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A Note from the Editors

Kottkamp, Susan Sullivan, and Rich Jacobs and to prepublish their
manuscripts on the CAPEA website, r9g&ié.ng.:am.om:\cwwww.
Although the journal always accepts articles on topics other than the
year’s focus, we strongly encourage prospective contributors to access
the website to read and review the four manuscripts, and to respond
(complying with regular submission guidelines) either directly to the
Mwon_n presented, or tosubmit their own research related to the Symposium’s

eme.

. We are looking forward to combining our efforts and to exploring
different approaches of presenting scholarly thought and inquiry.

Special Thanks

As editors, we want to give special recognition and thanks to Ms.
Karen Krause from Coastline College for her assistance in every phase
of producing this volume of the CAPEA Journal.

—Linda C. Orozco, Senior Editor
University of California, Irvine

and Coastline Community College
—Marilyn Korostoff, Editor

California State University, Long Beach
—Mary K. McCullough, Associate Editor
Loyola Marymount University
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Images of Principals

in Film and Television:
from Mr. Womaoke to Mr. Reville to Mr. Woodman

Jeffrey Glanz
Kean University

ABSTRACT: Some principals have been depicted unfavorably in film
and television as insecure autocrals, petly bureaucrats, and classic
buffoons. The article advocates a reconceptualization of the theory and
practice of administration based on an “ethic of caring” as a means of
countering such negative images.'

Television, film, and other forms of popular culture serve as the first
images that children and the lay public have about principals. These
images form powerful influences on the way we think about principals
and their work. Images of principals represented by popular culture also
serve as a stimulus for self-introspection. Popular culture can serve asan
important vehicle for understanding the professional identity of princi-
pals and how others may perceive that identity. A cultural studies
approach examines the dynamic interaction between cultural images of
principals in film, for example, and perceptions that the lay public may
have of principals. Various forms of media often portray principalsin less
than complimentary ways. Recent images of teachers in film and televi-
sion suggest that they, in comparison to principals, are sophisticated
high fliers and are competent in managing incredibly complex learning
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nvironments (Farber & Holm, 1990; Farber, Holm, & Provenzo, 1992).
rincipals, on the other hand, are dullards, simphstic, petty burcaucrats
vho haven't the foggiest notion of what teaching is all about.

This article will explore how some principals are depicted in film and
olevision and explain how an “ethic of caring” can rcconceptualize
raditional ways of conceiving the principalship This article, a thought
riece, essentially documents certain images of principals that have
sersisted over time and argues that these negative cullural images can
e changed.

A. Wameke tn the Blackboard Jungle

Perhaps the forcmost image of a principal embedded in many
seople’s minds, especially for those of us over the age of thirty, is
ncapsulated in Richard Brooke's 1955 classic film Blackboard LE:..::“
\sg the title implies, the school as the context in which this drama _-_"Q.,w
witis nothing less than ajungle. Aroused by the pounding rhythms :_._:_._
laley and the Comets’ “Rock Around the Clock™ and images of rowdy
irban teens milling aimlessly, but sometimes threateningly, around the
choolyard, the audience senses the trouble that lies ahead. Capit z:x:_m
in racial stercotypes of the Irish and Puerto Ricans especially, this film
incovers an image of urban schools that is characterized by deplorable
»hysical conditions, overworked and burnt-out leachers, an d occupicd _uvm
1opeless uneducable delinquents. The film essentially portrays ::. ide-
ilistic teacher, Richard Dadier (played by Glenn Ford), who :mi:\n
.m«:..:.mn from a stint in the Korean War decides to pursue his dream of
)ecoming a tecacher. After a rather inauspicious interview, Mr. Dadier is
riven his first teaching assignment. Cautiously oplimistic after hearin ..
ihout “the discipline problem” in the school, the new Leachey :..:.Q..i_“
_osﬁrm._mmm to struggle to “save” the children from o hife of ::_:._.3.,._#.“.
ind prejudice. The images of Leacher-as-savior and urban students ..._
avages arc among the film’s major cullural messages. o

Perhaps less significant and cortainly more subtle is the image
.o._.:..mwmn ofthe principal, Mr. Wamcke. x:..._.:. aloofl, and humorless .___..._.
wrincipal isdepicted asthe classic principal-as-antocral. Our first gl w.:.._..:j
;..ZT: Wameke indicate his conservative dress, stoic manner :.:..ﬁ
wivileged position in the school. Perhaps the most memaorable :_:.F:_ 15
w::m ruler he clasps, as a king might hold his scepter At the start :_.:.M.
irst faculty _”E..c::x. the vice-principal announces, “Ladies and gentle-
”ms.wo:w principal.” Inwalks Mr. Wamek e to greet his facolty hefore the
._Mﬂwnmwh_ﬂﬂwﬂ” __d._.m‘..; e.: this scene our ._:._.:u My _:r::.._.. exXperiences

oss of a school really is. After offering Me Dadier a
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teaching position, Mr. Wameke asks, “Any questions?” Hesitatingly, the
ncophyte says, “Just one question, sir, the uh..discipline problem here.”
Incredulous, Mr. Wameke says, “1 beg your pardon?” “Well, 1 under-
stand...” Mr. Wamcke interrupts and inches closer to Mr. Dadier: “There
is no discipline problem in this school, Mr. Dadier, as long as | am
principal!” The message is clear. .

Other scenes that demonstrate the principal’s authoritarian style
include the time when he chastises a veteran teacher, Mr. Murdock, for
slapping a student. Raising his voice in anger and frustration, Mr.
Wameke admonishes the aggressive teacher in (ront of other teachers:
“If you can’t control yourself..."“Yes, sir,” responds Murdock sheepishly.
sPadier!” shouts the principal. As Mr. Dadier approaches the principal’s
office door, Murdock whispers, “He's rough today.” The principal pro-
coeds to accuse Dadier of racial prejudice based un a report he received
from a student whom the principal refuses to identify. “You listen,”
shouts the principal, “Udon't carcifa hoy's skin isblack, yellow, or purple,
he gels the same teaching, the same breaks as any white boy. Do you
understand? Do you?!” Tn this unforgettable scene, Mr, Wamcke, at this
point i the diatnbe, threateningly raises hus vuler nervously shaking it
at Dadier and shouting, "There'senough immurality in the world without
your adding toat, enough hatred, enough blind stupidity.”

Despite numerous messages this (lm imparts such as the struggles
and travailsof teaching urban students who are at-risk (Ayers, 1994}, the
images most relevant to this analysis are those that viewers receive
about the demeanor and leadership style of the principal, Mr. Wamcke.
Dictatorial, aloof, and antagonistic, the principal represents an image
ihat has been reinforeed several times inother films such as Dead Poets
Society and Lean on Me.

In Lean on Me, classic despot Joe Clark communicales clearly who's
in charge of the school. Upon his arrival during a facully meeting, a
representative from the teacher’s union welcomes the new principal.
“We want to welcome Mr. Clark to Eastside. We've heard so much about
you and we want to tell you what we've done in anticipation of your
arvival." nterrupting the teacher, Clark bellows, “You may sit down
Mr. O'Mally! Think you could run this school? I you could, | wouldn't he
here, now would 177 Clark paces ahout the room and thunders, “No one
Lalks at my meetings—Noone. You takeout your pencils and write.” Clark
continues, "Thisisan institution of learning. Iyou can'Leontrolit,howcan
you teach?!” Alter demoting the football coach, Clark tells him “and if you
don't like it, M Darnell, you can gquit - the same goes for the rest of you.”
Clark ends hisdiatribe by explaming that“Unsais it adamndemocracy...my
word is lnw... There's only one boss in this place and it's mel”

K=l

Fall, 11994



[mages of wv:..:..._...._e in Fitm amdd Television

W. Rivelle in Teachers

Nearly thirty years afler the appearance of Blackboard Jungle, the
1984 film Teachers shares many of the same features of its predecessor.
I'he movie portrays a teaching and administrative stalf coping to survive
imidst a chaotic school environment characterized, in part, by student,
sacher, and parental apathy. The film stars Nick Nolte as Alex Jerrel,
1 caring hero-teacher trying to motivate his students despite enormous
Wdds. Mr. Jerrel’s efforts are hampered by administrative forces that
‘neourage conformily to organizational mandates. Jerrel’s chief pro-
agonist is the principal, Mr. Roger Rivelle (played by Judd Hirsch).
Although Mr. Rivelle, not unlike Mr. Wamcke in Blackboard Jungle, is
not afraid to use intimidation as a means of coercing compliance, he does
represent a unigue image of a principal. Mr. Rivelle can best be charac-
lerized as principal-as-burcaucrat.

The scene in which Mr. Rivelle chastises the physical cducation
teacher for getting a student pregnant is ilustrative of this penchant
towards emphasizing erganizational exigencies over individual needs.
‘Do you know what this is going to do Lo the school? Do you know how this
is going to look?!!” In the final scene of this popular movie, Jerrel, after
averting altempts by the principal to resign for not complying with
administrative demands, lectures Mr. Rivelle about _,_zn:_n. frivolons
administrative concerns ahove the interests of students. “The damn
school wasn't built for us Roger. It wasn’t built for your unions, your
lawyers, or your other institutions—it's buill for the kids!! ,_._:é__.,._ not
here for us, we're here for them.” .

Virtuous, cthical, moral, and humane, Mr. Jerrel stands in sharp
contrast to the image porirayed of the administration. Disingenuous
_ue”:w._._.:c» corrupt, and uncaring of student needs and more :::n:_._::_.
with maintaining the status quo, the principal-as-burcaucrat is embed-
ded in viewer's minds.

‘ .E..n. image of principal as primarily interested m organizational
exigencies over students’ interests and necds rensuns o consistent
theme. In the updated 1996 version of the original classie, To S With
Love, Sydney Porticr returns to America to teach inan urban school hesel
3 many of the typical problems facing many inner-city schools. Promis
ing not te disclose information about an incident in which o gan is
a@::mmmgwa from one particular student, the teacher imevitably .,..:_:._.:_:“_..
::.w -u_.._zn_um_ aver the issuc, Portier's character explains that the school's
_u_.mo_._.E should be the welfare and care for this particular student. The
principal retorts, “That’s easy to say from where you stand, but [ have :h

_q . .
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think ahout the stability of the whole school, not just one isolated student
or another ” Surprised and perhaps disappointed by the principal’s
insensitivity to students, the teacher responds, “But that’s whata school
is, Horace, one kid—and another, and another.”

A recent movie, Dangerous Minds, typifies the principal-as-burcau-
cral stereotype when a new teacher (played by Michelle Pleiffer) enters
the high school principal’s office without knocking. “This is an office, we
knock before we enter,” explains Mr. George Grandey, a stodgy African-
American administrator sitting hehind a desk. Stern, humorless, stoic,
an ombudsman for the school's curriculum policy, the principal cautions
the young teacher not to stray from the prescribed curriculum. “Follow
the curriculum dictated by the board of education.... You must go along
with our policies.”

Mr. Woodman in Welcome Back, Hotter

A third image emerges from popular culture as represented thistime
in television and, eertainly, reinforced in many movies. The principal-as-
numskullis perhaps the most popular and hilarious image of a principal.
Ridicuted and ecasily mampalated. My Woodman an Wolcome Back,
Kotterisatypical example ol prineipal asDarftoon Weleome Buck, Kotter,
4 hit televiston siteom i the Late 1970< depeds vabe Kotter tplayed by
comedian Gabe Kaplan whocreated the senestasan unmthodox teacher
who works with agroup of academically unmot ivated students known as
“Sweathops " Kotter is continually harangued by a pompous, overbear-
ing principal who no one takes very seriously.

The image of principal-as-dimwil is cevidenced in nearly every
episode of this hit sitcom. In one scene, Freddie “Boom Boom™ Washing-
ton, a hlack student stereotyped in not very favorable ways, joins
Horshack, simpleton and scapegoat of the “Sweathogs,” in selling school
supplies. In comes Pucerto-Rican-Jewish “Sweathog” Juan Epstein to
complain about a peneil he hought from “Boom-Boom” and Horshack. "]
gotacomplaint agamstthis pencil you sold me—it don’t work " Horshack,
looking atl the small penail, moans, “Ohhhhh, .what scems to be the
problem?” Kpstein rephes, “Kvery time 1 winte with it it gets duller and
when | sharpenit, it gets shorter. What we have here is a vicious cycle—
duller, shorter, duller, shorter, 1 don't know what todo?” Along comes Mr.
Woodman, as " Boom-Boom” says, “You know what they say around here.
Any Lime something keeps getting duller and shorter, they make it the
PRINCIPALY The boys laugh uncontrollably as the principal shouts,
“INyennas! You are all hycennas.”

Mr. Woodman, typical of this geare of principal is further character-
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ized as totally unawarc of what is really transpiring in the school
frequently unfamiliar with student culture and language, and ﬁcmmnmm..
ing no sensc of humor. In the premiere episode of the series, Woodman
played by John Sylvester White, is described “as someone who n_..mz_?”
prune juice because he loves the taste of it.” Although Woodman is both
autocratic and burcaucratic, he doesn’t engender the fear and respect of
other such principals. Instead, the students throw paper at him (as he
responds “animals, you're all animals”) and is told on numerous occa-
stons, “Up your nose with a rubber hose!”

A more recent popular sitcom, Saved by the Bell, reinforcesthe image
of principal-as-dimwit. Mr. Belding represents the classic buffoon-type
principal portrayed in many films and television programs. Almost every
episode reveals the naiveté and silliness of the principal in this popular
sitcom of the 1990s. One representative scene shows Mr. Belding substi-
tuting for Mr. Johnson, the teacher-in-charge of detention. Screech, a
nerd-typecharacter, tries to getinto the detention room to speak with _w is
buddy, Zach, who is serving detention at the time. Mr. Belding, trimming
a banzai tree at the desk while making karate-type yells, -.c_”:mcm to let
him enter. Screech calls Belding a “doofus.” “What did you say?"*] called
you a doofus, you big dork.” Screech is placed in detention and once again
outsmarts the principal, who apparently is easily and frequently duped.

Autocrats, Bureoucrats, and Dimwits

Occasionally, asingle television show or film depicts all three of these
aspects of principals—as autocrat, burcauceal, and dimwit. A -.cn_.._:
made-for-TV movic, Kidz in the Woods, highlights a dedicated history
teacher (played by Dave Thomas) who takes cight mﬁ:_c.:mn::w. and
m:.wzo:m:w troubled high school students on a summer class trip ,_:w.mz 4
Er:& ::Q retrace the Oregon Trail via wagon trains. The object. .;,:d”_,
exercise is to “show how yeslerday's evenls can help solve ::_:w_..“.
problems.” The principal, against this unorthodox experiment, is ?:...
c.mwm.n_ as autocrat, bureaucrat, and, ullmately, dimwit ._.__:. vice-
uw_so_.—.m_. playing a vital role in the movie, is also depicted in S:..::.x
negative ways, at least during most of the movie. This film also ;...:::.-
mrum:mm an interesting and not uncommaon relationship between a male
principal and a female vice-principal.

Mr. Henry Dunbar, a middle-aged conservative high school prinei
nw_. confirms his role as petty burcaucrat when he chastises renegade
meﬂw«cﬂmm.ﬂ_\d”“.ou“. —.”H”_W”._.M,\__._o w.u ,._:H. E.,:: n._:._._mwc:;. in this amusing
o tqo.wﬁ..:voﬂ_ c” alls :.,.».M,.._::_._:m:::.c and demands that

s irriculum. *What's ebvious to me s thal you
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"o

hlame me hecause I insist you follow my standard curricalum.” “Your
standard curriculum,” Foster retorts, "1 sub-standard and 1 blame you
for not accepting the responsibility for teaching these kids more than is
in their books.” Foster proceeds to leave Dunbar’s office as the bell rings.
“l gotta go...unlessof course you want to teach my class.” Dunbar remains
silent. The principal’s incompetence is not too subtlety inferred. The
image as incompetent bureaucrat is effectively communicated. In alater
scene the vice-principal is similarly portrayed as having little, if any,
teaching experience. At a school board mecting, Vice Principal Felicia
Duffy defends her experience by asserting, “I did teach...for several
semesters, that is.”

Mr. Dunbar, determined to waylay Foster’s efforts at succeeding
wilh his innovative strategics, demands that his vice-principal, Miss
Duffy, videotape the class trip as students inevitably get into trouble.
Armed with this documentation, Dunbar can convince the board that he
was right. Miss Duffy, aghast al the principal’s deceit and unethical
hehavior, tries to convinee her boss not to pursue this campaign. Relying
on his superordinate position in the school hicrarchy and employing an
autocratie tactic, Dunbar tells Duffy, "You, unhke Foster, don't have
tenure " Duffy reluctantly s cocreed to comply Interestingly, Duffy, as
vice-principal, comphies with the cnecanery rather than maintaining her
ideprity by adhenng to haore cthieal standards of behavior. The image
of the prinapal as dimwit s ultimately imparted as Dunbar’s plan is
foiled Once aganin, principals are portrayed negatively as compared to
more wdeahistic, intelligent teachers.

One of the carly views of a principal that demonstrates all three
tendencies, autocrat-bureaucrat-dimwit, is seen in the classic 1950s
series, Qur Miss Brooks. Mr. Conklin, played by Gale Gordon, is por-
trayed asaslern conservative principal who is continually lam pooned by
Miss Brooks{played by Eve Arden), the wisecracking high school English
teacher, Inthe premicre episode, Miss Brooks hurries past the principal’s
office. “Halt! charges Mr. Conklin, as the audience gets its first glimpse
of the principal “1 was just on my way to the eafeteria,” explains Miss
Brooks. Chastising her, he says, “May | remind you that you arc
traversing the hallway of a public high school, not the cinder path of the
colosseum. ™ Tl slow down, Sir.” The principal continues, “Before you go
there 1s something T want to talk Lo you about. Would you mind loping
into my office,” he says sarcastically. “But Sir." “In girl!” he shouts.
Conklin’s autocratic image is bultressed numerous times by his procliv-

ity to support school regulations, at all costs. Yet, despite this serious
image, Mr. Conklin is continually outwitted by the clever teacher and
more often than not hecomes the recipient of her ridiculous and some-
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times hair-brained schemes. Very annoying and mischievous, Miss
Brooks in the premiere episode, for instance, accidentally squirts ink all
aver Mr. Conklin’s suil. Our Miss Brooks clearly illustrates the image
that principals can act authoritative and official-like, yet should not be
taken too seriously.

It should also be pointed out that a recent spate of sitcoms during the
fall 1996 TV season reflect tendencies Lo portray principals as autocratic
dimwitted burcaucrats. See, for example, characters in leadership posi-
tions in Lhe WB's Nick Freno: Licensed Teacher and The Steve Harvey
Show. Two recent movie releases reflect the principal as autocrat and
dimwit, respectively: Matilda and High School High.

Discussion and Implications

Despite burgeoning literature that acknowledges the importance of
the principalship in achiceving and maintaining school effectiveness,
principals, to the extent indicated in this thought picce, have been
depicted unfavorably in film and television as insecure autoerats, petty
bureaucrats, and classic buffeens. What can we learn from this analysis?
Surely we cannot dictate to television and cinema exceutives what Lypes
ofimages Lo portray of principals. Morcover, inaccurate and :x:r_n,._..:_ cd
negative images are depicted of virtually every profession: pohiticians,
lawyers, doclors, nurses, and teachers. So what can we learn from
examining images of principals in popular culture?

Why are principals portrayed as "buffoons™ At first glance, such
depictions may scerve simply as means of comical entertainment. After
all, television and lilm also poke fun at authority ligures in many other
professions. laving a sense of humor about the portrayal of such .:s:r.cm
may be warranted. Yet, the unique nature or form of such satirvic
entertainment may point to some other insights.

A cultural studies perspective reveals that various (orms of popular
culture serve, in part, to critique established dogma and practices tsee
e.g., Appelbaum, 1995; Giroux & Simon, 1989; Spring. 1992; Weber ?
Mitchell, .5.03. Comedicsatire is a method employed by popular cilture
.b.n_.mq..m:_;m:_z._c:.:__::.c:.:oZ:: subtle messages abont, formstance,
ﬁ::m_vm_m as figure heads representing the school estaldishment. Por
traying principalsin such comical ways communicates, in part, that even
though they occupy more prestigious positions in the school loerarchy
and earn more money than teachers, they are fallible sind should ot __...
taken ..c.a seriously.* Teachers and students, olten disempowered in the
MMM—__““ ””uhm“__.“‘__“._u.\._ﬂq.mw”ﬂ_r. :_.M.ﬂ manner, to ::._..::.E,:_ ._:_:.._J.:_.::.,:_::..

strate their autonomy by making the prineipal seem
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foolish. Qutrageous satire at the expense of principals essentially con-
veys a notion that hegemonic relationships, although perhaps appropri-
ate in business scttings or factories, may be ill-suited for schools.

What about images of principals-as-autocrats and burcaucrats?
Schools, by and large, are organized burcaucratically. Principals and
other supervisors serve to support and maintain organizational rules
and regulations. Images in popular culture that portray principals as
autocrats and bureaucrats are not surprising given their role expecta-
tions and responsibilitics. Perhaps, as principals, we need to at least be
aware of the images that film makers and television producers are
sending to viewers concerning the work we do in schools. We may then,
for instance, counter such images by sharing with others our opposition
(o autocratic and burcaucratic praclices.

Nurturing and Maintaining an €thic of Caring

Although a more thorough analysis of the consequences that these
uncomplimentary images might have on hoth teachers and principalsis
intriguing, & more urgent question should be addressed in this last
seetion of the article. What can prinapals dotoreconstruoet such negative
images? Many proposals have been promuliated toretorm school admin-
istration, such as abandoning elitist traditional ways of governing by
fostering shared deasion-making These and other reforms, although
important, fall short of the mark without a more fundamental emphasis.
Educational leaders, although responsible for organizational cffective-
ness, must first and foremost convey a genuine concern for the indi-
vidual. As Jerrel reminded Rivelle in Teachers, “The damn school wasn't
buill for us Roger._it's built for the kids! They're not here for us, we're
here for them.” Reconceptualizing the theory and practice of administra-
Lion based on an “ethic of caring” should be a priority that can potentially
influenee current practice as well as inform how best to recruit and train
our future principals (Beck, 1994).

Our image of a principal is culturally ingrained as a burcaucrat and
“snoopervisor,” reinforeed, to a large extent, by images portrayed in
popular media such as television and cinema Constrained by a set of
histarical and political events, as well as social and cultural pressures,
individuals assuming administrative positions operate from an hege-
monie perspective. Although not all principals act as such, autocracy in
school ndministration and supervision is legitimized and in consonance
with bureaucratic schoal governance. Expectations are established for
principals to, fivst and foremost, maintain organizational stability and
adhere to bureancratic mandates. Authority to carry out their mandates
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i conferred through hierarchical status. The metaphor for principal-as-
ureaucrat and autocrat was established in the late nincteenth and carly
venticth centuries. That model, or as Sergiovanni (1991) would call a
nindscape” (p. 41), served as the basis for recruiting, hiring, and
taining supervisory personnel. This “mindset” or metaphoricat lan-
1age used to describe the role of a principal, for instance, is inappropri-
¢ and has contributed to the negative view of schoo! administrators
teck & Murphy, 1993). Forging a new mindset or paradigm for work in
hool administration takes on greater urgency.

Recruiting, hiring, and retaining principals who, lirst and foremaost,
'monstrate that individual needs supersede organizational require-
ents and bureaucratic regulations would reframe traditional coneep-
s of school administration. Fostering and emphasizing an “cthic of
ring” among future principals would go far to challenge traditional
nceptions of administration based on hierarchical, competitive, and
ireaucratic paradigms. Redefining themsclves as caring, sensitive
ople who encourage participation and engender trust but still attend
administralive exigencies would reprioritize traditional expectations.

Embracing an ethic of caring goes beyond traditional models that
wve been identified in school administration. Sergiovanni (1989) iden-
ied four models of administration that influence practice. According Lo
rgiovanni, the rational, mechanistic, organic, and hargaining models
e driven, respectively, by scientific management, burcaucratic, cotle-
al, and political theories of management. Marshall, Patierson, Rogers,
id Steele (1996) recently explained that rational/scientific managce-
ent emphasizes principles of scientific management wherchy princi-
Is identify objectives, develop plans, determine efficiency, and closely
pervise personnel to ensure work is done cfficiently. Mechanistic/
reaucratic management practices emphasize organizational strate-
:8suchas POSDCORB (Gulick & Urwick, 1937). Planning, Organizing,
fing, directing, coordinating, ordering, repurting, and budgeting
sume priority to ensure adherence to bureaucratic demands.

Incontrast, organic/collegial management practices are more people
ented and emphasize theories of management influenced hy the work
Maslow (1970), McGregor (1960), Argyris (1964), Bennis ¢ 1989}, and
sert (1967). Bureaucratic methods are modified slightly to accommo-
te individual needs. Bargaining/political management emphasizes
ganizational politics and the interplay among power, interests, and
wlict.

>n..”o_.&:n to Marshall, ct al. (1996), several common assumptions
derlie each of the aforementioned models. To varying degrees, each
ide! stresses the following descriptions: a tup-down ericatation: faje-
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ness accomplished through equal application of law and policy; good
lecadership is value-neutral and political; effective leaders are impartial,
detached, and serious; communications are formalized and hicrarchical,
organization is predictable; and goals arc quantifiable. These models of
administration, including organic or humanistic models, never chal-
lenged traditional theories of administration and leadership based on
burcaucracy.

An €thic of Caring Leadership Fromework

Informed by Nodding's (1984, 1986, 1992) work on the ethicofcaring,
I think that framing school leadership on a radically different paradigm
of “lcadership as ethic of caring” that supports the notion that our task
as principals is essentially Lo support and encourage teachers while
nurturing children by teaching them to be caring, moral, and productive
members of sociely is a more useful and potentially empowering concep-
tion ofschool administration. As Noddings (1992) posits, “The traditional
organization of schooling is intellectually and morally inadequate for
contemporary society” (p. 173). Although appropriate at some point in
educational history, the traditional model of hburcancratic school organi-
zalinn nolonger seems appropriate in postmodern times(Slattery, 1995).
Disenchanted with increasing levels of poverty, deag abuse, illiteracy,
ethnic violence, alarming ccological destruction, and the persistence of
inequalities, injustices, and lack of opportumties for many Americans
tApple, 1985), a postmodernist is embued with a sense of hope (Starratt,
19931 thal we, in schools for instance, may find more supportive and
productive ways ol relating to each other. Nurturing an “cthic of caring,”
principals, as do teachers, realize their ultimate motive is Lo inspire a
sense of caring, sensilivity, appreciation, and respect for human dignity of
all people despile travails that pervade our society and world.* Noddings
(1992) makes the point, “We should educate all our children not enly for
competence butalso for caring. Ouraim should be to encourage the growth
of competent, caring, loving, and lovable people” (p. xiv).

Feminist orgamizational theory (Blackmore, 19%3; Regan, 1990)
informs this “cthic of caring” by eschewing traditional conceptions of
leadership. Feminist theory questions legitimacy of the hierarchical,
patriarchical, bureaucratic school organization. Challenging traditional
teadership models, feminist theory encourages community-building,
interpersonal relationships, nurturing, and collaboralion as of primary
inlerest (tFerguson, 1984). Although much literature in the field suggests
that women as educational leaders are more attuned to fostering inti-
mate relationships that accentuate an ethic of caring (Noddings, 1992),
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I think that both genders are just as hikely to demonstrate that they are
concerned with teaching, learning, instruction, curriculum, and people.
Some argue that because women “spend more time as Leachers and as
mothers before they become administrators; they produce more positive
interactions with community and staff; they have a more democratic,
inclusive, and conflict-reducing style; and they are less concerned with
hureaucracy” {Marshall, 1995, p. 488). I am not convinced that the
difference lies inherently in gender. I have known some rather officious,
domineering women who demonstrate autocratic and bureaucratic ten-
dencies at the same time I have worked with men who are nurturing and
caring. Although women in our socicty and culture are more casily
accepted as sensilive, sympathetic administrators and men less so, |
think both genders have essentially the same capacily for caring and
nurturing that are crucial in engendering a spirit and ethic of caring.

Supportive of this feminist view of school organization, Henry (1996)
explains how feminist theory opposes bureaucracy:

The feminisi approach thal I have developed in Lhis study places people
belore mechanical rules or burcaucralic responses. Feminism stems
from a concern not just with humankind, but with all living things and
Lheir interdependence in the universe, with a view to redefining male-
female and other relations away from a naotion of dominance and
subordination and toward the ideal of equality and interconnectedness. ..
All human beings are seen as enriched by a femimst way of seeing and
relating to the world. Instead of aulonomy, separation, distance, and a
mechanistic view of the world, feminism values nurturing, empathy,
and a caring perspective. (pp. 19, 20)

Similarly, Noddings (1992) has led a feminist critique challenging
-raditional conceptions of leadership by advocating an elhic ol caring “to
:nable schools to become caring communilies thal nurture ajl children,
-egardless of their race, class, or gender” (Marshall, et al., 1996, p 276)

Unlike traditional humanistic models of administration, *caring” s
nclusionary, non-manipulative, and empowering. Whereas the main
hjective of bureaucracy is standardization, caring inspires individual
‘esponsibility. Caring “is a situation-and person-specific way ol perform-
ng in the world thal requires being fully and sensitively attuned (o the
1eedsofthe cared for by the person caring. Caring cannot he Uransformed
nto policies mandated from above, but caring can give form and cobyer-
:nce to our schools” (Marshall, et al | 1996, pp. 278-279).

Starratt (1991) also provides support for an cthic of caring in
:ducational administration. According to Starratl, an administrator
ommitied to an ethic of caring will “he grounded in the belief that the
ntegrity of human relationships should be held sacred and that the
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school as an organization should hold the good of human beings within
it as sacred” (p. 195). (For similar views on caring and cthical behavior
sce, e.g., Beck, 1994; Calabrese, 1988; Greenfield, 1987).

Although defining "caring” has been difficult (Beck, 1994), scholars
whao have explored this topic in depth note that caring always involves,
to some degree, three activities. They are: (1) receiving the other's
perspective; (2) responding appropriately to the awareness that comes
from this reception; and (3) remaining committed to others and to the
relationship. To a large extent, caring involves a change in thinking
palterns, helief systems, and mindsets. Reconceptualizing administra-
tion and supervision as caring enterprises rather than as bureaucratic
processes requires an entirely different set of definitions, meanings, and
purposes. Relying on the “production metaphor” which is an outgrowth
of burcaucracy is inadequate to meet the challenges of schools in
postmodern times. The “metaphor of caring” is more conducive to
collaboration and cooperation, which are essential components of par-
Licipatory school management.

What do caning principals do? According to Marshall, et al. (1996),
they “frequently develop relationships that are the grounds for motivat-
tng, cajoling, and inspiring others to excellence. Generally thoughtful
and sensitive, they see nuances in people’s efforts at good performance
and acknowledge them; they recognize the diverse and individual quali-
ties in people and devise individual standards of expectation, incentives,
and rewards” (p 282). These characteristies are clearly “antithetical to
burcaucratic models that require standardization and uniform applica-
tisnolfpelicy™(p. 2821 Beck t199) agrees: .. .caring instructional leaders
would be considerate and fundamentally noncritical. With teachers,
they would assume the roles of professional colleagues, co-learners,
supportive counsclors, and friends” (p. 93). Caring principals pul people
first and paolicy second !

Articulating a "new style of leadership,” Raymond Callahan { 1996),
author of Education and the Cult of Efficiency, recently emphasized the
need to atbract principals who “offer a from tough to caring, from
controlling to motivading and communicating, and from overpowering to
cmpowering theiremployees” approach. Callahan coneluded, "1 think we
couldd use more of these qualities in our schools” (p. 14),

Implications for Improving Practice
What are the implications for improving practice among principals

through an ethic of caring? Although o thorough analysis is beyond the
purview of this article, two implications are apparent. First, to what
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tent do our preparation programs for principals incorporate models of
sdership that are guided by an "cthic of caring”™? From my experience,
ry little, ifany, ailtention isdrawn to such aframework. Programs that
tegratc administrative and supervisory theories and as evidenced in
hiications and teaching do not reflect an “cthic of caring” framework.
arshall, et al., (1996) concurs:

_recent work, the wriling, teaching, and theory of administration are
gilent about how Lo incorporate caring with leadership. Few texts
incorporate values and ethics, much less anethic of care. Asimportant,
policy, structures, and praclice fail to incorporate caring. No main-
atrecam texts on educational administration and no formal recruitment,
training, and selection policies validate Lhe earing perspective. In fuct,
selection and promolion policies frequently reward the antitheses of
caring. (p. 288}

our intention is to dispel images of autocratic and burcaucratic
incipals, then we necd to examine the way we prepare and cerlify
ture principals. Without incorporating an cthic of carnmng lramework,
» are likely Lo produce principals who are well acquainted with
aditional administrative theories but fail to realize that the man goal
instructional leadership is not burcaucratic maintenance or adher-
ce to rigid systems of evaluations,

The role of certification and licensing in Lthe “construction” of the
ppropriate” principal deserves more atlention. Does the factory of
cialization, for example, evident in our current preparatory programs
red outjust the people who we would want to atiract inthe principalship?
., do the images portrayed of principals in pop culture make it
ipossible to reeruit the right people? These and similar questions need
dressing.

A more specific implication for the work of principals is that allowing
t“ethicof caring” to guide practice would result ina very different way
relating to parents, teachers, and students. Mr Wamcke, the proto
pical autocrat, for instance, would value shared leadership and col-
horative planning over ruling by fiat. Although collegial models of
adership would not even be considered an option for hoth Mr Wameke
id Mr. Joe Clark, an ethic of caring framework, it seems to me, would
tide practice more equitably, justly, and ultimately, more effectively

Similarly, Mr. Rivelle, guided by an “ethic of caring,” would never
y:“Doyou know what thisis going to do Lo the school? Do you know how
is 1s going Lo look?!!” Concern and caring for the individual should
persede organizational needs. Administrative and political expedi-
icy would not guide actions of principals when an “cthic of caving™ is
iramount.
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Conclusion

No attempt has been made to treat the subject exhaustively. This
article is meant only as a thought piece to stimulate discussion about
certainimagesof principalsand what we may do to reconceptualize these
negative images. The article has highlighted three images of principals®:
principal-as-autocrat, principal-as-bureaucrat, and principal-as-dolt.
These images clearly do not portray principals favorably. Admittedly, a
more exhaustive review may indicate positive views of principals. Tele-
vision shows such as Room 222 and The White Shadow, both appearing
in the 1970s, as well as in films such as the recent Mr. Holland's Opus
have depicted principals more favorably. Yel, these images, in my
opinion, are exceptions, given the more popular tendency to portray
principals as dimwitted, autocratic, petty-burcaucrats.

Why have such negative images of principals persisted? In this
article, T have indicated that the legacy of bureaucracy with its emphasis
on hierarchy of anthority, preseecthed rales, and centrahzed decision-
making has left astyzma on those tesponsible for school administration
and mstractmnal supervision: Same proncrpals have been portrayed as
unsympathetie bureanerats Despite ellorts 1o remove this stigma,
vestipges of burcaneratic governance rema and are reflected inimages
of principals portrayed in popular culture.

Portrayals of some principals as dimwitted and casily outsmarted by
teachers, and especially students, demonstrate that principals need not
he taken so scriously. Teachers who are the primary recipients of
autocratic and bureaucratic practices of principals have few options to
circumvent such practices. Ofien, a teacher may react to such bureau-
cratic practices with ambivalence, yet sometimes the only recourse
might be to call the principal “a jerk.” Realizing the hegemonic relation-
ship between principals and teachers, fitlm makers capitalize on this
disproportionate distribution of authority by depicling principals unfa-
vorably,

1L has been suggested that promoting an ethic of caring among
principals may go a long way towards altering these negative views.
Whether or not such an emphasis would alter the teachers’, students’,
and [lm makers’ views of principals is uncertain. What is apparent,
however, is that some principals, at times, contribute to their own
negative imsgre by what they do or fail to do. Principals need to demon-
steate that individual needs are paramountin any effective organization.
Although caring can and should be nurtured, recruiting candidates who
demonstrate such gualitios should he o pricnty. Stereotypical images of



