Gardner-Webb University
Digital Commons @ Gardner-Webb University

Education Dissertations and Projects School of Education

2009

An Analysis of the Connection Between a Principal
Development Program and Executive Leadership

David (Jay) Jones
Gardner-Webb University

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education etd

b Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons, Educational Assessment,

Evaluation, and Research Commons, and the Educational Leadership Commons

Recommended Citation

Jones, David (Jay), "An Analysis of the Connection Between a Principal Development Program and Executive Leadership" (2009).
Education Dissertations and Projects. 108.
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education_etd/108

This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the School of Education at Digital Commons @ Gardner-Webb University. It has been
accepted for inclusion in Education Dissertations and Projects by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ Gardner-Webb University. For

more information, please see Copyright and Publishing Info.


https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education_etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education_etd?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/787?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/796?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1230?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education_etd/108?utm_source=digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu%2Feducation_etd%2F108&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/copyright_publishing.html

An Analysis of the Connection between a Principal Development
Program and Executive Leadership

By
David “Jay” Jones

A Dissertation Submitted to the
Gardner-Webb University School of Education
in Partial Fulfilment of the Requirements
for the Degree of Doctor of Education

Gardner-Webb University
2009



Approval Page

This dissertation was submitted by David “Jay” Jones under the direction of the persons
listed below. It was submitted to the Gardner-Webb University School of Education and
approved in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of foluca

at Gardner-Webb University.

Jack Kaufhold, Ed D Date
Committee Chair

Vicky Ratchford, Ed D Date
Committee Member

Connie Golden, Ed D Date
Committee Member

Jackson Rainer, Ph D Date
Dean of Graduate School



Dedication
This dissertation is dedicated to my wife, Amanda Jones. She originally
encouraged me to apply for the doctoral program at Gardner-Webb University. Through
many days and nights of selfless devotion to our family, she maintained a stiuatdr
loving home for our children while | was away at class, studying at theyljmawriting
in my office. She was, and continues to be, my peace and my rock in a loud and hectic
world. | am proud of this dissertation, but | am infinitely prouder of the fact thainden

is my wife.



Acknowledgements

I would like to thank the professors who served on my doctoral committee. Dr.
Jack Kaufhold, Dr. Vicky Ratchford, and Dr. Connie Golden contributed to the movisi
of guidance and insight that | needed to complete this monumental task. Dr. Kaufhol
seemed to give me just the right balance of praise on the one hand, and challenges on t
other. Dr. Ratchford inspired me to stay the course, even while she graoefusled to
allow physical illness to dictate her life. Dr. Golden offered me a link tpasy at
Marietta College. | hope that | have represented Marietta well.

| would also like to thank a wonderful friend, Bob Grimm. On a daily basis |
knew, and continue to know, that | can count on Bob to assess the choices that | make
honestly. Bob both makes me laugh and prompts me to think about the things in life that
are truly important. He allows me to be completely honest. That is ahauacteristic in
a person. | am deeply thankful for Bob’s friendship.

Special gratitude is expressed to my children, Olivia and lan. I did not understand
the deep joy that comes with sacrifice and living for others until God gramtethe
blessing of responsibility for these two precious lives. | pray that theainth@nergy that
| have devoted to “learning school” has, and will continue to, inspire my children to value
education, hard work, goal setting, and perseverance. To me, this would be werth mor
than the title of doctor or the opportunities that such a title may present.

Most importantly, | thank my Father in Heaven for granting me the energy,
knowledge, and circumstances to complete this work. | deeply hope that | have brought

honor and praise unto him through this endeavor.



Abstract

An Analysis of the Connection between a Principal Development Program and t&ecuti
Leadership. Jones, David “Jay”, 2009: Dissertation, Gardner-Webb University, EdD
Program in Educational Leadership. Executive Leadership/Professional
Development/Principalship/North Carolina School Executive Standards

America faces the following problems related to the supplysafool principals:
shortage, poor understanding of the changed role, and inadequate traimegpdnse to
problems, the state of North Carolina has implemented the SchoaltizeeStandards to
evaluate principals and drive the professional development of fieenpurpose of this
descriptive study was to report on the perceptions of principalassigtant principals
regarding the connection between a district level principal dpwetnt program and
preparation to meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standakdséquential
QUAN-QUAL analysis was applied to data collected throughuraey and individual
interviews. Measures of central tendency were utilized toyamdahe survey, and theme
coding was conducted to analyze the interviews. Ultimately, deta#porting on
program participant perceptions related to each of the "North 6arSthool Executive
Standards" is presented.

An analysis of the data revealed that participants in the principal developmentprogra
generally agreed that the program helped prepare them to be effective ieaders
accordance with the "North Carolina School Executive Standards". With the excebti
one realm of executive leadership, external development leadership, data froheboth t
survey and interview clearly show positive perceptions of the connection between the
principal preparation program and the standards.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem Statement

Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, and Gundlach (2003) detailed three problems
related to the supply of principals in America’s schools. These are as fodloarsage of
principals, poor understanding of the changed role of the school principal, and inadequate
training for principals. Levine (2005) provided more insight into the aforeoresdi
problems. He conducted his study in response to the shrinking number of principals that
will be available in the next decade due to the retirement and departure af curre
principals (Dodd & Keller, 1998). Levine’s concern about the shortage of prisicspa
echoed in other studies. Research conducted for the National Associatiomehtaey
School Principals revealed a 42% turnover for elementary school principals irc#ue de
prior to the 1998 study (Educational Research Service (ERS), 1998). A relatetbstudy
the National Association of Secondary School Principals found a 50% turnover for high
school principals during the 1990’s (ERS, 1998). The report predicted an increased
turnover rate in the first decade of the twenty-first century.

Hertling (2001) asserts that today’s principal is faced with a comategerof
tasks, including creating a school-wide vision, being an instructional leader ngdani
effective professional development, guiding teachers, handling disciplinejiage
events, coordinating buses, attending to external priorities, such as legisiandates,
and all the other minute details that come with supervising a school. This intrtldeices
second factor that led Levine to his study, the changed role of school principalsthat ha
evolved over the last few years. According to Levine, the United State& drestige
from an industrial society to a global, technology-driven society has hadifcsigt

effect on the nature of schools and education. Whereas the focus in previous eras has



been upon the standardization of the structure of schooling, it is now on the
standardization of accountability and outcome-based evaluations. Moreovee Levi
points to the metamorphosis of the principal’s role from being that of a supervibat to t
of a change agent who is held responsible for goals, finances, staffing, curriculum,
assessment, technology, and resource management. He essentealbskibit most of
the country’s principals have been appointed to jobs for which they have not been
adequately prepared. Levine’s findings are similar to those found in a study tsahldyc
Brooks, Giles, Jacobson, Johnson, and Ylimaki (2007) that concluded that successful
principals meet the needs of their constituents by establishing nurturingreneints

that hold all stakeholders-staff, students, faculty, and parents-accountable ig movi
particular directions and meeting high expectations.

The shortage and changed principal role issues take on more importance when
coupled with the wide body of research supporting the assertion that prinagbeisieip
has a powerful impact upon student achievement in schools. Kaplan, Owings, and
Nunnery (2005) examined the performance of randomly selected principals inid/irgi
The researchers investigated the perceptions of two observers for eveipaprmthe
study regarding performance as gauged by ISLLC standards. Perceptitoa@f s
principal performance were positively correlated with student achievenezsumes in
their respective schools. O’'Donnell (2005) examined middle school principals ifoen ef
to identify relationships between instructional leadership behaviors and student
achievement. O’'Donnell reported that teacher perceptions of principal behaaiors t
focused on strengthening the learning climate in schools were predicttugefts

success. Furthermore, O’'Donnell’s study found that in situations in which students



perceived that principals strongly defined the mission of the school, reading avhigve
was higher.

The potential influence that a principal has upon student achievement provides
added relevance to another component of Levine’s study. In his study, Levine (2005)
examined and interviewed deans, faculty, and alumni of a variety of university and
college leadership training programs as well as current school princigalseffort to
gauge the overall effectiveness of America’s school leadership piepgyedgrams.
Levine used nine criteria to guide his research. Based on his findings, he cdribhtde
while a small number of programs may be categorized as strong, the overall afuhle
country’s school leadership preparation programs is poor. Levine’s conclusians wer
paralleled in a study by the Wallace Foundation (2006). The study concluded that most
states do not have university-level school leadership programs that develop the
instructional leadership abilities that are essential for today’s priscildareover, the
study highlighted the fact that most preparation programs focus on law, fiaadce,
evaluation rather than on concepts of academic improvement. Finally, the stedygad
that most preparation programs lack quality in curricular coherence atlimstruction,
and admission standards.

Because of the need for enhanced principal preparation, several statagtede t
to specialized training programs for principal development. Archer (2006) sizema
number of different principal development programs throughout the country. In lllinois
Alaska, Arizona, and Missouri, all new principals are required to be in a mentoring
program. Particularly, in Missouri, all new principals are required to spend 66 hours i

their first 24 months on the job with a veteran principal. This time is devoted to coaching,



observation, and feedback and has been in effect since the 2005-2006 school year.
Specifically, in lllinois, beginning in 2007, principals are required to receiwve the
mentoring in the areas of data analysis, classroom observation, planning teacher
professional development, and sharing leadership responsibilities. Tedsedftat
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, and Pennsylvania all have contthdtsewi
National Institute for School Leadership, which is a private group thastpaincipals
through methods commonly seen in the military and the business world. Finally, as of
September of 2006, the Wallace Foundation had doled out 43 million dollars in grants to
24 states in an effort to improve the working conditions of school leaders.

The aforementioned study conducted by Portin et al. (2003) inspired the North
Carolina State Board of Education to adopt a new set of standards focused on executive
leadership to be used for principal and assistant principal evaluation and development,
effective for the 2008-2009 school year (North Carolina Department of Pulihadiisn
(NCDPI), 2006). These standards are called the "North Carolina School Executive
Standards". Principals and assistant principals in North Carolina must be atlequat
trained in order to clearly understand the standards, perform in accordance with the
standards, and ultimately lead schools to higher performance levels. This descript
study detailing the perceptions of participants of a principal development progsgam ha
provided data that leadership program developers may use in the planning, creation,
implementation, and evaluation of existing and future principal development programs.
The data has the potential to be specifically beneficial to program desiopkeir
efforts to align the activities of their respective leadership developmamtgaons with the

"North Carolina School Executive Standards".



Description and Discussion of Dissertation Setting

The "Staff Development Expectations for Administrators" (SDEA) is
professional development program for principals in a school district that serves
predominantly suburban population in the Piedmont region of North Carolina. SDEA is
comprised of the following five learning components: Facilitative Lesuier Crucial
Conversations, Crucial Confrontations, Teacher Performance Appraisahiestr
Training, and Teachscape Training. The fundamental goal of the plan is to equip
principals in the school district to meet the challenges faced by buildiegléaders
associated with promoting and maintaining high levels of student achievdrmemglan
is a component of the district’'s overall strategic plan. Specifically, telshaip
development goal of SDEA is one piece of Priority #1 in the district’'s stcghéam,
which addresses effective administrative leadership at the school Iregtomponents
of SDEA were originally established by the Leadership Academy, whicgrsugp of
district principals and central office personriédle Leadership Academy, which was
originally conceptualized in 2002, guides the development of relevant leadership
development programs in the district (Bill Stegall, personal communic&tpi,30,
2008).

The five components of SDEA all have specific objectives and require
commitments of several hours by the participants. According to Grags fpersonal
communication, April 28, 2008), Facilitative Leadership is a 21-hour course which is
designed to develop skills that allow participants to tap into the creativity and
experiences of others in order to address challenges faced by an organizatiah. Cruci

Conversations is a 16-hour course that aims to equip principals with effective



communication skills that are proven to bring about improvements in productivity and
quality (Union County, 2008a). Crucial Confrontations is also a 16-hour course, but
course objectives are focused on hands-on solving of problems related to poor
performance and motivation (Union County, 2008b). Teacher Performance Apprais
Instrument Training is a course that certifies individuals to evaluate sglisannel

with the evaluation tool used in the state of North Carolina (NCDPI, 2008). Finally,
Teachscape training is a 16-hour course that prepares building leaders to comtluct bri
classroom walkthroughs and utilize gathered information to drive improvemerts effor
in their schools (Teachscape, 2008). Ultimately, the five components of SDEA are
designed to enhance the overall leadership capacity of the principaldbfitme

County Public Schools (B. Stegall, personal communication, April 30, 2008).

The researcher is an assistant principal in the school district that spgbrate
program examined. The researcher has participated in four components of ther8DEA a
plans to participate in the remaining component in June, 2009. Therefore, the problem
being examined was within the range of the researcher’s influence wmioigcaccess to
information obtained from principals and assistant principals who had already
participated in each of the SDEA components. It should be noted that the reseascher w
not a subject in the study. Ultimately, the researcher will be able totslegiiadings of
the study with the senior leadership team of the school district in which he isyethp®
well as leadership teams of other school districts. The descriptive datasititly may
assist the senior leadership team in their quest to design, modify, and implemenitrel

development activities for principals.



Objectives of the Study

This study attempted to answer the following question: What are the pensept
of SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepaoat
meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards"? This main researtbrques
ultimately answered through seven supporting questions that are alignedensttven
"North Carolina School Executive Standards”. The seven questions are as follows:

1. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be a strategic leader?

2. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be an instructional leader?

3. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be a cultural leader?

4. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be a human resource leader?

5. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be a managerial leader?

6. What are the perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be an external development leader?

7. What are the perceptions of SDEA patrticipants about the connection between
SDEA activities and preparation to be a micropolitical leader?

The findings of the study may help principal development program designers in
the design, evaluation, and reform efforts of their respective programg/asrthi®

align their program activities with the "North Carolina School Exec@tamdards".



Ultimately, information gained from the study may serve to help prograigrags to
assist school principals in their mission to meet the standards for schaai\vee®by
which they are evaluated.
Limitations

The research project has the following limitations:

1. The “Staff Development Expectations for Administrators” program had had
only 25 participants who had completed each component of the program at the time of
the study.

2. The degree of participant familiarity with the standards may haweabdearrier
to valid data.

3. The use of volunteer sampling in the study may have affected the validity of the
data that was gathered.

4. Data gathered for the study were self-reported by SDEA paurtisi.

5. The researcher and assistant conducted the interviews.

Delimitations
The research project has the following delimitations:

1. The descriptive study is not necessarily generalizable to principdb pleent
programs in other school districts.

2. All SDEA participants came from a single school district.

3. The amount of time between sample participation in SDEA activities and data
collection may have been a barrier to complete information.

Definitions of Key Terms

Crucial Conversations: A 16-hour course that aims to equip principals withi\effect



communication skills that are proven to bring about improvements in productivity
and quality (Union County, 2008a).

Crucial Confrontations: A 16-hour course with objectives that are focused ondrands-
solving of problems related to poor performance and motivation (Union County,
2008a).

Facilitative Leadership: A 21-hour course with objectives that areddous the
development of tools that tap into the creativity and experience of others when
addressing issues faced by an organization (G. Ferris, personal controanica
April 28, 2008).

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC): A prograhedZouncil of
Chief State School Officers designed to model standards of disposition,
knowledge, and performance for school administrators that are linked to enhanced
educational results. The standards were created by representatives frate 24 st
agencies and other professional associations, and were released in 1996 (Murphy,
2005).

Leadership Academy: A group of district principals and central officeopeel that
guides the development of relevant leadership development programs in the
Union County Public Schools (B. Stegall, personal communication, April 30,
2008).

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI): The state ggbatis
responsible for the oversight of K-12 public education in the state of North

Carolina (NCDPI, 2007).



10

North Carolina State Board of Education: The leadership body that is charged with
supervising and administering the free, public education provided in the state of
North Carolina. The board is also charged with the management of funds
allocated to the state for the purpose of public education (NCDPI, 2007).

"North Carolina School Executive Standards": A set of standards desigtieel IHgrth
Carolina State Board of Education with the purpose of providing school leaders
with a set of practices and competencies that reflétt@ntury executive school
leadership (NCDPI, 2006).

Staff Development Expectations for Administrators (SDEA): A plan cangisf the
following principal development courses: Facilitative Leadership, Crucial
Conversations, Crucial Confrontations, Teacher Performance Appraisal
Instrument, and Teachscape. The fundamental goal of the plan is to equip
principals in the school district to meet the challenges faced by buildia-lev
leaders associated with promoting and maintaining high levels of student
achievemen(B. Stegall, personal communication, April 30, 2008).

Teachers Performance Appraisal Instrument (TPAI) Training: Aseothat equips
participants with a thorough understanding of the appraisal system that has bee
adopted by Union County Public Schools to facilitate the professional growth of
teachers. The TPAI is divided into eight functions (Instructional Time, Student
Behavior, Instructional Presentation, Instructional Monitoring, Instrudtiona
Feedback, Facilitating Instruction, Communicating with the Educational

Environment, and Performing Non-Instructional Duties). Participants who
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complete the course become certified to evaluate teachers using theo®PAI
(NCDPI, 2008).

Teachscape Training: A 12-hour course that prepares participants to comefuclalba-
gathering classroom visits, using research-based tools and data colle¢t@mesof
on a handheld device. Participants are trained to use collected data to drive
reflective discussions that lead to planning for improved classroom practice
(Teachscape, 2008).

Organization of Dissertation
The dissertation consists of four further chapters. Chapter Two providés\a re

of current literature and information related to principal development prognaNwth

Carolina and other states and regions of the United States. Chapter Three present

explanation of the research design, methodology, as well as data collectmmadysils

procedures. Chapter 4 reports on the results of the study, and in Chapter 5, thiearesearc

puts forth speculations, recommendations, and suggestions for further research.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

Introduction

Based on the problem, this literature review examines principal development
programs in North Carolina and across the United States. The descriptions of the
programs are preceded by information that speaks to the need for the creation of such
programs. Literature used in the review was primarily accessed thrauglcademic
Search Premier database. Various search engines were al$o gatttbring data for the
review. Specifically, descriptors tied closely to the aforementioned topm&aipal
development programs in North Carolina and across the United States were used to
narrow the search for appropriate literature.
Rationale for Principal Development

The demands and role of the®2Entury school principal have changed
dramatically since the 30century. While principals are still expected to operate as
building managers who oversee budgeting, public relations, personnel issues, isdfety, a
transportation, the modern principal is also charged with being an instructional leader
who facilitates increased student achievement through teacher lepdkrgbliopment,
test data analysis, and staff professional development (Bingham & Ght#@ie3; Hale
& Moorman, 2003).

The changed role of the school principal is consistent with research that higlieghts t
strong impact that school principals have on student achievement. In an extensiwve revi
of 5,000 studies over 30 years, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) found that a
substantial relationship exists between school leadership and student aehievem

Furthermore, Bottoms, O’Neill, and Jacobson (2004), of the University of Toronto,
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reported that approximately 20% of a school’'s impact on student achievembhbenig
attributed to the school’s principal.
Movement toward Development of Principals

Since the late 1980’s, universities and school districts have been collaborating in
the quest to develop effective principals. The Danforth Foundation helped to establish
such efforts in their partnership with the National Commission on Excelience
Educational Administration. The groups collectively underwrote programs for the
training of aspiring principals. The partnership resulted in relationships éretaeal
school districts and universities in which the issues of principal recruitmerdgritgiand
gender representation in educational administration, and university principatatren
programs were addressed (Murphy, 1998).

Research attests to the stance that the assistant principalshifs alohadequate
preparation to assume the role of school principal. Since assistant princpatear
assigned to a predominantly managerial role, they are not appropriatedyl tes
instructional leaders (Bottoms et al., 2004). Bartholomew and Fusarelli (2003)
investigated the work lives of assistant principals. The study found k24t pdrticipants
began the day with managerial tasks, did not perceive themselves to be instructional
leaders, and viewed their primary responsibility as promoting a positive sdinuatiec
Characteristics of Effective Principal Training Programs

Carr, Chenwith, and Ruhl (2003) cite a number of common threads by which
effective principal training programs are characterized. Among thetheurese of the
cohort model, performance-based standards, individualized learning opportunities,

opportunities for reflection, and continual review of program effectivenesdver,
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the curriculum for effective principal training programs should be closejgedi to
individual school district goals. Characteristics of effective pmogralso include
problem-based learning opportunities, small group work, role-play, simulatioss, cas
study, and action research. Furthermore, leadership development aghatigs be
characterized by mentoring and coaching that is based on the individual needs of
participants.

Existing Principal Development Programs

Since the dynamic leadership behaviors of principals are being eddbyadets
of formal standards, states, individual school districts, and other agencies hés@ area
variety of programs that are used to develop principals. A collective exaonimétsome
of these programs reveals a number of commonalities that the programs share.

One of these programs is the New Leaders for New Schools program whish exist
in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C. (Hale &
Moorman, 2003). The program is funded by both public funds and by private donors
(New Leaders, 2008). Hale and Moorman describe this program as one that recruits
talented individuals who possess high levels of leadership potential. The caliber of
participant selections is reflected by the fact that only 6% of applicenteeepted into
the program (New Leaders, 2008hrough a program consisting of an intense summer
institute and a one-year internship, candidates are guided through lexpenigreces
that equip them to lead urban public schools. Graduates of the program become certified
by their respective states, receive ongoing leadership support aftearprpgrticipation,
and are provided with job placement assistance. The success of the job ptasgraet

of the program is seen through the fact that at the conclusion of participation, 95% of
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program participants assume leadership roles with 80% becoming principalsictbsss

of the program may also be seen through data from 2004-2006 which shows that 100% of
schools led by program participants showed notable increases in studentraehieve
Moreover, 83% of schools saw double digit gains in student achievement measures (New
Leaders, 2008).

Another program, The Principal Residency Network, is described by Hale and
Moorman (2003) as a program that is individualized to meet the needs of the program
participants. Aspiring principals participate in a rigorous field expee through
partnerships with small, personalized schools in an effort to provide the opportunity for
participants to experience some of the rewards of leadership. The prograimjsvhi
based upon the ISLLC standards, has its roots in deep reform work by a partnership
between Northeastern University and the Fenway Institute for Urban Reléwke in
the program, participants are partnered with mentor principals who help the aspiring
principals to develop individual learning plans and show evidence of progress in those
plans through personalized portfolios. Ultimately, program participantsearaymasters
degree credits through participation (Institute for Professional Develoamérraduate
Studies, 2008).

Additionally, the National College for School Leadership is a head teacher
(principal) development program in England that provides training both before and aft
individuals assume school leadership roles (Hale & Moorman, 2003). The program,
which was developed in response to national policy developments, focuses on preparing
participants to work beyond their current schools. This is accomplished through a

program curriculum focused on networking, succession plans, business management
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principles, and leadership of complex, challenging schools (National College, 2008).
According to Hale and Moorman, the program is individualized and allows participants

to choose modules based upon their individual needs and the needs of their schools. The
essential goal of the program is to enable participants to make use of theinskié

most effective ways in serving their schools.

The Massachusetts Department of Education has endorsed another principal
development program designed by the National Center on Education and the Economy, a
Washington-based group that promotes standards in education. The two-yeamprogr
utilizes lessons and strategies from the military and corporate worldsrtaitban
principals. Participating principals are grouped into cohorts and participatéivities
focused on strategic planning, team building, and change management. Wéthin t
program and across cohorts, a uniform set of language and leadership skills are used.
Learning opportunities, which are ultimately intended to influence school leaders t
refocus schools toward results (e-lead, 2008), are delivered through computer
simulations, seminars, online tutorials, and case studies of businesses, &g, ranid
schools. Program participants are trained to deliver the program to other seldeds le
and actually receive doctoral credit for their participation. Ultimatbly program is
intended to change participants’ self-perceptions from managers to lebdess-
effective student achievement (Archer, 2005). The program has receivedeaeneitis
from former Massachusetts superintendent, David Driscoll, and Lesley Utyivers
Professor Emeritus, Margaret McKenna, who have proclaimed the program todfe one
rigorous breadth and one of the most innovative principal development programs in the

nation, respectively (e-lead, 2008).
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With the primary goal of enhanced leadership, the Union Pacific Railroad
Foundation has established the Principals’ Partnership. Through a prograniigest uti
successful leadership approaches used in business, 800 participants from 17 different
states are engaged with activities that focus on reflection, studychgoflaborative
planning in addressing relevant issues. The program, which provides partigighnts
access to an extensive website of best pracigesique in that the principals identify
their professional development needs, and the program developers arrangaria ofetw
consultants and professional development sessions to meet those needs. These sessions
often occur through a summer leadership instiflitkough embedding leadership
development activities directly in the actual work of program participdr@grogram
essentially attempts to instill the leadership ideas of dignity, respet consideration as
opposed to standardization and regulation (Hoffman & Johnston, 2005). Concerning the
success of the program, one surveyealed that the vast majority of program
participants agreed that at least one significant change related tosgsbess dropout,
literacy, and safety rates had occurred in their schools after parbaipatihe program
(Principals’ Partnership, 2008).

The University of Kentucky has collaborated with the Pike County (Kentucky)
school district to implement the Principals’ Excellence Program. The pnogees
established in 2002 through a three-year grant from the U.S. Department of Education.
The program uses the cohort model and consists of 15 teachers and assistarisprincipa
who are aspiring principals. The program participants, who are nominated by
administrators, meet from January through December and attend a sumrmgeinsti

Program activities consist of leadership seminars, action reseamtingseaveb-based
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assignments, shadowing of exemplary principals, and reflections. Moypoegram
participants are led by tenure track professors through inquiry-based, actiarcines
projects that are centered on ideas of self-assessment and goal skéipghgram also
incorporates peer observations, conferences, and portfolio development (e-lead, 2008).
Ultimately, the program is based on ISLLC standards and is designed to beapfacti
the aspiring principal. The district uses surveys, focus group interviews, aibaolkt
reviews to judge the effectiveness of the program (U.S. Department oftiedy2804;
Browne-Ferrigno, 2003; Hale & Moorman, 2003).

Other principal development strategies are implemented in a distritt |
principal preparation program, the Duval County-SERVE partnership in Duval County,
Florida. The program began in 1998 and is funded by the U.S. Department of Education.
It aims to create a pipeline of qualified principals for the Duval County SchswidD
Qualified teachers and assistant principals who aspire to be principalgppsetin
seminars, role-plays, book studies, portfolio creation, journaling, and large amhd smal
group instruction. These activities are not conducted through the cohort philosophy. The
foundational objective of the program is to reconstruct principal development by placing
focus on leadership development rather than management development. Movement
toward that end comes through a focus on visionary leadership, research-basssspract
concepts of building human resource capital, and improving schools in spite of various
regulatory issues. The program continually seeks participant input to engyretiram
activities designers are sensitive to the individual participant needsd¢b time,
professional development and unique schools (Bingham & Gottfried, 2003).

Additionally, the Socorro Independent School District of ElI Paso, Texas and the
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University of Texas at El Paso collaborated to create the Assistanig@is Academy.
The program, which began in 1998, also aimed to develop a pipeline of qualified
principals (Miracle, 2006). According to Parra and Daresh (1997), the funddreln:f
of the program was that the principal is the main change agent in any school,arérticul
in schools with high populations of poor and minority studeltie program ran from
September to May, and program activities were based on the "Learneredente
Leadership Standards" that drive educational leadership in Texas. Theddaardar
closely tied to the ISLLC standards. The staff of the Assistant Priadysademy was
comprised of a district level administrator, a retired superintendent, and atiedlaic
leadership professor. Program participants met once a month to learn abonorehntadia
issues of change through readings and discussions, but a cohort model was not used.
Program participants expressed their individual needs and were then p#iratentors,
who guided them through authentic school leadership tasks in which significant changes
had recently occurred (Parra & Daresh, 1997). Ultimately, the progesmliscontinued
in 2004 at the discretion of a new district superintendent (Miracle, 2006).

Georgia’s Leadership Institute for School Improvement conducts the 'GLISI
Executive Development Training Series. The program, which uses praxdgieed
from business models of improvement, is based on the Institute’s researdhdwt s
improvement requires high-quality executive leaders. Specificallyethes focuses on
development of mission, vision, and values as school leadership teams improve
performance through planning, data assessment, partnerships, and effective
communication. Furthermore, the Executive Development Training series provides

participating school districts with the opportunity to visit school districts thet ha
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implemented the principles of the program. Finally, the program offerisipating
districts consulting that is specific to the needs of the participatingctiStne Georgia
Leadership Institute’s impact upon the state of Georgia may be seen througtt thatfa
since 2002, 92% of school districts have participated in GLISI activities. Witisin t
number, 59 first year principals who participated in the program were shown to have
performed at proficiency levels equivalent to third year principals. Morewvtre
2006-2007 school year, schools led by GLISI principals outperformed non-GLISI
principals at the elementary, middle, and high school levels (Georgia’s Ebgxer
2008).

In Rhode Island, the Providence schools have modified and applied research ideas
from the original effective schools research. The school district hasnalisitained a
relationship with a consulting firm from which leadership development centered on
student achievement is received (School Leadership, 2008). The Providence program
provides principals with a slue of contemporary school leadership topics such as
mission/vision, high expectations, assessment, instructional monitoring, aadetyder,
parent communication, professional development, school culture, and ethics. g.earnin
opportunities are facilitated through work groups and designed through input from
climate surveys (Providence Schools, 2008). Uniquely, the relationship that the school
district has with the consulting firm provides for training for school board mensioer
that the governing body of the school district is kept abreast on the leadership
development to which building principals are being exposed (School Leadership, 2008).

The Principals’ Executive Program, conducted by the University of North

Carolina Center for School Leadership Development, focuses on leadership development
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for both new and experienced principals. Various leadership programs and short-te
institutes are facilitated in response to indicated needs of program dliénks.the

program director names responsiveness to clients, low expense, and intense program
evaluation as the main strengths of the Principal’s Executive Prograidestiéies 21"
century instructional tools, differentiation for secondary school principadsdalivery of
services at regional sites as areas for development and improvemeatr{idr,Fpersonal
communication, September 19, 2008).

Principal training delivered through a summer leadership development series is
currently conducted by the Lancaster County Schools of Lancaster County, South
Carolina. Building-level administrators as well as administrators atisitrect level
participate in the program. The summer experience attempts to provide tiattmts
with learning opportunities centered on a number of leadership concepts tlede\eaatr
to everyday, practical challenges (School Leadership, 2008). Learning oppestandi
in the form of mini-lectures, discussions, simulations, and case studies. Thenprogr
ultimately aims to equip principals to establish healthy school climataswheir
school buildings (L. Coble, personal communication, October 19, 2008).

In the Guilford County Schools of North Carolina, a focus has been placed upon
principal development. This is evidenced by the district's commitment to $tesmigd
the impact of school principals through leadership development. The principal
development program in the Guilford County schools utilizes the cohort model in a series
of leadership development opportunities that is spread over 12 days throughout an
academic year. Up to 30 principals comprise the cohorts which are exposadketshé-

based themes focusing on culture, change management, focus, applying leadership
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concepts learned from experience, conflict, utilization of data-driven decrséing,
communication, organizational professional development, and team leadership (School
Leadership, 2008). These concepts are tied directly to practical techniqueeddsi

avoid career derailment and meet twenty-first century leadership dedledn a

personal level, participants engage in embedded assessment instrumeni@omplet
order to provide personal frames of reference to guide individual development (Coble,
2008). Program participants actually have the opportunity to work directlysahibols

that have been targeted as having needs for improved cultures and higher student
performance (School Leadership, 2008).

In the Cleveland Heights-University Heights city schools in Cleveland, Ohio, a
program of district- and building-level administrative leadership developseeniered
on sessions that focus on the t€ke Hidden LeadeProgram activities deliver insights
and applicable strategies on leadership of high performing teams, admonsarad
effective use of an organizational culture survey, utilization of common organaiat
language and principles of facilitative leadership (School Leager2008). Program
participants are exposed to the fundamental idea that leadership developmesanalper
development (Coble, 2008).

The Charlotte-Mecklenburg schools of Mecklenburg County, North Carolina have
implemented a leadership development program that gives principals the oppaootunity
self-select topics that are relevant to personal and building needs. SieaciGcship
themes such as change management, high performance teams, and conflianeainage
are provided to selectgmtincipals throughout the academic year. Perhaps the keystone of

the program is the opportunity for participants to reflect upon their current work
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experiences, with a focus on future application of learning and growth (School
Leadership, 2008).

In yet another program, the New York City Schools Leadership Academy has
teamed with New Visions for Public Schools to deliver a mentoring program for new
principals. Participants in the mentoring program include new principglsrierced
principal mentors, local instructional superintendents, and regional liaisons. New
principals meet with successful, veteran principals who are either atsebool
leadership or recently retired. Activities such as professional grdarthdevelopment,
school goal assessment, observations of mentees, role-play, joint problem, solving
shadowing, and research are conducted in an effort to promote successfullprincipa
induction. Concepts within these themes are based upon the idea that true change may be
achieved only after a set of common goals and language is used between |eéemshi
whose performance is based upon a systematic way of thinking (New Visions, 2008).

The state of lllinois also offers a new principal mentoring program|lthei$
New Principal Mentoring Program. The program meets the "lllinois ProfedsSchool
Leader Standards" and the "Interstate School Leaders Licensure Gonsstdindards".
First year principals in the state are paired with experienced printipatseffort to
promote supportive professional relationships. Mentor/mentee relationships are
established by considering the dynamics of location, school level, and varidgs Tiee
mentors are charged with facilitating growth of mentees’ instructleadership skills
through a minimum of 50 logged contact hours. The mentor/mentee relationship consists
of coaching, observation, and constructive feedback. Ultimately, mentorsnassises

with the identification of problems that act as barriers to success in thesohdo new
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principals. These problems are identified through extensive surveys of primeguks.
Moreover, the two work as a team to conceive and implement effective solutibesdo t
problems. Finally, the mentor oversees structured opportunities that allowrttipadrio
reflect upon his professional practice (lllinois New Principal, 2008).

Another state, Ohio, implements the Quality Entry Year Principal Prograen.
program was designed around the "Ohio Administrative Code", which dictates the
specifics of entry year principal development programs in the state. Prpgrécipants
include principals or assistant principals who hold a two-year provisional licedsea
employed full-time. The multi-year program is based on current leageesearch and
spans two school years. The program utilizes a cohort model and requirgpgadito
attend five face-to-face institutes, a legal seminar, a teachewvatieerand evaluation
seminar, and a professional conference. They are also required to cappiate
online professional development modules, the "360 Leadership Assessment" and the
"Principal Performance Assessment”, and to document professional gnaavpiersonal
learning plan (Ohio Department, 2008).

The state of West Virginia conducts the Principals’ Leadership Acadamy fo
Experienced Principals as well as the Principal’s Leadership Acafibeingw
Principals. Since 1991, the program has influenced over 2,600 school leaders in.the state
The Principals’ Leadership Academy Advisory Council plans and implements the
leadership development opportunities presented to principals. Participapésrarged
to choose from a variety of topics that are relevant to personal professiorapdeset
as well as to the needs of their particular schools. The program for expdrmntipals

spans a six-day period in which principals are exposed to 45 hours of activities that are
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aligned with a minimum of four of the six standards of leadership as outlined iy Wes
Virginia State Board of Education policy. For new principals, the program debue

total days of programming in which leaders participate in developmensasesn

school law, school finance, change leadership, and a 360 degree leadership inventory.

Moreover, ideas of vision, culture, and effective communication are cornerstones
of the program. Participants are partnered with colleagues, and theguredd¢o keep
journals of their developmental experiences. The New Principal’s Agacksults in
action plans that are developed and implemented at each participant’s school.eSxampl
of key points within these plans include conferencing with and professional development
for experienced teachers (West Virginia, 2008).

The Maryland Principals’ Academy runs a one-year program and includes a
residential summer institute. The program is based on the "Maryland Irstialcti
Leadership Framework" and is primarily focused on building instructionalrkage
capacity in practicing principals. Principals with one to five years of mdtrative
experience work collaboratively to analyze and facilitate leaderslopeseand research,
utilizing practical tools and strategies aimed at school improvement. gadsevith eight
or more years of experience have the opportunity to participate in a one-yd&Engca
experience. Superintendents nominate participants, and a focus is placed on key
leadership techniques associated with networking, collaboration, and continuous
improvement (Maryland State, 2008).

The Texas Principals’ Excellence Program is overseen by the Texagi&uuca
Agency and the University of Houston-Victoria School of Business. The programis inte

is to integrate business and management training models into educationahigade
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situations. The program gauges effectiveness through both pre- and post-program
assessments based on the "Secondary School Principae2iury Principal

Instrument”. Other program activities include individualized learning plans,tsohor
comprised of principals with similar professional development needs, one-on-one
monthly coaching for participants, book studies, and research projects. Pagikgemt
journals of program activities and create individual growth plans. Ultigndted

program curriculum is focused on application of concepts for both new and experienced
principals (Texas Principal, 2008).

Finally, the Arkansas Leadership Academy conducts the Principal Institute
Program participation ultimately leads to Master Principal ceatiba in the state. The
three-year program is a voluntary program that provides bonuses to prapticicipals
who complete the program. Program application is open to principals who workrfell-ti
and hold a state principal certificate. Program activities focus on corofeptiure,
change management, teaching and learning, and accountability (Arkaasassbep,
2008).

Several characteristics of the aforementioned principal development psogram
shared between two or more of the programs. Concerning design, the following
commonalities exist: partnerships with universities, consultation with odésidership
agencies, activity alignment with school leadership standards, and axtahtered on
leadership strategies gleaned from the business world. Other programnemigpfound
in two or more programs include the individualization of development activities,
computer and Web-based activities, mentoring, goal analysis, joint probMngsol

action research, facilitative leadership, and summer institutes. Fiaglgast two



27

programs share the components of specific reading activities, team marbe;neffective
communication, data assessment, culture building, visits to other schools, opportunities
for reflection and/or journaling, and structured seminars to share ideas.
Summary of Literature

This literature review examined various principal development programsllas
as the rationale for and characteristics of effective principal devetagpregrams. The
aforementioned themes within the literature helped to guide the proposagtdescr
study for which a rationale is provided in the review of literature. Duringetbesarch
project, a focus was placed upon the research-based characteristicstivegifaucipal
development programs. The researcher had the opportunity to make comparisons
between the leadership activities being examined and other programs thateargycur

used to cultivate principals.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

Introduction

Once again, schools and society are faced with critical problemgirilates
supply of school principals in America. Not only is there a shortage of principals, but
there exists a poor understanding of the role of the principal coupled with inadequate
principal training programs (Portin et al., 2003). In response to these iseisgte of
North Carolina implemented a new set of standards, the "School Executive @&sandar
(SES), as an evaluation and growth tool for its principals beginning in the 2008-2009
school year (NCDPI, 2006). Principals and assistant principals in North Caexuiae
unique training if they are to perform in accordance with these standardgsleBariptive
study examined a principal development program, the "Staff Develofrpattations
for Administrators" (SDEA), in a predominantly suburban school district inigdniont
region of North Carolina in an effort to answer the following key question: What are the
perceptions of SDEA participants regarding the connection between Sidkifies and
preparation to meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards"? This chapter
provides a description of and rationale for the research design. The chapter gpes on
describe study participants, data collection instruments, study procedurasjitatbhs
of the study.
Research Design and Rationale

The researcher used a mixed methods approach with a sequential Quantitative-
Qualitative (QUAN-QUAL) emphasis in the research project. To answeesleanch
guestions, the researcher used a Likert scale survey to gather pmglimioamation and

used individual interviews to gather data that are more detailed. Thecresdaas
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essentially described program participant perceptions of the connectieeheBDEA
activities and preparation to meet the SES through the interpretation ofalebtined
from the aforementioned data collection tools.

Kaufhold (2007)describes characteristics of quantitative research that made it
appropriate to utilize in the research project. He notes that quantitataeaieslata is
relatively simple to gather, is objective in nature, and can be easily wutknst
reporting. Kaufhold goes on to state that policy makers in education oftentpesfer
factual data associated with quantitative research. This concept is @oinsish the idea
that the study has produced valuable information for the leadership team of the school
district that was studied in their development and reform of principal development
activities. In summary, the numerical data obtained from the quantitatiaalese the
project were useful in answering the research questions.

Two essential truths of qualitative research provided a rationale for teecher
to use a partially qualitative approach to the research project. First, tixaliesearch
requires the researcher to place his focus upon human interaction and the ¢@soieXi
the contexts in which the interaction takes place (Custer, 1996). In order to g=an a cl
understanding of the effects of SDEA activities upon program participants, it was
essential to gain an understanding of the participant interactions with the SDEA
activities. Another foundation of qualitative research that justifies the usandhis
study is the idea presented by Janesick (1998) which asserts that qualisat@relre
provides the researcher with an opportunity to explore gray areas of a topic which
essentially present opportunities for the researcher to gain and pressuitla fl

understanding of truth. In exploring the connections between SDEA activities and the
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"North Carolina School Executive Standards”, the researcher presenteaaindorthat

relied partially upon interpretations and descriptions by the researcharatdly, the

use of qualitative research in this descriptive study provided an opportunity to conduct
what Sutton (1993) calls a “three way communication process amongst human subjects
the researcher, and the...audience” (p. 426).

Byrne and Humble (2006) present a number of different points that serve as a
rationale for the use of a mixed methods approach with a sequential QUAN-QUAL
emphasis in the study. First, a multiple methods approach facilitates thdirstidraof
potential disadvantages in particular methods. In the study reporting, thehesdes
presented both numerical data as well as data in more of a narrative form. $econdl|
because the principal development program and its participants interact inxoraps
different methods were needed to understand such complexities. Finally giuehes
design allowed the researcher to both construct and confirm theory in thetgsdye s
While the quantitative portion of the study provided the construction, the qualitative
piece provided the confirmation.

Research Methodology

The researcher conducted a descriptive study in order to report on the perceived
effects of SDEA upon participants concerning preparation to meet the "Nodln@ar
School Executive Standards". The study was both quantitative and qualitative in nature
Information was initially gathered in a quantitative form through arLkeale survey.
Through survey questions built around the specific competencies of the "Nortm&aroli
School Executive Standards", the researcher gauged the perceived impg€eLof S

activities upon participants. After the survey was conducted, qualitatearobsin the
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form of individual interviews with SDEA participants were administered in t@mat to
reveal further detailed information. The interview questions were fateuliko reflect
the competencies of the "School Executive Standards”. Ultimately, theysamse
individual interviews provided data to detail SDEA patrticipant perceptions of {heectm
of SDEA activities upon preparedness to meet the "North Carolina School Executive
Standards".

Several characteristics of the descriptive study methodology madeopapps
for the research project. Kaufhold (2007) characterizes descriptiveaiessaan
opportunity to provide a description of a situation in a way that reports on the current
condition of a group of subjects. Descriptive research provides the researthidewit
opportunity to investigate the form, actions, and changes of a specific, man-made
phenomenon (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007). The researcher attempted to inveatigate
report on the current perceptions of a group of subjects concerning theirtiotevéth a
specific set of experiences, the SDEA.
Instruments and Data Collection Procedures

The researcher utilized guidelines presented by Gall et al. (2007) in destilgei
survey. The guidelines promote the reader to avoid confusing jargon, make the survey
attractive, create survey items that are easy to read, provide cleactings, use a
logical sequence of questions, have a rationale for all survey items, avoid ambiguous
statements, avoid double-barreled questions, and be cautious of bias in the creagion of th
survey items. Each of the aforementioned concepts was utilized in the credtien of
survey.

To ensure instrument validity, the researcher constructed survey questions that
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were directly correlated to the seven "School Executive Standdds3over, in

coordination with the recommendation of Kaufhold (2007), the researcher created
multiple questions that were designed to elicit the same information, but through
differently worded questions. Furthermore, acquiescence response bias waseatldre
through the recommendation of Tuckman (1999) to reverse the direction of some survey
items. Some of the aforementioned check items were written so that disegreath

the item was consistent with agreement with its corresponding survey itehtioAally,
validity was strengthened through the recommendation of Kaufhold (2007) to provide
opportunities for survey participants to include written comments.

Validity protection was also provided through the recommendation of Gall et a
(2007) to field test a non-standardized survey. The field test led to revisions that
ultimately made the survey more valid. The researcher determined thatliradvirom
the study sample had sufficient knowledge and understanding to express truthéuiop
about the topic. The field test was administered to individuals who were a feettet
population but who were not part of the study sample. Correlations for the survey were
run to determine whether items measure intended information. Individuals who helped to
field test the survey also conducted an analysis of the clarity, bias, atybana
connectedness to the SES of survey items.

In creating the interview questions, the researcher followed the remodatons
of Kaufhold (2007) and McNamara (1999). Kaufhold promotes face-to-face evervi
that allow the researcher to ask in-depth questions. In such interviews, Kaufipoésts
that the researcher strive to maintain validity through calling fortylarthe case of any

potential misunderstandings. Moreover, Kaufhold suggests that the interviewer should
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remain impartial and maintain a high degree of eye contact throughout the wmidreie
maintain descriptive validity, McNamara states that interviews should be tpeid and
transcribed so that interviewees may check transcriptions for accuraaly Ane asserts
that the researcher should analyze the interview transcripts by highdjdiety words that
reveal themes within the interview. To ensure validity of this information, he premote
that the coding should be conducted by a second person.

The researcher maintained interview validity protection through the
recommendations of Key (1997). These suggestions recommend focusing on the
following areas while conducting research: listening rather than spea&augding
information accurately, establishing a detailed plan prior to collectirzg deing candid
in data reporting, seeking constant feedback during the data collecting process
attempting to achieve balance between perceived importance and actugmnogof
information, and writing accurately in reporting of findings. Finally, to easur
interpretive validity, the researcher requested participant feedbgakding the
transcription of the interviews.

As recommended by Gall et al. (1997), the researcher paid careful attention to
strengthening validity through maintaining the confidentiality of allspatticipant data
obtained through survey and interview participant responses. In conducting the
interviews, the researcher first obtained signed consent from all pantisi In staying
consistent with McNamara'’s suggestions, the researcher recordedresadilved the
interviews, highlighted key words, categorized themes, and used a trair@dhese
assistant to highlight and categorize, as well. Ultimately, theuwreser has reported on

the positive and negative trends that arose from the themes gleaned fronrvimnsate
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Finally, as recommended by Patten (2000), the researcher engadéekinityg active
self-reflection upon potential researcher biases, throughout the reseaetsproc
Participants

Volunteer samplingvas utilized in the study as the researcher gathered data from
SDEA patrticipants who were willing to participate in the study. Eachipahand
assistant principal who had participated in all five components of SDEA and could be
located was invited to complete the survey. At the onset of the study, ther5nsereh
principals and assistant principals. Of the 25 leaders who had completed the pfidgram
were white males, 12 were white females, and three were black femadssofAbe
participants ranged from late twenties to late fifties. SDEA partitspaere located
using a school district administrator directory and were contacted bigtdestrail. An
assistant superintendent in the school district in which the study was conducted
encouraged SDEA participants to participate in the survey through email corresgonde
that she sent via school district email. After obtaining and interpraiivgs results,
SDEA patrticipants were invited to participate in individual interviews. Througheat
scale survey and individual interviews, the researcher has reported thequeettects
of SDEA activities upon participants about preparation to meet the "North Carolina
School Executive Standards".
Data Analysis

To answer the research questions, the researcher used a Likert segtecsur
gather preliminary information and used individual interviews to gather masedet
data. The researcher essentially attempted to describe prograsippattiperceptions of

the connection between the SDEA activities and preparation to meet the SES theough t



35

interpretation of the data obtained from the aforementioned data collection tools.

Once again, the researcher utilized a Likert scale survey to gatherinaey
information. The survey provided numerical data that had the potential to be analyzed
quickly and accurately (Kaufhold, 2007) so that the interview questions could bedcreat
in an efficient manner. The interview questions were created after tiraahésen
identified from the survey data. While the interview questions were designetthén ga
data which expanded survey data, the questions were essentially focused on the
perceptions of SDEA participants concerning the connection between SCitaAesct
and preparation to meet the SES.

Gall et al. (2007) state that interviews allow the researcher to cdmroiterview
to make it appropriate for the circumstances of the situation. They go on t@say th
interviews give a skilled interviewer the opportunity to build trust and rappochwhi
leads to the possibility of interviewees revealing information that theynoiareveal in
any other mode of data collection. Ultimately, Gall et al. charaetanterviews by
describing them as opportunities to gather responses that are in the unique words of the
respondents.

In reference to data analysis, Kaufhold (2007) states that measures aif centr
tendency (mean, median, and mode) may be used to present a picture of what is average
and what are the equal measurements above and below the norm. According to Patten
(2000), these figures are rather simple to determine. Such measures oftesdéaty
derived from the survey were used to create a quantitative description ofdbptipas
of SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepaoat

meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards”. SPSS softwsuailszed to
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compute accurate data. Obtained information provided preliminary data onpaattici
perceptions. Once the central tendency of the sample was determinedfeueay
item, the researcher attempted to identify themes that helped to drivedhercof the

interview questions.
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Chapter 4: Results

The Union County Public Schools has strategically examined the importance of
strong principal leadership at the school level. This is evidenced by the scheni’syst
plan to provide adequate professional development for its principals. The major
component of this plan has been the "Staff Development Expectations for
Administrators" (SDEA). Since 2002, approximately twenty-five principatsassistant
principals have completed all five components of SDEA. The fundamental goal of the
program is to equip principals in the school district to meet the challenges faced b
building-level leaders associated with promoting and maintaining high levelsgdehs
achievement.

The major research question for this study was as follows: What are the
perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between SDEA actawities
preparation to meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards"? A mixeadsiet
approach with a sequential QUAN-QUAL analysis was used to answer ¢gaeates
guestion. A survey was conducted with district principals and assistant pringhgals
had completed all five components of the SDEA. Individual interviews were conducted
with principals and assistant principals who had been invited to complete the sumey. Th
survey revealed general information about participant perceptions regarding the
connection between SDEA activities and preparation to meet the "North C&olinal
Executive Standards". The interviews provided more specific data about these
perceptions.

This chapter reports the findings of this mixed methods study. The chapter is

divided into two major sections. The first presents the survey results, areich
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accompanied by tables to clarify the data. The second provides descriptions of
interviewee responses. In this component, an analysis of the interviews isoaigegr
with themes that emerged from the interviews.
Survey Participants

Survey participants consisted of Union County principals and assistant pgncipal
who had completed all five components of the "Staff Development Expectations for
Administrators” (SDEA). The researcher initially contacted all Unioar@y principals
and assistant principals by district email and determined that twigatgffthem had
completed all five components of the SDEA. Potential participants were thesditwit
participate in the survey through an Internet-based survey program caReds{ght.
The survey was electronically attached to the survey invitation, and\atlystata were
returned electronically through K12 Insight to the researcher. Of theynfreatpotential
survey participants, 22 individuals completed the survey. This amounted to an 88%
response rate.
Survey Structure and Scoring

Survey responses were collected and analyzed through the K12 Insightprogra
At the conclusion of the survey, the researcher scored participant responsagig@s
scores to responses. In responding to the survey items, participants had the following
choices: strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and na.opi&o
researcher assigned the following scores to each response: stroegty2aggree: 1,
disagree: -1, strongly disagree: -2, no opinion: 0. Reversed survey questions, afeich w
used to increase the validity of survey results, were assigned the folleverged order

of scoring: strongly agree: -2, agree: -1, disagree: 1, stronglyesay no opinion: 0.



39

In cases in which a survey participant did not respond to a particular itemnthease
not counted in the calculation of mean, median, mode, and standard deviation. The
survey was designed in a way as to have at least three questions gaugargelgeneral
information. There were essentially seven categories of questionsagfiltategory
corresponding to one of the seven "North Carolina School Executive Standards".
Strategic Leadership

In the survey, five questions were designed to gauge the collectoeppen of
SDEA participants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdcalie a
strategic leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following meast sG@#,
0.86, 1.09, 0.86, and 0.76 with a collective mean of 0.90. The following modes were
calculated: 1, 1, 1, 1, 1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were calculated:
1.15, 0.89, 0.97, 0.94, 1.04. Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1, 1, 1, 1, 1.
All survey data for strategic leadership are displayed in Table 1.
Table 1

Survey Results for Strategic Leadership

Survey

ltem M Mdn Mode SD
2 0.91 1 1 1.15
9 0.86 1 1 0.89
16 1.09 1 1 0.97
24 0.86 1 1 0.94

25 0.76 1 1 1.04
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Instructional Leadership

In the survey, four questions were designed to gauge the collectiepipancof
SDEA participants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdoatie
an instructional leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following meast scor
0.77,0.77, 1.09, and 0.95 with a collective mean of 0.90. The following modes were
calculated: 1, 1, (1, 2), 1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were caftulat
1.11, 1.02, 1.02, 1.00. Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1, 1, 1, 1. All
survey data for instructional leadership are displayed in Table 2.
Table 2

Survey Results for Instructional Leadership

Survey

ltem M Mdn Mode SD
3 0.77 1 1 1.11
10 0.77 1 1 1.02
17 1.09 1,2 1 1.02
23 0.95 1 1 1.00

Cultural Leadership

In the survey, three questions were designed to gauge the collectiveiperoept
SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdcalie a
cultural leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following mean scores: 1.00,
0.90, and 0.59 with a collective mean of 0.83. The following modes were calculated: 1, 1,

1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were calculated: 0.82, 1.00, 1.22.
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Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1, 1, 1. All survey dataufaural
leadership are displayed in Table 3.
Table 3

Survey Results for Cultural Leadership

Survey

Item M Mdn Mode SD
4 1.00 1 1 0.82
11 0.90 1 1 1.00
18 0.59 1 1 1.22

Human Resource Leadership

In the survey, five questions were designed to gauge the collectoeppen of
SDEA participants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdcalie a
human resource leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following mean score
0.91, 1.14, 0.90, 0.86, and 0.27 with a collective mean of 0.82. The following modes
were calculated: 1, 1, 1, 1, 1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were
calculated: 0.87, 0.71, 0.89, 0.94. 1.20. Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1,

1,1, 1, 0.5. All survey data for human resource leadership are displayed in Table 4.
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Table 4

Survey Results for Human Resource Leadership

Survey

Item M Mdn Mode SD
5 0.91 1 1 0.87
12 1.14 1 1 0.71
19 0.90 1 1 0.89
26 0.86 1 1 0.94
27 0.27 0.5 1 1.20

Managerial Leadership

In the survey, three questions were designed to gauge the collectiveiparoept
SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdcalie a
managerial leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following meas: £c85,
0.86, 1.14 with a collective mean of 0.98. The following modes were calculated: 1, 1, 1.
Additionally, the following standard deviations were calculated: 0.84, 1.04, 0.73. Finally,
the following medians were calculated: 1, 1, 1. All survey data for managaarship

are displayed in Table 5.
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Survey Results for Managerial Leadership
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Survey

Item M Mdn Mode SD
6 0.95 1 1 0.84
13 0.86 1 1 1.04
20 1.14 1 1 0.73

External Development Leadership

In the survey, three questions were designed to gauge the collectiveiparoept

SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdoatie

an external development leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the foltte@ing
scores: 0.50, 0.05, 0.45 with a collective mean of 0.33. The following modes were
calculated: 1, -1, 1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were caldulate,

1.13, 1.06. Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1, 0, 0.5. All survey data for

external development leadership are displayed in Table 6.
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Table 6

Survey Results for External Development Leadership

Survey

Item M Mdn Mode SD
7 0.50 1 1 1.19
14 0.05 0 -1 1.13
21 0.45 0.5 1 1.06

Micropolitical Leadership

In the survey, three questions were designed to gauge the collective perception of
SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and prepdcatie a
micropolitical leader. This subgroup of questions revealed the following measscor
1.18, 1.18, 0.41 with a collective mean of 0.92. The following modes were calculated: 1,
1, 1. Additionally, the following standard deviations were calculated: 0.91, 0.73, 1.05.
Finally, the following medians were calculated: 1, 1, 1. All survey aatenfcropolitical

leadership are displayed in Table 7.
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Table 7

Survey Results for Micropolitical Leadership

Survey

Item M Mdn Mode SD
8 1.18 1 1 0.91
15 1.18 1 1 0.73
22 0.41 1 1 1.05

Interview Participants

Seventeen individuals participated in the interviews of the study. Within this
number, the breakdown of positions of the interviewees was as follows: eight elgment
principals, one middle school principal, three high school principals, three eleynenta
assistant principals, and two middle school assistant principals. The researdheted
potential interviewees via district email to arrange times and placesadh Wia
interviews were to take place.
Interview Analysis

The interviews were audio recorded and then transcribed. The reseanetied
transcripts to all interviewees so that the interviewees had the opportunwyeiv amd
potentially correct the transcripts. There were no requests for trasgoripé changed.
The interviews were analyzed according to recommendations of McNamara {©¢9).
words in the interview transcripts were highlighted with the use of threesc@ogen
indicated a positive response, pink indicated a negative response, and blue indicated a

response that was better connected to another interview item. Informatiorashebded
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in blue was accompanied by notes that referred to the more appropriate witemwie

The researcher identified themes for each interview item through identrggpgnses

that appeared more than once and from more than one interview participant. Finally, the
researcher identified common responses that emerged across differeonguesitiiple

times in order to identify the themes across research questions. To enhanaditiief/al

the coding and theme identification, a trained research assistant also heghlight
transcripts and identified themes within questions and across questions. Tieen®we
significant differences between the analysis of the researcher aadalysis of the

assistant.

Themes found through the interview analysis are discussed in the following
section. Reporting is arranged and titled according to each of the "North C&dhioal
Executive Standards” since the interview questions were arranged antbdashion.
Reporting of themes that emerged across various interview questions r{quedeer
the reporting for each standard.

Strategic Leadership

The first interview item asked participants to comment on whether theydagree
disagreed that the Staff Development Expectations for Administratordiastivelped to
prepare them to be strategic leaders. Program participants responded whtld@gnesg
of agreement concerning each of the five components of the SDEA. Haeilitat
Leadership and Crucial Conversations had the highest frequency of positive responses.
Specifically, interviewees indicated that Crucial Conversations aidedithérair work
and responsibilities related to mission, vision, and alignment of employeesal§hey

indicated that this particular component aided them in their work with parentezatl
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to strategic leadership. With Facilitative Leadership, interviewagas spoke of the
positive impact upon mission, vision, and goals, but more specifically, they cited the
benefit of Facilitative Leadership related to being able to gathecteenput
effectively from their respective staffs. Additionally, interviewaelicated that Crucial
Conversations, TPAI, and Teachscape were effective in improving theiiestiditbe
strategic leaders. Of these three components, only one was tied to a spexiéchat
emerged from the feedback. This was Crucial Conversations and its favorahbie impa
upon vision, mission, goals, and alignment of individuals.
Instructional Leadership

The second interview item asked participants to comment on whether they agreed
or disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administratctisities
helped to prepare them to be instructional leaders. In this realm of lepdéasbrable
themes emerged regarding four of the five SDEA components. Regarding TPAI,
participants responded with a very high frequency that TPAI gave them a toolhiath w
to identify and look for parameters of good teaching. Participants also favepmke of
Crucial Conversations. A theme that emerged was that Crucial Conversativiaepr
them with a safe way to talk with teachers about areas in which they werelacki
needed help. The same theme emerged in response to Crucial Confrontations. With
Teachscape, both positive and negative themes emerged. While intervieweegéxpress
on one hand that Teachscape was a benefit to their abilities as instructiornal liege
also responded negatively to Teachscape. Such negativity emerged thepoyises
that seemed to be centered on the rigidity of the program, the lack of need for the

program, and the lack of practice with data that may be derived from the program.
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Cultural Leadership

The third interview item asked participants to comment on whether they agreed or
disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administratotis/ities helped
to prepare them to be cultural leaders. Participants revealed only one aigrafiea of
commonality in this leadership realm. The identified area was FdieditLeadership.
Participants revealed their opinion that Facilitative Leadership ab#sm in
understanding techniques to promote consensus, collaboration, empowerment, and
ownership in school decision-making. However, a strong negative theme also emerged.
Several participants voiced the idea that the SDEA components provided them with no
support of their performance as cultural leaders.
Human Resource Leadership

The fourth interview item asked participants to comment on whether they agreed
or disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administratctisities
helped to prepare them to be human resource leaders. Participants produced very
favorable responses in this realm of leadership, but one theme of uncertaingdeasl
well. All five SDEA components were touched upon in great frequency in response to
this particular interview question. For TPAI, a theme emerged thatihenty helped
participants as leaders to assess teachers and provide them with help MVigino
Crucial Conversations as well as Crucial Confrontations, participants exghtbssidea
that they learned how to talk with individuals properly in their quest to improve the
performance of those individuals. Regarding Teachscape, SDEA partcigantified
the training as a vital one for teacher improvement. Participants alsatehiaed

Teachscape as a tool with which to provide teachers leadership opportunitiesgAlt
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participants revealed these positive themes about Teachscape, thexpatssed the
opinion that there is insufficient data and application of what they had learned t
conclude that Teachscape had improved their abilities as human resource leade
Concerning Facilitative Leadership, a theme emerged that it helped patsdipareate
ownership and involvement in the quest to provide professional growth for teachers.
Managerial Leadership

The fifth interview item asked participants to comment on whether theydagree
disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administratotis/ities helped
to prepare them to be managerial leaders. For this standard, a number of both makitive a
negative themes emerged. Specifically, participants voiced a favorableropini
Facilitative Leadership. Multiple favorable responses for this SDEA oaerg included
references to the following areas: faculty meeting procedures, schedtdiffigg, and
delegation. With Crucial Conversations and Crucial Confrontations, participaatdee
the theme that those components helped them with techniques to overcome
disagreements. Teachscape also received multiple favorable responsesmgmrewth
in managerial leadership. Negative responses in this area that surfadpbkrmoles
included the idea that the SDEA components did not help participants with scheduling,
budgeting, or as overall managerial leaders.
External Development Leadership

The sixth interview item asked participants to comment on whether theylagree
disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administratots/ities helped
to prepare them to be external development leaders. Again, in this realm, resalts w

mixed. With Crucial Conversations and Crucial Confrontations, SDEA partisipant
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expressed the idea that the activities improved their skills with creadimsgensus and
buy-in with groups of stakeholders. About Facilitative Leadership, interveeresealed
the theme that the training improved their skills with creating strongamships with
stakeholders as well as their skills with creating buy-in and win-wiatgns. The final
positive theme that emerged was the idea that TPAI afforded leaders theiopytot
show others specific things that the school staff was doing in their daily duties.
Negatively, participants revealed their feelings that TPAI, Teapks€xucial
Conversations, Facilitative Leadership, and all of the SDEA components igelledid
not improve their abilities as external development leaders. They voiced dtbade
collectively, the components did not help them to develop skills to garner community
engagement and support.
Micropolitical Leadership

The seventh interview item asked participants to comment on whether they agreed
or disagreed that the "Staff Development Expectations for Administtatciigities
helped to prepare them to be micropolitical leaders. Once again, participantsdevea
mixed reactions to this interview item. They revealed feelings that Was helpful and
that Teachscape helped to promote relationships and cohesion amongst their staffs.
Facilitative Leadership was spoken of positively, and Crucial Conversations was
referenced as helping to promote a community within the school. Crucial Conversations
was the SDEA component that was referenced the most in response to this interview
item. The main theme that emerged from this interview item was thabthigonent
improved social cohesion among their school staffs. Negatively, SDEAipantis

expressed the idea that SDEA activities collectively did not prepareipartis to
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understand the politics of parents and external stakeholders. Intervieveeesptssed
the idea that TPAI, Teachscape, nor Crucial Conversations helped in their fpoepgara
become micropolitical leaders.
Interview Item Eight

The eighth interview item asked participants if they had any additional eatam
No themes emerged in response to this interview item.
Themes Across Interview Questions

A number of different themes evolved across interview questions. Concerning
Crucial Conversations, the idea that the component helped SDEA participants in their
guest to improve teacher performance emerged across numerous questions. Another
theme related to Crucial Conversations that emerged across questions idea that it
helped participants to develop and use safe ways in talking with different individoals. T
same theme regarding safe ways to talk with individuals evolved in connection with
Crucial Confrontations. The next theme that evolved was tied to Facilitatadetship.
Across questions, the idea that Facilitative Leadership helped participgntsiote
collaboration and ownership emerged. While nothing specifically evolved regardin
TPAI that could be classified as a theme, the general feeling that tip@cent was
helpful across different standards did evolve over different questions. Thpdsiale
themes that evolved were related to Teachscape. Participants revedhehtaehat
Teachscape prompted them to get into classrooms frequently. They alsaohthedht
Teachscape aided them in their role in improving teacher performance. gateeae
theme did evolve across multiple questions. The theme was that Teachscapé was

helpful because of a lack of knowledge and practice with analyzing data deonethé&
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Teachscape system.
Conclusion

Survey results collectively present the idea that SDEA particigentsrally
agree that the SDEA activities helped to prepare them to be effective laederding to
the "North Carolina School Executive Standards". Means, medians, and modes, which
are presented in this chapter show that, with the exception of standard six, external
development leadership, participants generally felt that the SDEAt&dikielped to
prepare them to be more effective school executives.

In comparison to the number of negative themes that emerged from the
interviews, a high number of positive themes emerged from the analysis ofawervi
with SDEA participants. The number of positive themes outnumbered the negative
themes in the areas of strategic leadership, instructional leadershipaldethdership,
human resource leadership, and managerial leadership, but there were equal oumbers
positive and negative themes for both external development leadership and micedpoliti
leadership. The high number of positive themes throughout interview questions supports
the reliability of the positive responses gleaned from the survey. Fudhera high
number of positive themes emerged across interview questions. This was not the case
regarding negative themes. Positive themes touched on each of the five SDEA
components, and once again, most of these themes were of a positive nature.

The main research question of this study was as follows: What are thptjperse
of SDEA patrticipants about the connection between SDEA activities and grepaoa
meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards"? Survey and intervaew dat

indicate that SDEA participants generally agree that SDEA actietiabled them to
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lead more effectively in accordance with the "North Carolina School Executi
Standards". Positive responses were evident for all of the "North CarohioalS

Executive Standards" with the exceptions of standard six, external development
leadership, and standard seven, micropolitical leadership. In both of thesesareey
results indicate that participants felt positively about the connections lpeSHeA
activities and preparation to be leaders in these areas. However, theweqgbai of

positive and negative themes that emerged from interview questions regardengrdeess
contradicts the survey results. Speculations and recommendations in response to stud

results will be discussed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 5: Speculations, Recommendations, and Summary

The North Carolina State Board of Education adopted a new set of standards on
executive leadership to be used to develop and evaluate principals and assistpatsrinc
beginning in the 2008-2009 school year. These standards, on which principals and
assistant principals are expected to base their performance of profedsitoeslinclude
the following seven areas of executive leadership: strategic leguenstructional
leadership, cultural leadership, human resource leadership, managerial leadership,
external development leadership, and micropolitical leadership. The creatiwsef
standards, the "North Carolina School Executive Standards", was driven byulteots
a study by Portin et al. (2003). The study detailed the problems of principtgshor
poor understanding of the changed role of the principal, and inadequate training for
principals. More specifically, the study revealed a prediction that the turrateeior
principals in the first decade of the twenty-first century would increaser&ag the
changed role of the school principal, the study detailed the change for schoaHgader
from being based upon standardization of structure to being based upon accountability for
outcomes. The final area of concern, inadequate training for principals,remgtisened
by studies by Levine (2005) and the Wallace Foundation (2006) that determined that the
overall effectiveness of America’s principal preparation prograasmnet high.

The "Staff Development Expectations for Administrators" (SDEA) is
professional development plan for principals and assistant principals in Union County,
North Carolina. The SDEA includes the following five components: Facilitative
Leadership, Crucial Conversations, Crucial Confrontations, Teachscape, and Teache

Performance Appraisal Instrument Training (TPAI). The overall goaleopléin is to
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equip principals and assistant principals to meet the building-level chedl¢maf are
potential barriers to promoting and maintaining high levels of student achievement.

The researcher utilized a mixed methods approach to research with a QUAN-
QUAL emphasis in order to answer the following main research question: Yétlaea
perceptions of SDEA participants about the connection between SDEA actawities
preparation to meet the "North Carolina School Executive Standards"? A Likkert sc
survey was used to gather preliminary data, and individual interview were conducted
with SDEA participants to gather further information.

Survey and interview results show that SDEA participants genegaéy éhat
SDEA activities helped to prepare them to be school executives. Positive response
emerged from the survey for each of the standards with the exception of one standard,
external development leadership. Similarly, positive themes evolved fromneachew
guestion as well as across interview questions. The only exceptions are that equa
numbers of positive and negative themes emerged about two standards, external
development leadership and micropolitical leadership.
Speculations

There are a number of explanations for the results of the survey. Sincgstanas
superintendent from the district being studied encouraged potential sunieippats
via emalil to participate in the survey, it is possible that survey particif@npsessured
to participate and possibly even pressured to respond to the survey in a particular way
Even though survey participants were assured by the researcher thasihenses
would remain completely confidential, it still seems logical that parti¢gomay have

felt somewhat skeptical about this claim because of the communicationhiecasdistant
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superintendent.

Specifically regarding the survey, it seemed that there was not algedaif
variation in survey responses. This may potentially be a result of the fastithay
participants did not have a great deal of exposure to and experience with thagoartic
details of the "North Carolina School Executive Standards". Their limited natfdhe
standards as experienced through activities specific to their partichtaol glistrict may
have had an impact on their survey responses. Another potential scenario getiprdin
survey is that since the survey did not require face-to-face interactioa vadearcher, it
is possible that survey participants displayed a greater degree of horresfyonses to
survey items than they did for the interview questions.

Regarding the interviews, a number of different factors potentially explain
interview participant responses. Since the interviews were of addeed nature with
the researcher, it is possible that in order to be self-serving and avoid negatiwents
about their employers, interviewees provided responses that were skewed tomgrd be
more positive than truthful. Another possibility regarding interviewee resgamas that
the interview influenced interviewees to be more divergent in their respdimsgshad
the flexibility and opportunity to shape their responses in ways that went deepesrand
more complex than the survey response choices. Finally, the researcher used his own
knowledge of the "School Executive Standards" to answer interviewee questions
regarding the nature of the standards. These descriptions of the standaedls by t
researcher may have influenced the responses of the interview participants.

Recommendations

Based on the results of the study, the researcher has a number of
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recommendations for the school system in which the study was conducted. Birst, it i
recommended that Crucial Conversations, Crucial Confrontations, and Facilitative
Leadership remain as foundational pieces of the Union County plan for principal and
assistant principal development. Throughout the study, SDEA participantssedres
their satisfaction with the effectiveness of each of these three gimofakdevelopment
components. Each component received expressions of value across various standards.
Another recommendation for the school system is tied to human resource
leadership. Considering the current condition of education funding in North Carolina, the
school system would be wise to place an emphasis upon leadership efforts in developing
high performing school staffs and establishing strong professional learningucdinesn
within its schools. With uncertainty regarding staffing allotments, sna@nghasis
would ensure that the district could face staffing cuts with the confidence ofrigntvait
they had trained their principals to equip their staffs with the knowledge alsd skil
necessary to maintain high performing classes in spite of increased stadbet-tatios.
This recommendation comes with the consideration that the study revealed that Union
County principals and assistant principals perceive that the school didétgtadely
prepares them to be human resource leaders. The school district would be building upon a
strength that already exists.
Again speaking of the uncertain state of school funding in North Carolina, another
recommendation focuses on managerial leadership. The School Executivedstaeiar
to school budgeting in the list of competencies by which principals are expectea to ba
their performance. While operating in times of budget restrictions, leadedsto adept

at managing budgets in order to maximize the spending decisions that th&yfeee.
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again, since the principals and assistant principals in Union County alreadivpehat

they are well prepared as managerial leaders, the district would dmguipon an

existing strength if they decided to implement professional development plé&iss in t
realm of executive leadership. Perhaps the school district could creatwelgat human
resource leadership with managerial leadership, specifically bugg#étmough

professional development opportunities that would afford school leaders the opportunity
to gain an understanding of efficient and unique practices related to staffindaagd sa
issues.

It is also recommended that the school system design their training and thei
institution plan for the new teacher appraisal instrument with much thoughe. tSenc
state of North Carolina is moving to a new teacher evaluation tool in the 2009-2010
school year, Union County will have to implement a plan to train its principals and
assistant principals in the use of this tool. With such a positive responsengdhedi
TPAI tool and its importance to executive leaders, the school district would be well
served to examine the most beneficial outcomes that TPAI provided, so that fgincipa
and assistant principals will still be able to utilize such powerful ingbnagdttools.

Another recommendation for the Union County Public Schools is to place a focus
on the adjustment of the Teachscape program. SDEA participants expreseed som
dissatisfaction with the implementation of this program. Considering thdicagni
financial investment that the system has made in this program, it would b@®wise t
examine the principal and assistant principal concerns and perceived besefistad
with Teachscape closely. Specifically, the leadership team of tmetdsduld be well

served by focusing on the perceived rigidity of the program as well asrtteaveel need



59

for more practice with data derived from the program. Through the focus on rigidity,
principals and assistant principals could be presented with opportunities tesetkaie
opinions regarding the lack of flexibility with the Teachscape program spribgitam
developers could alter the program to make it more appropriate for the needs of the
schools of Union County. In regard to the focus on data derived from the program, it is
recommended that principals and assistant principals are exposed to moraifollow
training in addition to the initial two Teachscape training sessions. Followssppsas
could provide Teachscape users with knowledge of techniques used to disaggragate dat
and ways to use that data to drive leadership and professional development decisions.

Additionally, it is recommended that the district examines its plan of developing
cultural leadership skills in its principals and assistant principals. The iguegled a
theme of a disconnection between SDEA activities and preparation of cidadalts.
Since two main tenants of cultural leadership, according to the School Executive
Standards, are staff cohesion and creating reshaped visions for the ailsaotesols,
these are two areas on which the school district could focus in their aim to improve
cultural leadership. Such development efforts regarding staff cohesion could be
facilitated by principals who have had success with creating strong sthtuwes within
buildings that they have been charged with leading. Similarly, principals who have
experienced success with creating new and improved cultures within schoolsssistld a
in the facilitation of development efforts aimed at the cultural leaderkhiipfscultural
reshaping.

Finally, it is recommended that the county specifically address external

development leadership. SDEA patrticipants clearly expressed thegfeedt they were



60

ill equipped to be effective external development leaders. This is pattocdaicerning
when considering the unstable state of school funding in North Carolina. Since the
"North Carolina School Executive Standards" provide a framework for the comipstenc
of external development leadership, Union County could create a plan for thisietéme
leadership based directly from the Executive Standards competenciekdi$bclis of
the plan could be on establishing relationships with external stakeholders in the school
community so that those stakeholders could assist the school leaders in theg nfeet
funding and budgeting challenges. This particular focus could be coupled with a focus on
the development of abilities of principals and assistant principals to understand and
effectively work within and through the politics of external stakeholders. Sincéuthe s
revealed a theme that SDEA participants do not feel as if they have a fapagréhe
understanding of the politics of external stakeholders, leadership developnmeetrela
within the district could provide principals and assistant principals with traamdg
opportunities for practice related to communication and conversation skills wetimaixt
stakeholders. Once again, since the district is already seemingly provedingffective
training through Crucial Conversations and Crucial Confrontations, this would again be
an area of strength on which the district would be building.
Future Studies

One potential study would be a replication study of this study. The saraectese
guestions and data collection tools could be utilized to report on the perceptions of the
same and/or different SDEA participants. Since the SDEA participantsomiy recently
become familiar with the "North Carolina School Executive Standards", a &itudg

may reveal different data when participants are more familiar and caivifowvith the
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standards. Ultimately, the study may provide the Union County Public Schools evith m
detailed and valuable data.

Another related study could replicate the mixed methods approach with a-QUAN
QUAL focus. While the study could utilize the same methodology, it could be conducted
in a different school district in North Carolina. While the standards would besdlign
both districts, the professional development activities for principals andaassist
principals would inevitably have differences between the two districts. Theansest
both the survey and the interviews would need to be adjusted in order to be consistent
with the activities of the particular school district in which the study wollel péace.

The results of that research could be compared to the results of the pabent erder

to determine the worth of professional development activities in preparatioretdhae
"North Carolina School Executive Standards". A comparison of the studies could also
provide valuable information to each of the districts about what is effective atitbe
school district.

Yet another similar study could focus on teacher perceptions of the perfermanc
of SDEA patrticipants. The survey and interview questions of the study could be adapted
in order to gather data that would detail the perceptions of the teachers who work under
the supervision and leadership of SDEA participants. To extend the study, a comparis
between the results of this study and the proposed study could be made. Witimatel
obtained data may provide some insights into principal performance according to the
"North Carolina School Executive Standards" as perceived by teachers.

Since external development leadership was an area in which SDEA participants

expressed a perception of lack of preparation from SDEA activities, then a wdgthwhi



62

study could be one focused on external development leadership. Through a qualitative
approach, the study could explore the connections between external development
leadership and obstacles that prevent competent performance in the aremaf exte
development leadership. The study could be conducted across school districts o order
examine the scope of the problem in a particular geographic region of North Carolina
Summary

It is clear that the development of principals in Union County and across the state
of North Carolina is of paramount importance. In the rapidly changing lgmelsta
school leadership, it is critical that the principals who lead schools understand the
changed roles and expectations by which they are expected to operate. Sthoisl di
cannot afford to depend solely on university preparation program to prepare thes.leader
School district leadership teams must design and implement leadership developme
programs that prepare their principals and assistant principals to be exésaders.
The findings of this study may help the Union County Public Schools to reflect upon
their current program of principal development and may serve a role in tiga dési
future leadership programs in the district. Moreover, results of this stagyenof worth
to other school districts across the state of North Carolina because of thagapdor

school districts to provide executive leadership in every school building.
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SDEA Participant Survey

This survey is a component of a case study examining the perceptions of principals
and assistant principals concerning the connection between the Union County Staff
Development Expectations for Administrators and preparation to meet the "North
Carolina School Executive Standards”. The Staff Development Expectations for
Administrators refers to the following five componerit®Al, Teachscape, Facilitative
L eadership, Crucial Conversations, and Crucial Confrontations. In the survey, the
Staff Development Expectations for Administrators are referred tdhhagptfbgram.” For
each item, please circle the response that most accurately reflectspynion. Thank
you for your participation in this study.

1. In what role do you currently serve?
PRINCIPAL  ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

2. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can implement a school
vision, mission, and goals that a learning community can embrace.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

3. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can implement a
program of instruction that is highly relevant t6'2&ntury learners.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

4. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can establish a school
culture that promotes student and adult learning.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

5. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can establish a system
that ensures a high performing staff.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

6. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can ensure that work
routines in my school building are organized to meet the everyday needs of every
classroom.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

7. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can implement processes
that result in community engagement and support.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
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8. The program helped to prepare me to be a principal who can facilitate distributed
governance and shared decision-making.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

9. Program activities enhanced my ability to lead a school community towatrd a se
of shared goals.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

10. Program activities enhanced my ability to leadf @éntury instruction and
assessment.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

11.Program activities enhanced my ability to lead a culture of student and adult
learning.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

12.Program activities enhanced my ability to lead the continuous development of
staff members.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

13.Program activities enhanced my ability to lead the everyday work operafions
my school.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
14. Program activities enhanced my ability to elicit external community sufgoort

my

School.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

15. Program activities enhanced my ability to lead an organization charactéy
shared leadership.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
16.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective strategic leader.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
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17.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective instructional leader.
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

18.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective cultural leader.
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

19.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective human resource leader.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
20.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective managerial leader.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

21.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective external development
leader.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
22.The program did not prepare me to be a more effective micropolitical leader.
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
23.TPAI-R Training improved my ability to be an instructional leader.
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
24.Crucial Conversations improved my ability to be a visionary leader.
STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

25. Crucial Confrontations improved my ability to develop and maintain shared
values, beliefs, and vision.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

26. Facilitative Leadership improved my ability to ensure that my school is a
professional learning community.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION

27.Teachscape Training improved my ability to lead staff development effiartyg
school.

STRONGLY AGREE AGREE DISAGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE NO OPINION
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SDEA Participant Interview Questions

-The_Staff Development Expectations for Administra{@®EA) refers to the following
five components: Crucial Conversations, Crucial Confrontations, Facilitadi@edrship,
TPAI Training, and Teachscape.

1. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped taeprepar
you to be a strategic leader.

2. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped taeprepar
you to be an instructional leader.

3. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped toeprepa
you to be a cultural leader.

4. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped teeprepar
you to be a human resource leader.

5. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped teeprepar
you to be a managerial leader.

6. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped taeprepar
you to be an external development leader.

7. Comment as to why you agree or disagree that SDEA activities helped taeprepar
you to be a micropolitical leader.

8. Do you have any additional comments?



	Gardner-Webb University
	Digital Commons @ Gardner-Webb University
	2009

	An Analysis of the Connection Between a Principal Development Program and Executive Leadership
	David (Jay) Jones
	Recommended Citation


	Microsoft Word - $ASQ20687_supp_B6BDBA6E-6031-11DE-BD81-5A003012225A.doc

