pressure on heads ‘as they have attempted to deal with the overflow of legislation whilst taking on the responsibility for a class’ (Jones and Hayes, 1991:214).  The conflict that this causes for heads is undoubtedly likened to that felt by their staff in terms of increased paperwork and accountability (Hargreaves and Tucker 1991).  So much so that they tend to endure new strategies by which they can actually filter the policies of reform, (Broadfoot and Osborn, 1998).  This means they move towards becoming ‘creative heads’ (Woods, 1995) who are totally dedicated and who although complying with the new reforms through self determination, do not sacrifice their educational values,and continue with their preferred style of teaching.

Some heads hold the view that they have to teach as ‘they need to establish their teaching credentials with their staff’, (Boyle and Woods, 1996:553; Acker 1998:268).  Other heads however choose not to teach themselves, sharing the teaching load among remaining staff (Troman, 1994:17).

My own views are ambivalent, considering a conversation with a colleague headteacher in relation to the above.  “I enjoy teaching but I don’t cover, only in emergencies.  If a teacher is away a supply goes in and does their work.  If I’m out or away there’s no one to do my work - it’s all waiting for me when I get back.  It’s important teachers realise this!” (Diary entry 19/5/94).

For those heads that do have a teaching commitment, this practice is not without its critics. Dunning (1993) states, ‘Children in other classes may also suffer if their head’s teaching commitment restricts his or her ability to meet them regularly, to gain insight into their needs and capabilities, to be aware of their progress and to support their own class teacher’ (p.83).  This is in addition of course to interruptions and crises to be dealt with.  Dunning’s (1993) view however would be emphatically opposed by Woods (1990), and Woods and Jeffrey (1996) in their evidence of teachers and headteachers as versatile beings who create and call on skills and strategies to deal with situations as they arise.


I would argue that actual teaching gives headteachers understanding of new curriculum and lack of teaching inhibits this.  On observing this with a colleague head his response was “that’s the problem with this job, you lose touch with the teaching, it doesn’t take you long to get de-skilled” (Diary entry 2/11/93).


The above is in fact worrying as Marland (1992:19) states that heads have considerable power over the curriculum, and that it is the head not the ‘DES or the Secretary of State who are controlling the totality, shape, style or delivery pattern of a school curriculum’.  Beare et al (1989:155) found that heads that no longer taught were in contact with curriculum delivery through monitoring, evaluation and giving advice.  The Senior Chief  H.M.I. in his 1991 annual report comments that his colleagues had detected signs that managerial and administrative duties were beginning to ‘take their toll on the curriculum leadership of the heads of primary schools’ (Para 48 p.8).  This creates another problem with regard to the kudos, which I believe a primary head needs to attain amongst his/her teachers. ‘The staff particularly in a small primary school must see that the headteacher is an effective practitioner’ (Clayton 1994:8) because after all ‘the head is a headteacher rather than head administrator’ (Reid et al, 1998:79).  Burgess et al (1994) however, found that the increased responsibilities brought about by the new reforms, particularly LMS, meant that headteachers were unable to retain  or develop sufficient curriculum knowledge to aid their classroom teaching.  ‘Many headteachers considered that they did not have the same knowledge of the National Curriculum Orders as did their staff nor the same confidence and experience in teaching the new aspects of some subjects.  This both reduced their credibility and ability to provide curriculum leadership’ (Burgess et al, 1994:43).


Coulson (1986:64-65) feels that “ ‘the readiness of heads to put time in classrooms is valued by most teachers.  It makes a recognisable area of his work more visible to them and shows a willingness to attempt what he advocates: to ‘come down on the shop floor’, ‘get his hands dirty’, and ‘practice what he preaches’ ”.


It has even been suggested that some heads use the classroom as a means of escaping from the ‘plethora of educational reforms’ (Bell et al, 1996:257) as ‘a defence mechanism against some of the managerial pressures’ (Hellawell, 1991:322).  This is in direct contrast to Haigh’s (1993) view that some heads use their increased administrative workload in light of ‘the weight of national reforms hitting schools in the UK over the past few years’ (Hayes, 1996:291), as a means of avoiding teaching in the classroom.


Hellawell (1990) suggests possible collusion between heads and their staffs ‘that in the past in UK primary schools there has been a complex and delicate trade off between heads and their staff.  In return for the protection of their classroom autonomy, class teachers have in most cases,  tacitly  accepted that to a large extent the running of the school outside the classroom would be very much in the hands of the head’ (p.402).

Whatever the arguments for or against heads teaching or not teaching it would appear that where and when heads do not teach ‘staff had become accustomed to the notion of non-teaching heads and understood why this was necessary’ (Webb and Vulliamy 1996:309). 
Unable to cope


The constant change and increase in workload that the 1988, 1992 and 1993 Education Acts have brought have taken their toll on headteachers.  McLeod and Neikle, (1994) found that many headteachers have been forced into retirement through ill health, with many more seeking early retirement. 

I would totally agree from my own experience, reflection and research (both data collection and through engaging with the relevant literature) that ‘school leaders and managers are under tighter pressure now more than ever to act quickly’ (Kelly, 1995:199).  On top of this the fact that the results/plans arising from these actions would have to be changed again in the near future because new government directives would have been brought in (Acker 1990b), plus the fact that the above factors are accompanied by accountability, has, I would argue without a doubt contributed greatly to the above scenario.

Some authors for example Broadhead et al. (1996:288) believe that ‘the areas of responsibility needing policy development and implementation have grown so considerably since 1988 that heads can no longer shoulder the burden alone’.  Broadhead et al. (1996) go on to say that heads should delegate to senior managers.  Whilst I would agree with this in part, I would argue that through my own experience both past and present certain areas of my practice are unique to me, for example LMS: setting, controlling and monitoring the budget.  This is unique to my job description and furthermore LEA terms of reference state that I alone am responsible for this and not allowed to delegate.  Agreeing with Broadhead et al. if I was allowed to delegate then I would be able to free up an enormous amount of time to concentrate on other aspects i.e. curriculum, the argument put over strongly by Pollard et al. (1994).

Murdock and Kelly (1992) suggest that the education reforms have been responsible for demoralisation, pessimism, insecurity and tiredness among heads with Jones and Hayes (1991) and McHugh and McMullan (1995) reporting that heads in their studies held resentment and lack of enthusiasm for the future.

Black (1996) comments that although the trend continues it is particular to those who were heads prior to 1988.  I cannot entirely agree with Black (1996), as my diary entries provide evidence that headteachers I have spoken to are feeling considerable strain.  Colleague heads that were appointed after me have also uttered the feeling of disillusionment. “I’m totally fed up with all of it.  If I won the lottery, I’d pay off my mortgage and pack it in.  I wouldn’t want to give up teaching.  I’d get a nice little job somewhere as a class teacher with no responsibility”. (Diary entry 15/12/96).

Some writers feel that this ‘frustration and anxiety’ on the part of headteachers has come about because of ‘inadequate preparation for their role’ (McHugh and McMullan, 1985:28).  Others such as Adair (1983) suggests that it is wrong and unfair to give someone a leadership role without adequate training, as inevitably, in the words of Hands and Aitken (1986:35) talking of leadership and management in other organisations, ‘the higher you rise in an organisation the greater the proportion of the managerial element in your life’.

The National Association of Headteachers (NAHT) found on surveying its members in 1988 that 45.9% of all respondents, who had retired in the first eight months of that year, had retired due to ‘pressure, stress or disillusionment’.  At our annual borough six-a-side football competition I recall a colleague head talking freely to me about the above.  “I don’t need this anymore, I don’t really know why I’m still doing it.  My youngest lad is sixteen the others are out working.  There’s no reason for me doing it.”  (Diary entry 4/11/93). *This head took early retirement.

On an even more worrying note personal factors are forcing headteachers to stay in the job even though they wish to leave.  Two conversations with headteachers bear this out.  “I’d like to go but my son heard he’s got into University.  He’s my only son, I want to give him the chance but it will mean I’ve got to keep on going” (Diary entry 14/7/94).  Most recently in light of the new Government early retirement conditions where heads have to accept early retirement by April 1997 or not at all, “I’m not at all well, also I’m constantly tired.  I’m of the age to get premature retirement but I’ve got a daughter finishing Uni. and a son in his first year.  My mortgage has twelve years to run.  I’d like to go; my husband keeps telling me to, but I just can’t afford it” (Diary entry 26/2/97).

Headteacher illness, stress and burnout not only affects greatly the institution in which they work but also other outside agencies for example, the research community.  Troman (1996:82) of the Open University relates the following ‘as headteachers are the likely gatekeeper that the researcher will encounter, headteachers stress, illness and burnout may impact on negotiating entry’.  He outlines the difficulties in approaching schools for research purposes ‘owing to headteacher long term sickness, breakdown or because a headteacher was so stressed it was causing difficulties in staff relationships and morale in schools’ (p.82)

From my own point of view some heads in my borough have had stress related illness, many more have had or are eagerly awaiting the prospect of early retirement.  I would argue strongly that this subconsciously affects colleagues in their post. An example of this is when I was phoned by a neighbouring head to tell me that another colleague had gone on long term sick leave, due to stress.  His closing comment was “It makes you wonder who is going to be next?” (Diary entry 3/12/96).

Feelings of Guilt

Guilt is something with which I can identify very strongly.  Feelings of inadequacy is an issue which regularly comes up in liaisons with colleague heads. “The job is too much for me, it’s too vast I just don’t think I’m up to it anymore” (Headteacher 12 years experience – diary entry 21/10/93).  “It’s the feeling of just never being able to finish anything to a high standard.  You just do the best you can” (Diary entry 3/2/95).

Guilt for headteachers is evident in the literature, sometimes suppressing innovation. ‘It is the guilt that inhibits innovation …… it is the guilt which encourages overt yet superficial compliance with innovations that are unwanted, or whose validity and practically are doubted, when open discussion and constructive criticism of the innovation and the problems it raises might provide a more productive foundation for change instead’ (Hargreaves and Tucker, 1991:495)

Accountability to LEAs and the government may cause guilt for heads, as Hargreaves and Tucker, (1991) state that this form of guilt ‘arises from doing something which is forbidden or from failing to do something which is expected, by one or more external authorities’ (p.495).

Boyle and Woods (1996:564) cite Davies (1989) with reference to depressive guilt where this comes about because of situations in which ‘individuals feel they have ignored, betrayed or failed to protect the people or values that symbolize their good internal objective’.  Heads experience this greatly as they are responsible for a whole school in terms of pupils, staff, policy and its implementation.  Some parts of government policy may not be applicable to certain school’s needs.  Heads know this yet they push reforms through, perhaps compromising their own values and those of their staff while asking staff to take on increased curriculum coordination of new responsibilities.  As one headteacher related to me “I’m under pressure myself, (pause) and part of that pressure is that even though the staff are so hard working there isn’t one day that goes by when I have to ask them to do something more” (Diary entry 1/7/94).

As a practicing headteacher, I have continually experienced guilt as outlined above.  I have however, through being an action researcher and striving to live my values in my practice (Whitehead 1993:70) but also through being a ‘living contradiction’ (Whitehead 1985), ‘wavered’ the guilt in favour of the improvements for the school as a whole in terms of new education opportunities. The one area of guilt however, which I have not come to terms with, is that of my wife and family particularly in relation to my four very young children, who because of the long hours I work, hardly see their father.  I am not alone in this as two headteacher liaisons clearly show: “I’m a head, my wife’s also a teacher.  To be quite honest, because of our school commitments, our kids get pushed from pillar to post” (Diary entry 21/3/95) Even more alarmingly ‘my youngest is fourteen now, and the others are up and away.  You know what, (sigh) I’ve completely missed my children growing up” (Diary entry 9/4/94).

The enormous amount of parents evenings, governors meetings, curriculum, staff meetings, sub-committee meetings all outside school hours which these heads and myself   have to partake in have undoubtedly contributed to the above.  In addition, because of constant interruptions to the head’s work schedule it is ‘extremely difficult during the school day to achieve the work planned, which resulted in the bulk of it being taken home after school and a build up of tasks to be tackled in the holidays’ (Webb and Vulliamy, 1996:305).  Even when the holidays do arrive we learn that this workload does not go away.  In Boyle and Woods’ (1996) research we learn that even in this period ‘the familial role gets squeezed’ with their case study primary school head not being able to ‘find time to cook for her children  when they come home from college’ (p.562).  

The Headteacher: A Subject of Unpredictable Change
The fact ‘that the role of the head in a school is changing, is not open to doubt’ (Playfoot et al. 1989:57).  The views of researchers have changed also, for example, Woods in 1979 argues the case for abolishing the headteacher.  ‘The abolition of the post of headteacher would help schools to be less defensively professional and bureaucratic and more open to pupils’ and parents’ needs’ (p.258).  Ironically in direct contrast to this, schools are now in a position of having to respond to pupils’ and parents’ needs to secure the ‘survival of their institutions’ (Gewirtz et al. 1995:91).

The onslaught of incessant reforms has made researchers of heads and their schools, aware of the enormous pressures on heads, ‘headteachers in the 1990’s operate in context of increasingly detailed answerability to parents, governors, LEAs and DES for the quality of education their schools’ (Day et.al.1990: 1).  ‘Since 1988 it is questionable whether any other publicly funded sector has been so inadequately prepared for fundamental changes in organisational responsibility’ (Williams, 1995:145-6).


Headteachers are caught up in this relentless whirlpool of change with casualties becoming all too common.   The realisation that heads cannot carry out the many aspects of their role is acknowledged by researchers: ‘no headteacher however skilled and committed can be expected to spin all the plates all the time’ (Southworth, 1994:87).  Government advisors however, are unsympathetic to the findings of the research community. ‘There is a view at present in England that the primary headteacher must become an administrator or chief executive.  We reject this view absolutely, the task of implementing the national curriculum assessments requires headteachers more than ever to retain and develop the role of educational leader’ (Alexander et.al.1992: 46).

Whether things will improve is also debatable. This point is emphasised by a headteacher colleague who had literally just heard he had received early retirement, when sharing his view with me that things wouldn’t be getting any better for the conceivable future, “I’m so glad I’m getting out, I feel sorry for heads who are too young to retire.  All that’s going to happen over the next few years, in terms of education is non-stop political football” (Diary entry 12/2/97).

I, myself would agree totally with Kent (1989:3) that ‘the headteacher’s job has changed almost beyond recognition over the last few years and is continuing to expand.  Today we have more duties, more responsibilities, more problems and more criticism than we have ever had.  There is a wealth of new legislation to be understood; fresh methods to be mastered and more accountability than most of us have ever dreamed of’.  This situation in itself has brought about an enormous irony which I feel Troman (1996:85) encapsulates so well: ‘headteachers and teachers de-skilled in the sense that they no longer engage in critical reflection on the very measures which disempower them’.

For myself, however this irony although enormous is not unconquerable, as in the words of Lomax, Whitehead, Evans (1996) ‘quality management is more likely to emerge from quality educational research than from quality control systems’ (p.4).  This is indeed a 

view which I fully endorse and one which has motivated me greatly in the writing of this thesis.
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