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Deputy Heads - an approach

1. A new concept of school leadership is necessary

School autonomy, together with accountability and student achievement, has been
one of the main topics in discussions and conferences during the last few years.
Therefore different forms of school leadership are being discussed worldwide. We
think that autonomous schools need middle management positions, with Deputies /
Assistant Heads / Vice Principals and Heads of Departments

Basically, a paradigm shift away from a centralized school, to autonomous, self-
responsible units has been observed. This has had existential implications for the
management of a school, but the roles and responsibilities in the individual schools
and school associations have grown enormously.

Autonomous schools need a different concept of school leadership. The Head
teacher / Principal cannot be the only leader in the school with this new type of
leadership. Even in countries without school autonomy or where schools are partially
autonomous, the tasks for school leaders have increased so much in volume that
new leadership structures are necessary.

The recent transfer of functions and responsibilities are no longer sufficient in terms
of efficient school management. Therefore, different forms of school management are
being discussed worldwide - but with varying intensity - developed and tested. We
assume that autonomous or independent schools need more levels of management,
in addition to the principal or the headmaster.

Studies on this are rare.

The issue was on the agenda in the ESHA conference of the German-speaking
regions in Europe. After defining the role of school management in the Basel
Declaration 2008, the theme DH became the main topic of the follow-up conference
in Gold Rain/ Coldrano (South-Tyrol/ltaly) that ended with the Goldrain Declaration
and a clear mandate to continue the work with the issues of DH and middle
management and to present first results in the third conference 2010 in
Landau/Germany

This survey is concerned- as a first step- with the legal and organizational position of
Deputy Heads, their functions and placement in the organizational structure. And
then to analyze in addition to the internal relationship between School Leader (SL)*
and Deputy Head (DH)? the conditions for DH, as they are governed primarily by the
legal requirements, or the administration, such as the management and coordination
time, pay, level of staffing and job description, but also by new scope in more
independent schools. Further studies on an expanded concept of school leadership
must follow. The principal of the following explanations is this survey of national
school leader associations hosted by the International Confederation of Principals
(ICP)*® and ESHA*, the European School Heads Association.

! In the following abbreviated as SL

% In the following abbreviated as DH

% ICP = International Confederation of Principals — www.icponline.org
* European School Heads Association — www.esha.org



2. Analysis of "Deputy Heads - International

The return of the international survey on the position of Deputy Head Teachers /
head teachers by the school association of North Rhine-Westphalia in cooperation
with ESHA and ICP included 57 participants from 40 countries, with some countries
because of their size or certain autonomy conditions, such as Canada, USA, Spain
and Australia some provinces also answered because of differences within the sub-
structures. At the same time a parallel investigation in Germany was carried out at
county level, which was evaluated separately.

We questioned the Presidents of the School Leader associations, their agents or
representatives of organizations, in which also SL and DH in particular are organized.
This means that the survey about the DP’ was answered and considered from the
perspective of SL. All answers include the entire education sector from primary to late
secondary school, in individual cases, also the pre-school.

The list of participants is impressive. Responses come from the representatives of
the following states / provinces / states:

Africa
Lesotho, Uganda
America

Canada: Ontario, Alberta, Nunavut, Newfoundland and Labrador, Manitoba,
New Brunswick

Trinidad and Tobago
USA: Washington DC, New York State, Montana
Australia/Oceania
Australia: New South Wales, South Australia, Victoria, Western Australia
New Zealand
Asia
China, Japan, Singapore
Europe

Belgium (Flanders), Belgium (German Community), Bulgaria, Denmark,
Germany, England, Finland, France, Italy, South Tyrol, Italy, Ireland, Iceland,
Isle of Man, Israel, Croatia, Latvia, Macedonia, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Russia, Sweden, Scotland, Slovenia, Spain, Balearic
Islands, Catalonia, Canary Islands, Hungary, Hungary (state government of
the Germans in Hungary), Belarus, Cyprus.

3. The questions and results

3.1 The systemic anchoring



The necessary initial question was whether there is the office of the DH in all kinds of
schools of each system.

In 71% of surveyed school systems, the office of the DH exists in all types of schools.
The other just one third says that the school size - small primary schools and
preschools - is crucial to ensuring that they usually have no deputy head.
Headmasters then take the role of teachers, i.e. they give lessons.

Answering the question "Is the appointment of a DH dependent on the size of the
school," confirms this exactly.

That a DH office is set up depends on 74% of the respondents of the size of the
school, but other factors may be crucial, e.g. the budget autonomy of the school,
which makes it possible in some countries of the individual school, even to take a
decision within their budget possibilities.

The question from which number of students or teachers the establishment of a DH
depends on, provided a surprisingly complex result.

Three main lines can be found:

1. The number of teachers or students as a benchmark for the presence of DH is
critical, but varies greatly, starting from 50 in the case of New Zealand to 800 in India
and 1000 in China, with very high numbers as required size may be related to the
population size in these countries. Much more often the number of 100 or 150
students leads to a DH. What is striking is the example of Slovenia with 600 students
as the basis in a relatively small country.

2. In school systems with budget authority the individual schools have many choices
on the establishment of internal structures with correspondingly differentiated
leadership structures that allows in some countries to individual schools to decide for
themselves to decide this within the limits of their resources.

3. There are political decisions of district governments and school districts if the office
IS set up or not.

Besides the size of the school there are in 31% of the countries, more reasons for
deciding to set up a DH office:

e Schools with boarders
e Schools in rural areas (Uganda / Trinidad & Tobago))

e urban schools (in Romania are often larger, so there is also a benchmark
frequently of 500 students reached at primary schools)

e schools with separate teaching of the boys and girls

e Schools in deprived areas

e Schools for special needs

e Exceptionally big schools

e Schools with different school forms in one school

e Schools with multi-locations

e Extremely generous in human resources as a function of the school budget
e Wide age range of students (Balearic Islands)

e Layer classes (Macedonia)



But in 21% of the responding countries differences exist in the types of schools. For
some countries exist for certain types of schools guidance from the lower educational
administration. For others, on the contrary, there is a decision latitude (for secondary
schools), which allow to determine their internal structure itself and thereby decide on
the question of whether to establish a DH or not.

3.2 Legal guidelines for the function of DH
Whether there are legal requirements that describe the functions of the VP, 72%
answered yes, 28% against. Particularly interesting was the extent to which job
descriptions are available for VP

As expected, the legal position of the DH is in the larger part (65%) of the involved
countries described in the legal texts; requirements for the office and duties are
defined.

Not all, but 74% of the countries that responded in this part with yes, even say, that
DH exists in all types of schools. It follows that the natural spread of the task of a
"DH" is associated mostly with the certain defined scope of duties within schools,
namely in % of cases.

However, in 35% of countries with DH'’s in all school forms the tasks of the DH are
not laid down by law. One can assume that in education systems with greater
autonomy more leeway exists within the school to structure the management tasks.

The countries with legal requirements for the office of DH name these tasks in
different degrees of specificity and to varying severity of binding to targets. The
following patterns can be identified:

Type 1: Certain tasks are required very concretely for the DH, such as schedule,
representing the school leader, coordinator, chair of the evaluation group, and
coordination of training and tutorials. (E.g. Spain / Catalonia).

Type 2: Duties of SL and DP are very closely related to each other, but designed
within the school. The headmaster of the school principal has the right to establish
the task structure (Italy). DH’s are in a clear assistant role, but - if the event occurs —
the DH is completely accountable in all fields of the school. This is the mainly found
form.

Type 3: DH'’s, are clearly in second place, they have to correspond there exactly to
the administrative requirements (eg, USA / Montana).

Type 4: The specifications are guidelines rather than detailed regulations.
The focus is on the negotiation of specific tasks, usually within the schools.
The exact job description is in accordance with the law, school-based and negotiable
in accordance with the principal and the internal school rules (Ireland), which is
partially included in the setting in the job description (Latvia, Lesotho).

Type 5: Unequal terms: Only comprehensive schools have legal requirements for the
distribution of tasks for the school management team, in the other types of school
these are growing agreements (Germany).

3.3 Autonomy and responsibilities of DH



To which extend DH have independent and self-responsible tasks, and what these
tasks are, shows in the responses a wide-ranging and often very different picture.
A total of 17 participating countries appoint tasks to be carried out independently and
autonomously by DH. These are:

¢ Definition of cooperation within a group of schools

e Preparation of the draft budget

e Monitoring of class formation and preparation of work plans.

e Class schedules

e recruitment of a coordinator for the school or pre-school

e Determination of the curriculum coordinators and class teacher

e Planning and reviewing the implementation of decisions of the Council of the
school in the area of school social work

e management of technical rooms, room facilities, equipment, textbooks and
library and other resources, monitoring of stocks

e Completion of protocols and agreements for cooperation with external
partners, the community, educational institutions, in accordance with the
guidelines of the Council of the School

e Selection and recruitment of teachers in accordance with legal requirements

e Management of challenging management services, technicians and educators

e Coordination and chair of the Evaluation Staff

e Coordination of homework and tutorials

e Coordination of faculty conferences

e Coordinate extracurricular activities such as sports events, games

e Cleanliness and order of the school

The tasks are very often allocated " with the term “ to assist” as backed up by
"representation” and "delegation” in the event of illness or absence of the school
leader

In Spain / Balearic Islands, there is neither a professional image of the school leader
or the delegate. Both offices are likely to be understood as a specialization within the
teaching profession. SL and DH remain teachers with additional tasks, which is
perceived as a disadvantage. In reality, this is perceived as wrong and not
sustainable and therefore often otherwise pragmatically regulated.

In France, there is no SL and DH for primary schools.

3.4 Resources for the tasks of DH
In the discussion on school leadership as a profession the question of leadership is a
key issue. Only very slow progress is being made in the discharging of "teaching
hours" in favor of Leadership time. How the division between leading time and
teaching time for DH is fixed was patrticularly interesting because it is a fundamentally

different understanding of the concept of school leadership.

Most of the STV (58%) work between 40 and 45 hours per week, 11% even between
46-55 hours; the remaining just about one third (32%) works up to 39 hours. Whereas
50% of DH teach between 1 and up to 10 hours, 44% from 10 to 15 hours. Only a
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minor part of 6% teaches more than 15 hours. In general a lesson has 40 or 45-
minutes-hours (75 %); but in 25%, the lesson have 60 minutes, in some countries
the DH don't teach at all (Portugal, Japan, Belgium/West Flanders, France,
Singapore). In some countries it depends on the size of the school, i.e. in Ireland
from 500 students on DH have no lessons . In other countries - tendency with more
autonomy as in Scotland, New Zealand, United States and Uganda - it is different in
the single schools.

The measuring index itself is also significant.

In most countries the size of the school in relation to the size of the staff plays a role
in determining how much time is reserved for school leading. In Romania, schools
with special programs and residential schools get more leading time for DH. Very
often this is at the discretion of the SL in consultation with intern bodies (e.g.
Australia, New Zealand, Manitoba, Canada/Finland). In countries with autonomous
schools this is decided according to budget and special conditions of the school.
This is rarely only the decision of the SL, as in India.

Further conditions can be: different demands of work in urban schools or schools in
rural surroundings (Uganda) or a particularly high work load (China).

Some DH are generally exempt from classes (Portugal) or have minimum of lessons
to teach decided by the government (Japan). In Cyprus the principle of seniority
exists - the longer someone is in service, the less the number of lessons.

Other countries set limits for the lessons of the DH, e.g. Romania with four to six
hours.

Many countries have several factors on which the leadership time depends. In
countries with school districts this will be negotiated differently

Graph 1 - From which school size on are there additional DH positions?
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From the German point of view surprising is the equipping of schools with more than
one DH. In 33% of the countries from 300 students onwards an additional DH is
available .Another 36% have additional positions from 400 to 800 pupils. In 27% of
the countries, the school must have at least between 800 and 1000 students to
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obtain a third position in the leadership team of the school. This is crucial to the
economic Situation of the municipality or school districts or special conditions of the
school. So, e.g. newly opened schools in Japan have an additional DH. The schools
in New Zealand are patrticularly well-equipped, and also small schools can have an
additional DH. New Brunswick (Canada) is leading in recognizing the need of more
persons in the leadership team and schools already from 200 students onwards have
another DH position..

The German counties generally demand the number of an average of 180 pupils as
school size which allows a DH. In Saxony-Anhalt, e.g., only 90 pupils are necessary.
So Germany lies under the international average, where only 300 students are
generally seen as the average .

This is made possible by the international comparatively high obligatory lessons per
Weekgor teachers and graded - even for SL, while in many countries Sl usually don’t
teach”.

Whether the work of the SL is facilitated by a DH, 89% of the respondents say yes,
provided the collaboration works and the DHs qualified. This is also shown by the
11%, denying the question of the ease of work through the DH.

3.5 Remuneration and remuneration differentials

Sources of funding determine in many cases the creation of school leadership
positions.

In autonomous schools with a global budget all salaries are paid from this budget.
This is the case in 51% of the states.

In other states (49%) there are other means of remuneration (additions to existing
salary, release from classes). In Poland the school leader has a specific fund to
remunerate positions from which they also draw the remuneration for leadership
positions. In individual cases the leadership positions are paid at such a rate that the
individuals earn more than the school Principal. This happens when central
authorities don't set the salary for school principals at an appropriately high level to
motivate individuals in temporary positions (to aspire to these positions permanently -
implication of text but not stated specifically — translator). School leadership in Poland
has autonomy to determine the division of functions between leaders. A very high
number of responsibilities attract higher remuneration.

Graph 2 — Salary differences between school leaders and Deputy School leaders.

® cf. Andres Schleicher, Speech on OECD-Study 2010 at the Stockholm Summit May 2010
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The differences in remuneration are not especially large and are between less than
100 Euro to a maximum of 200 Euro for 65% of the respondents. Significant
differences are only apparent in 20% of the respondents. These differences are high
and in the range of 300 Euro to 500 Euro.

The absolute difference in remuneration between school leaders and deputies is not
always the most decisive determiner in their level of importance. In Rumania for
example the base wage for a teacher is 400 Euro, the school principal receives an
additional 160 Euro and the Deputy an additional 120 Euro — 40 Euro less. In view of
such a low level of remuneration these differentials are meaningful. The Principal is
then only viewed as good if the school runs well. For reasons of career advancement
the position of deputy is seen as a springboard and there a justification for the
difference in salary.

When the salary differential for school leaders differed between different systems of
schools it was important to determine if the differences were because of the type of
school and the level of differences.

In secondary schools the salary is not only higher but also the difference between
school principal and deputy.

In individual cases aspects such as the number of years in service in the office
(Israel), amount of work (Canada) number of pupils (Spain, Latvia, New Zealand) in
the case of china salaries are paid according to the success of the school. The
difference here is 500-700 Euros between effective and less effective schools.
Allegedly the rule of thumb is that low differentials in Salary are a motivating factor
against applying for the main position in a school as Principal. This was formulated
clearly in the Scottish questionnaire but is valid for everyone.

3.6 Duties and rolestructure between school leaders and deputies

The internal relationship between leader and deputy leader was scrutinised in a
number of questions.

How exactly are duties delegated by the school leader?

In only 33% of the states is there a strict delegation of duties by the school leader
and a strict supervision of these duties. 67% of respondents reject this.



Some say that the duties are defined strictly but the deputy is able to determine how
they go about these duties. This was the response of 78% of the respondents.

Only Singapore, Latvia, Canada/New Brunswick, Australia/West and Rumania
answered yes to both parts of the question — strict leadership but a lot of autonomy in
how to go about duties). This relative “yes” in the direction of strict division of duties
but autonomy in implementation appeared in many countries.

Which approach do school leaders in general prefer in the perception of duties,
a principle of delegation (with exact duties and supervision) or a principal of
distribution (transferred duties and autonomous implementation without strict
supervision)?

In 21% of the countries school leaders preferred an exact delineation of duties and
supervision. 79% rejected this. 89% of countries support a distributive principle with
transferred duties and implementation without strict supervision. 11% reject this.

It can be concluded that only a small group of countries — Israel, France, England,
White Russia and Macedonia enshrine a narrow set of duties and exact supervision
of these duties for school leaders.

To what extent is the office of deputy the primary aim of the person in that
position? Is it a step on the way to the office of school leader or a consciously
chosen place in school leadership?

75% of the countries see the school Deputy as a leading person who occupies this
position as a springboard to school principal. 25% do not see the office as a spring
board. 41% of respondents say that this position is deliberately chosen and that there
are per se no pre-determined characteristics for the incumbent. For more than half of
the respondents this is different. They see the office of Principal (25%) as one to be
aimed for or at least imagine it as a further professional development. This was the
case for 59% of respondents.

There are certainly many Deputies who are satisfied in their position but also
consider developing their career further.

Scenarios of the professional working relationship between principals and
deputes

7 scenarios were offered as choice:

The tandem, Pilot and co-pilot, the right hand of the Principal, the Adlatus of the
Principal, the organisational and numbers person, the relay runner in the team and
the “grey eminence.”

These covered the spectrum. There was no use made of other possible scenarios.
Three of the seven postulated scenarios were chosen by 98% of the respondents.
Preference was given by 47% to the scenario of pilot and co-pilot followed by the
tandem model (30%) and the right hand of the boss (21%).

The scenario of the relay runner as someone with absolute equality within a group
was chosen by only 2%.



Graph 3 — Scenarios of the professional working relationship
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Chart 1 — Images for cooperation between principals and deputies
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Many ticked a number of scenarios because they could not identify one model. All of
the members choosing multiple scenarios tended to the three most popular with the
exception of India.

All scenarios were absolute in their finding that the individual leader model is
obsolete. The roles of the Principal and the deputies correspond with one another
and are as models adequate regardless of whether they are paternalistic or
participative.

The identity of schools as social systems had developed out of the common
acceptance of sensible structures in which the school leadership as well as other
colleagues on staff may or may not have specific roles.

In which fields of responsibility do Deputies work most independently?

In most countries school administrative duties which as the timetable and attendance
of students frequently the only area mentioned (See the Community of Belgium).

In a large number of cases contact with parents and checking attendance and
guestions of discipline of students are added — the entire pedagogic area, eg. New
Foundland, Uganda, Russia, China, Belgium German speaking community.

On the Isle of Man the Principal and Deputy work especially closely together without
a special division so that in the case of absence of the Principal the entire coverage
of duties is covered. This is also the case for Hungary.

Management of qualifications and responsibility for internal and external evaluation
are independent duties of the Deputy in White Russia.

In countries with autonomous schools areas of duty are included with allow more
creation such as development of the curriculum (Scotland, New Zealand, Australia,
Sweden), the care of extracurricular projects and cultural activities (Canary Islands),
teacher professional development and the development of the performance of pupils
(both Singapore), teacher evaluation (new Zealand), responsibility for the non-
teaching personnel (USA), Development and implementation of learning aims and
evaluation of teaches work (Latvia), care of health and well-being in the school
(England). In some of these lands (South Tyrol) the division of duties is connected
with specific capabilities of personnel who are in office.

How do you judge the possibility that Deputies may plan and implement
independently and be responsible for school development projects?

This was answered overwhelmingly with the attributes “great,” “good,” much wished
for”, “Positive,” “the more the better”, “yes” “necessary” and with a variety of reasons.
Mentioned were:

Satisfaction and fulfilment for the profession of Deputy in that they win experience in
a variety of duties in differing areas.

It was also mentioned that the appropriate competences were expected from
Deputies. For a few this work happened in close cooperative work or under the
supervision of the principal. For others it was independent work on their own
responsibility. In Rumania Principals find such a representative engagement as
normal and wished for. It was also mentioned there was a lot of movement from staff.
For south Tyrol this duty for Deputies hardly plays a role.

For education systems with autonomous schools or similar which are on the way to
being autonomous the Deputy is responsible for independent acceptance of their
duties and take responsibility fully for their fulfilment. The aim is distributive
leadership in a system in which the Deputy assumes duties independently and takes
responsibility for them. All of this is done in lose connection with the leading person.
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A narrow apportioning of duties with appropriate supervision would be
counterproductive and perceived as being “hand tied.” (England)

In this regard there are increased chances for Deputies to be involved not only in the
organisation of the school but also in school development projects. For example in
the area of curriculum (compare Trinidad and Tobago). This is seen at the same time
as increased responsibility and accountability i.e. Freedom and responsibility must
approximate one another.

Permanent representative must be in the position at all times to assume
leadership of the school. Which competencies need to be identical between
Principals and Deputies?

Many countries consider it necessary that the Deputy is informed at all times about
important school matters and that the Deputy is in the position to assume all duties of
the Principal. le. To behave like a principal (eg. New Zealand, Canada, Finnland,
Latvia, Belgium, Italy/South Tyrol amongst others). The Deputy can only decide
about important, urgent matters when there is a longer absence of the Principal. In
Rumania there is therefore a strong committee in every school , a type of internal
leadership system like a board of directors.

In Poland one views the Deputy as insufficiently trained to represent the Principal of a
longer time period. The Deputy should only replace the Principal for short periods.

A few see special capabilities as necessary for the Deputy in this situation. Eg.
Flexible leadership capabilities (Australia, Norway, Spain), outstanding social
competence, awareness of responsibility and the capability to involve other
competent persons (Canada, Cyprus). Awareness of responsibility (France), the
ability to make decisions (Isle of Man, Canada). Social competence, the ability to
carry a workload and outstanding cognitive capabilities (Isle of man). Communicative
capacity and social competence (Scotland, Singapore, Ireland, Finland, Western
Australia (relationship skills), management of conflict (Germany), development of
personnel and leadership (Germany), Loyalty and Integrity (Western Australian).
Behaviour driven by the vision of the school with full cooperation, independent
management and responsibility (China), so trained that Deputies can assume these
duties at any time (Bulgaria, Ontario) trained well enough and competent in
administrative legal questions (Italy and South Australia).

The importance given by Principals to the qualities of team orientation and a trusted
working relationship is shown by almost 100% (only with the exception of Bulgaria)
with Deputies claiming input to leadership.

In all German states the majority expressed the view that the choice of Deputy should
be complementary to the special capabilities of the Principal. Two of the Federal
States prefer a legalistic description of duties without individual variation and without
legal security.

3.7 Additional aspects of individual countries
Beyond the questions it was interesting to consider what was seen as additionally
importing for the position of Deputy.

- In the staff there was a likewise identifiable leadership duty for which training
was necessary to support the school leadership. In this regard the awareness
of integrated roles was necessary (Australia).

- Deputies are leaders and managers in their own areas of duty (China).
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The systematic training for leadership duties in schools is necessary (Finland,
White Russia). In Latvia training in psychological questions, working with
documents, exact knowledge of the legalities and sustainability are
encouraged.

School leadership training if the duty of the university. A final qualification for
Deputies should be established (Sachsen Anhalt, USA/NY)

Deputies should be in the position to recognise the capacity of every individual
teacher and those encourage them and develop their professional
competence (Japan)

Deputies should have the same aims as the Principal and work closely with
them to achieve their aims (Canary Islands). In the ideal situation there should
have the same philosophy about leadership and leading (USA/Montana)

In Poland the Principal is especially important. The school stands and falls
with them in how it is effective. They are a type of president in their school.
They are responsible for the realization of the basic teaching plan which is
established at a national level. The same applies to the Deputy if they have to
replace the Principal.

Passion to five pupils the best for the development of their own future and
beyond that the nation and the community of the world (India).

During the training process for the DH to learn to think independently, he/she
must also be willing to listen and follow the arrangement of the SL (Uganda)

To feel and stand as a vital member of a leadership team, to make their own
meaningful contributions to all important decisions. (Ireland)

The Deputy should be trained for their position, be a good learner and be able
to empower a team to work as a learning organisation. They should be well
brought up, optimistic, honest and cooperative with idealism and confidence.
(China)

Rumania emphasizes also critical aspects, sees the relationship between
Principal and Deputy as tendential and conflictual. It is represented clearly as
a sensitive topic. There were frequent situations in which both did not get on
well. This could be based on reasons which were not personal. As an example
the Deputy may well wish to be the Principal and one must then come to terms
with the current constellation of personnel which will not change. Finally
people in leadership are there for the school and must ensure the school
flourishes. Therefore it is important to relate to people and “take off” well.
These aspects may also be relevant in other countries.

In Germany we originally began with the idea that there were many differences
between the 16 States because the development of school types as well as
other educational and political cornerstones in the last years have become so
multifarious.

The comparative analysis has not confirmed this. Bigger differences are mainly in the
legal definition of “Deputy.”

In 58% of the Federal States there are legal instances which describe the functions of
deputies. The relationship between school leader and Deputy is determined in one
half of the Federal states through legal rules or through processes of educational
administration.

Apart from the legal differences it is clear that in 42% of the Federal states the
working relationship between Principal and Deputy is determined through a principle
of delegation.
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These differences justify in the structure of the continuing investigation no outliers in
data and may be included in the international results.

4. Summary and Outlook

The survey shows clear results. The need to distribute the leadership tasks in
schools, at least to two school people from the team, is, apart from very small
schools, recognized and has been made possible by the financial capacity.

Some countries, led by New Brunswick in Canada see this need regardless of school
size.

One problem is the salary. The difference in salaries between SL and DH is in most
cases so small that it will be hard to win sufficient new SL from the area of DH in the
future. Because SL have almost continuously the overall responsibility, the difference
in salary between the two offices is not significant enough for the aspiration to the
highest office in the school sector. This result is confirmed by the world's existing
problem of recruiting young SL for our schools.

In the internal relationship all the respondents wish to have a more or less intensive
team model (pilot and copilot / tandem / right hand). Sublimely or explicitly the
guestion of the competence and training of the HD also with regard to the possible
acquisition of the SL function (absence of the incumbent, etc.) is not just taken for
granted, but seen as absolutely necessary.

The willingness of the SL towards such a trust-based cooperation is generally given
in all cases (most clearly in India with the image of the relay team). Almost 89% say
that their own work would become easier if the internal balance is right. This is a
clear improvement on the old patriarchal management style or the "primus inter
pares" - behavior that has in effect done without leading and got on well as a
converter of the ministerial and political requirements.

From this the strong desire of the head teachers (98%) is clear that they want to be
allowed to decide on the staffing for the DH.

The degree of autonomy usually determines the working principles of the DH and the
self-understanding within the team. The more autonomous schools are the more
independently they decide, under the budget authority over the establishment of
functional units and the allocation of management time; the higher developed is the
independent role of the DH coupled with accountability and responsibility for their
duties. Accordingly, the role of DH has changed from purely administrative tasks or
the responsibility for order, discipline and control of student presence towards other
areas of interest than school development. In countries or states with the autonomy
of school districts differences develop automatically in all relevant areas, since the
conditions are dependent on financial conditions and the respective priorities of the
district.

Based on the examples of countries involved, there seems to be an advantage to get
protected as a minority in a larger educational system by special rights, more often in
the form of greater autonomy and also the cultural and educational autonomy (e.g.,
South Tyrol in Italy, the Inuit in Canada, German Community of Belgium, German
minority in Hungary, etc.).

Pioneering for the future development should be countries that are also in the fore
field of international research that is still Finland with a system based on trust,
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independence, excellent training and further education with international exchange
and a high respect rooted in society for the school head and their deputy. This also
includes the development of effective leadership "- models in Ontario, England and
the Netherlands.

Distributive Leadership is so far the most appropriate model for the new role of
school leadership. For a variety of reasons this is often opposed by politicians and
Inspectors "As the leash lengthens, the collar narrows " so an English proverb,
reflecting the herewith associated loss of intervention by the policy or on the part of
school supervision and inspection the fear for their own professional future. Control
and inspection instead of politically independent evaluation and responsibility thwart
autonomy and internal development of schools. The same applies on a smaller scale
of the internal relationship between SL and DH. Tight control prevents common
successful school leadership.

Distributive leadership requires mutual trust. It is also necessary to have procedural
arrangements in the case that a distributive situation does not work

This study has identified, where we stand today in the international development. A
good description is found in the commentary of our English colleagues.

“Distributed leadership” is increasingly seen as a desirable aim — under this the
degree of autonomy given to deputies is significant, and they carry their own
accountability for the outcomes of their work. Most experienced secondary deputies
would now expect to have significant responsibilities which they carried on their own
with only ‘light touch’ intervention and advice from the head. Most deputies would not
expect to be given hour-long tasks — this would be seen as very patronizing.”

“Distributed leadership” is giving broad aims to members of the team and leaving
them a longer time scale, and much greater freedom about how to achieve the aims.
We are moving towards distribution and away from delegation, as this builds more
autonomy, capacity, is better for leadership development. | think we are operating in
such a different climate in, for example, the UK and the Netherlands on the one
hand, where the ideas | have outlined above are strongly developed, and say Italy
and Germany on the other, where, because of the relatively tight local or central
government management of schools these concepts are less developed or
applicable”.

The goal is clear; the path will then be followed and enforced. It will — like the survey
shows vary in length and difficulty.

The results of this study are a first approach to the complex issue of management of
future schools under more and more changing conditions.

It is clear that in the international cooperation a lot of experience does not have to be
duplicated and can be based on positive results. In addition to the development of
the new role for DH additional competencies in school management have to be
developed and defined by a "middle management"”, with head of departments and
other functions.
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