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Abstract

SELECTED PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE IMPORTANCE
OF THE NATIONAL POLICY BOARD FOR EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATION'S INITIALLY RECOMMENDED FOUNDATIONAL
AREAS OF LEARNING FOR PRINCIPAL EDUCATION

by
Anthony Thomas Hussey

This study was undertaken to determine selected
principals! perceptions of the importance of the NPBEA's
initially recommended seven foundational areas of learning
and associated toplics to be included in doctoral programs
for preservice preparation of principals. A secondary
purpose of the study was to determine the amount of coverage
of the foundational areas and associated topics in the
preparation programs of the selected principals.

National samples of U.S. public elementary and
secondary school principals were surveyed over a 14 week
periocd. Except for four topics, both groups of principals
perceived the areas and topics to be important. Both groups
perceived an additional eight topics to be less important
than the other, topics. There was no significant difference
between the elementary and secondary school principals!
perceptions of the importance of the areas and topics.
Except for two areas and one topic, both groups of
principals did not perceive the seven foundational areas and
associated topics to have been coverad in their preparation
programs. Both groups perceived an additional seven topics
to have been covered more than the other areas and topics.
Generally, the principals perceived the areas and topics to
be important, but a corresponding high degree of coverage
for the areas and topics in the principals*' preparation
programs had not been perceived.

_ Conclusions of the study indicated the NPBEA had
correctly identified a large number of topics that
practicing principals perceive to be important and that
should be included in one core curriculum for preparation
of principals. Additionally, more detailed investigations
should be completed to determine why principals perceive the
topics concerned with demographic changes, organizational
theory, and research to be of lower importance than the
other NPBEA topics. In support of claims in the literature,
preparation programs of both elementary and secondary school
principals are not relevant and are inadequate in many
instances because the programs do not cover to the required
degree the NPBEA's foundational areas and associated topics
that the principals perceive to be important.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Major reform of educational administrator preparation
programs has been called for by representatives, at the
highest level, of both educators and practitioners of
educational administration. The National Commission on
Excellence in Educational Administration (NCEEA), sponsored
by the University Council for Educational Administration
(UCEA) and comprised of leaders within and outside the
education profession, has recommended significant changes in
the preparation of educational administrators that vary
markedly from previous thought and practice (Griffiths,
Stout, & Forsyth, 1988).

One of the NCEEA's recommendations was for the major
professional organizations for school administrators to
establish a National Policy Board on Educational
Administration (NPBEA). This Board, which consists of
representatives from 10 member professional crganizations of
practitioners, faculty members, and policy makers in the
field of educational administration, was officially created
on January 20, 1988. The NPBEA (1989, p. 5) has specified a
nine item agenda for improving the preparation of school
administrators. The Board noted that their proposals "will
necessitate changes in current administrator preparation

programs that will not always be easy and that may result in



the elimination of some programs that do not meet the
standards" - (p. 25).

Numerous recent reports have recommended changes in the
preparation of educational administrators. In developing
the agenda for reform the NPBEA (1989, p. 32) used the
following reform reports to guide the Board's efforts:

American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education,

School Leadership Preparation: A Preface for Action (1988),

American Assocliation of School Administrators, Skills

for Successful School Leaders (1985),
National Commission on Excellence in Educational
Administration, Leaders for America's Schools (1988),
National Association of Elementary School Principals,
Principals for 21st Centuxy Schools (1989),
National Association of Secondary School Principals,
0 or Le H the 21st Cent (1989), and
National Governors Association, e esults
(1986) .

The NCEEA (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988, p. xiv)
sought information, advice, and assistance from
approximately 1,300 people (i.e., consisting of legislators,
chief state school officers, school board members;
practicing school teachers, administrators, and professors;
and graduate students). Even with all this data, however, a
formal research study to determine the educational

administration profession's views of the NCEEA report



recommendations has not been completed. Similarly, the
profession's views of the NPBEA proposals have not been
determined formally.

In order to rectify this situation, the current study
was undertaken to evaluate é'revised core curriculum for
educational administrator preparation programs. Also, the
evaluation of the proposed, revised core curriculum was to
be validated using a formal research study methodology.

With regard to curriculum changes, in analyzing modern
criticisms of public school administrators, Griffiths,
Stout, and Forsyth (1988, p. 285), stated that these
criticisms have originated from the mood of dissatisfaction
with public schooling in general. This mood gathered
momentum in the current decade due to such reports as A
Nation At Risk (National commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983) and Time for Results (National Governors'
Association, 1986). Specifically, Griffiths, Stout, and
Forsyth stated:

The criticisms have had two foci. First has been the

criticism that educational administrators are simply

not as competent as administrators in other fields.

The second is that school administrator behaviors have

not kept up with changinq public expectations of the

purpose of schools and for administrator behavior.

{p. 285)

Although there was little substantial research



concerned with evaluating the effectiveness of graduate
administrator training programs, there was considerable
information concerned with school administrator complaints
of these programs including their lack of usefulness, and,
in some cases, their dysfunctional nature (Pitner, 1988,

p. 376). Murphy and Hallinger (1987) also reported that
“"Surveys continue to reveal that practicing school
administrators judge university training programs to be only
'intermittently useful'" (p. 255). Pepper (1988, p. 360),
in referencing the work of Pitner (1982), and Peterson and
Finn (1985) concluded that graduate level school
administrator education had little correspondence to school
administration as practiced by schoecl principals and
superintendents. Furthermore, McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, and
Iacona (1988, p. 170} determined that educational .
administration faculty members rarely incorporated recent
adninistrative experience in their teaching.

In reference to the second focus of criticism (i.e.,
school administrator behaviors have not kept up with
changing public expectations), information seemed to be
growing that indicated school administrators were a key
factor in school change and improvement. Murphy and
Hallinger (1987) noted that:

- Support for this position is derived from five related
literature sources: school change; school improvement;

staff development; the administrator as instructional



5
leader; and school and district effectiveness. Common
to all this literature is a sense of the power of the
administrator as a significant force for improvement in
organizational conditions and processes and student
outcomes. (p. 248)

Also, Murphy and Hallinger (1987, p. xiii) concluded
that new approaches to administrative training were
available that in part address the new, desired aspects of
school administrators acting as school change and
improvement agents. Regrettably, only 2 of the 11 training
models included in their work were university-based.

This lack of graduate training to reliably provide
school principals with the knowledge and skills to- enhance
schoél quality and to act as instructional leaders was
corroborated by Peterson and Finn (1988). They stated that
these shortcomings of conventional graduate programs
originated because the programs:

» s scommonly emphasize building management rather than

instructional leadership, paying far closer attention

to such subjects as school law and school finance...
than to understanding what makes good teaching, what
constitutes an outstanding history textbook, or how to
determine whether a youngster is learning up to the
level of this ability. (pp. 95-96)
In summary, there appeared to be a demonstrated need to

make training programs more useful and applicable in the



work environment. Additionally, revisions to training
programs must ensure graduates can perform effectively as
school change and improvement agents. Furthermore, proposed
changes in training program curriculum should be validated
by both practitioners and educators through formal research

study methodology.
The Problem

e o e oble

Over the last few years university-based educational
administrator training programs have been accused of
producing school administrators that are not skilled in the
practices of the job and in the abilities to respond to the
clamor for revolutionary educational reform in schools.
Consequently, the NPBEA, in concert with the accusation,
initially recommended seven foundational areas of learning
and associated topics be included in every doctoral program
for preservice preparation of principals. The
appropriateness of these areas and associated topics have
not been confirmed formally by school principals. Thus, a
need existed to use conventional research methodology to
ascertain the importance school principals attached to these

areas and topics in addressing current school regquirements.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of the study was to determine

selected principals! perceptions of the importance of the



NPBEA's initially recommended seven foundational areas of
learning and associated topics to be included in doctoral
programs for preservice preparation of principals.

A secondary purpose of the study was to determine the
amount of coverage of the areas of learning and associated
topics in the preparation programs of the selected
principals. A related purpose was to discover if there was
any relationship between the perceived importance of and the

coverage of the areas of learning and associated topics.

Significance of the Study
Griffiths, Stout, and Forsyth (1988) and the NPBEA

{1989) expressed the nationwide concern for the improvement
of principal preparation programs, but the professoriat, in
general, has not been inclined to develop a new, responsive
preparation program curriculum. Additionally, there
appeared to be a lack of information to substantiate the
involvement of educational administrators in the development
and operation of preparation programs though many current
reformists emphasize such involvement.

An important aspect of this study was, therefore, to
evaluate the NPBEA's seven foundational areas of learning
and associated topics using school principals! perceptions
of the importance of them. Additionally, information
concerning the coverage of these areas of learning and
associated topics in the preparation programs of the

principals could assist in substantiating the need for



change in these programs. Of primary significance was the
fact that the results of this study could provide crucial

information to the educational administration professoriat
across the nation to develop new, responsive principal

preparation programs.

Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study the following definitions

of certain terms have been formulated.

Co culu

The NPBEA's initially recommended seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics (NPBEA, 1989, pp.
19-21). The foundational areas include:

1. Societal and cultural influences on schooling.

2. Teaching and learning processes and school

improvement.

3. Organizational theory.

4. Research and evaluation skills.

5. Leadership and management processes and functions.

6. Policy studies and politics of education.

7. Moral and ethical dimensions of schooling.

ementa choo
A U.S., public school that offered combinations of
classes within the range kindergarten through ninth
grade. The combinations (Market Data Retrieval, 1990,

pp. 7=11) include:



PK,K
K-3
4-6
K~4,5
K-6
K-8
5-6,8
7-9

ol

Secondary School
A U.S., public school that offered combinations of

classes within the range seventh grade through twelfth
grade. The combinations (Market bData Retrieval, 1990, p.
15) include:
7-12
9=12
10-12
K-12
Limitations
The following limitations were imposed on the study:
1. The data collection process was restricted to the
period October 3, 1990 to January 14, 1991 and to a
maximum of two follow~up questionnaire mailings for
the principals that did not respond to the first
mailing of questionnaires.
2. The study was limited to entries for elementary and
secondary U.S. public school principals in the
Market Data Retrieval database (Market Data
Retrieval, 1990, p. 2).

3. The above organization provided randomized samples



4.

8.

of the desired categories of principal entries for
the study and, thereby imposed an additional
limitation on the study.

Although the NPBEA developed many more interrelated
recommendations concerning the overall preparation
of educational administrators, this study was
restricted to only the initially recommended seven
foundational areas of learning and associated
topics that were considered the core curriculum of
the preparation program.

The NPBEA core curriculum recommendations were
developed for improving the preparation of
elementary school, secondary schoel, and school
district administrators but this study was
restricted to the perceptions of these
recommendatidns by only elementary and secondary
school principals.

The demographic data used in the study were limited
to those items selected for the current study based
on review of similar studies and the literature.
The study was limited to the collection of
principals! perceptions by the use of a mailed
questionnaire.

Although the non-respondents were determined to be
similar to the respondents, the response rates from

the two groups of principals were less than desired,

10
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Assumptions
The following assumptions were made relative to the
study:

1. Other aspects of the NPBEA recommendations did not
influence the principals' responses of this study.

2. The survey samples provided by Market Data
Retrieval were representative of the target
population of the study.

3. The study will be of use to universities developing
principal preparation doctoral programs.

4. The study will be of use to the NPBEA and principal
professional organizations in future review of

thelr core curriculum recommendations.

Research Objectives and Null Hypotheses

The following research objectives and null hypotheseé
were formulated. Where appropriate a null hypothesis was
used to address a particular research objective. Using null
hypotheses provided improved statistical accuracy as Best
(1981) stated:

Rejecting a null or negative hypothesis provides a

stronger test of logic. Evidence that is inconsistent

with a particular negative hypothesis provides a

stronger basis for its rejection. (p. 270)

Research Objective 1

1. To determine if the seven foundational areas of
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learning and associated topics, as initially recommended by
the NPBEAIfor doctoral programs for preparation of the
educational administrator, were perceived to be important by

elementary school principals.

searc e
2. To determine if the seven foundational areas of
learning and associated topics, as initially recommended by

the NPBEA for doctoral programs for preparation of the
educational administrator, were perceived to be important by

secondary school principals.

ege ective 3

3. To determine if there was a significant difference
between elementary and secondary school principals!
perceptions of the importance of the seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics, as initially
. recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator.

Ho3. There will be no difference between elementary and
secondary school principals! perceptions.of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral

programs for preparation of the educational administrator.

earch O ctive
4, To determine if the seven foundational areas of

learning and associated topics, as initially recommended by
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the NPBEA for doctoral programs for preparation of the
educational administrator, were perceived to have been
covered in elementary school principals! educational
administrator preparation programs.

ective 5
5. To determine if the seven foundational areas of
learning and associated topics, as initially recommended by
the NPBEA for doctoral programs for preparation of the
educational administrator, were perceived to have been
covered in secondary school principals! educational

administrator preparation programs.

ese Obie e 6

6. To determine if there was a relationship between the
elementary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topies, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator,
and the elementary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas and associated topics in their
educational administrator preparation programs.

Ho6. There will be no relationship between the
elementary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral

ﬁrograms for preparation of the educational administrater,
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and the elementary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas of learning and associated topics in

their educational administrator preparation programs.

Research Objective 7

7. To determine if there was a relationship between the
secondary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator,
and the secondary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas of learning and associated topics in
their educational administrator preparation programs.

H,7. There will be no relationship between the
secondary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and asaociated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator,
and the secondary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas of learning and associated topics in

their educaticnal administrator preparation prograns.

Procedures
The following procedures were utilized in the
development of this study:
1. A review of current literature was conducted.

2. A preliminary survey instrument (i.e., the
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questionnaire) was developed and pilot tested.

3. The final questionnaire was developed from the
preliminary survey instrument and the results of the pilot
study.

4., The questionnaire was administered to the sample of
principals over approximately a 14 week period.

5. Data from the questionnaires were entered into the
computer system and the statistical calculations were
completed.

6. Null hypotheses were tested and the results of the
étudy were compiled.

7. Findings and conclusions for the study were
developed from the compiled results.

8. The study was concluded with recommendations for

the future.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the study, the
problem to be investigated, the purpose of the study, the
need for and significance of the study, the significant
terms used, the limitations and assumptions associated with
the study, the research questions and the associated
hypotheses to be tested, the procedures for the study, and
the organization of the study.

Chapter 2 contains a review of the literature and
research related to the study.

Chapter 3 consists of descriptions of the methods and
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procedures used in conducting the study.
Chapter 4 is comprised of the data and the findings of
the study. i
Chapter S contains a summary of the findings, the

conclusions, and recommendations for the future.



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

This seétion of the study provides a review of selected
literature that are significantly related to the problem
which is being addressed.

First, this chapter outlines a historical perspective
concerning the educational reform movement with particular
emphasis on educational administrator preparation reform.
This report leads into the need for a preparation program
core curriculum and the development of a process to validate
the relevancy of such a common core of knowledge. Review of
similar studies of principals! perceptions is provided to

assist in developing a validation process.

Historical Perspective

Introduction -

This section reviews the education crisis of
approximately the last decade from an educational
administration outlook. The impact of school administrators
on school quality and effectiveness is reviewed briefly.

The adequacy of current preparation programs for the
educational administrator in generating effective schocl
administraéors is addressed. Calls for national reform of

these preparation programs to produce more effective school

17
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principals are outlined. The section closes with a summary

of the results of this part of the review of literature.

Educatjon crisis
Just over ten years ago, March (1978, p. 518) referred
to a new crisis in education. The crisis had resulted from
the discontentment of large numbers of people believing too
much money was being spent badly on education and educators
in an era of declining traditional functions of education.
Although March (1978, p. 219) viewed changing education by
changing educational administration with skepticism, he did
review how changing the selection, training, and control of
educational administrators might make education better.
Boyd (1982) continued the theme of an education crisis
and offered a new political economy approach to educational
administration scholars to assist in resolving major
education problems. Continuation of the educational crisis
theme was attributed to Boyd's (1982) statement that:
American publie schools are facing difficult times.
Declining enrollments and test scores, soaring costs,
and disappointment over the schools' performance in the
reform efforts of the past two decades have combined to
erode public support for public schools. (p. 111)
In a review of the evolution of educational
administration practice during the period 1959-1981, Hess'
(1983) conclusions were similar to Boyd's statements. Hess

{1983, p. 223) concluded that correct educational leadership
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behavior had to be much more political and advocative.
Also, he stated that "In two short decades, school
administrators came to be perceived as the leadership of a

structure in decline" (p. 242).

Education Reform

The evolving educational crisis gave impetus to the
clamor for education reform. A major thrust of the reform
movement was the demand for reform in the preparation of
K-12 classroom teachers (Nunnery, 1982, p. 44). A special
issue of the Phi Delta Kappan (Teacher Educatjion: Time for
Reform, 1989) and the Holmes group Report (Tomorrow's
Teachers, 1986) are examples of reform reports of this
movement.

These reform efforts concentrated on teacher education
and little attention was paid to reform of educational
administrator preparation (Nunnery 1982, p. 44; Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1989, p. 3;
Peterson and Finn, 1985, p. 42). Mann (1985) verified this
lack of attention to school administration when he commented
that of the State educational reforms enacted, 158 and 132
were directed at teachers and students respectively and only

19 were concerned with school administrators.

ct ective strators
More recently, a new education reform movement has

emerged to address educational administrator preparation,
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especially with regard to preservice training of school
principals. The thrust of this reform movement has emerged
in recognition of the fact that principals can make a
difference in the achievements of schools. Wolcott (1973)
in noting that principals can be alsc leaders stated that:

Yet there is no question that some principals exhibit

more capacity for leadershlip in the job than others.

They create a sense of purpose among a majority of

those with whom they interact. They seem able to

capitalize on the potential of the institution while
others are rendered helpless by it's limitations.

(p. 325) |

Hughes and Ubben leBD, p. 3) stated that the secondary
school principal's job was essential to the success of the
school system and that it was one of the most important in
the school system., Two years later Nunnery (1982) provided -
additional support when he stated that "a persisting axiom
in educational circles is that the quality of the
administrative staff is also key to the success of an
educational organization (e.g., the principal is the
educational leader of a school)® (p. 44).

In his reviéw of research on school administrators for
the period 1967-1980, Bridges (1982, p. 21) noted that
organizational maintenance was more likely to be studied
than organizational achievement. He referred to

organizational maintenance as "the extent to which the work
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force remains intact as a group and may be gauged in terms
of morale, cooperation among group members in working with
one another, and indices of job satisfaction" (p. 21).
Bridges (1982, p. 22) further noted that there was a need to
investigate the relationship between ratings of principal
effectiveness and the impact of principals on organizational
achievement and maintenance.

Also in 1982, Pitner (1982, p. 10), in her review of
the state of the art of school administrator training,
stated that there was not much conclusive evidence
concerning the relationship between administrator training,
work, and effectliveness. She did, however, report that
several studies indicated that the principal's
administrative behavior did have an impact on teacher morale
and productivity (Pitner, 1982, p. 6). Additionally, in
regard to principals as instructional leaders, Pitner (1982)
stated that "Numerous studies stress that effective
administrators are instructional leaders who direct the
activities of a group toward goal attainment" (p. 9). In
summarizing that certain administrative behaviors did appear
to be related to student achievement, Pitner (1982, p. 9)
noted that most of the associated research had been carried
out at the elementary school level.

The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) (1983a,

p. 20) reported that principals can make a difference and

the principal more than any other single factor can
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influence the success or fallure of a public school. 1In
recognition of the importance of this statement, the SREB
(1983b) published a special report summarizing key issues in
the selection and preparation of principals. This report
further emphasized the importance of the principal in a
schools success by stating:
Successful schools--schools where effective learning
takes place--are generally characterized by strong
principals, according to recent research. The school
principal appears to be in a unique position in
determining the success of the schocl. No matter what
facet of the school is being discussed, the prinéipal
and his or her influence on the implementation of a
program, or in setting the tone of the school, is
consistently heard from parents, teachers, school
counselors, and other administrators. (p. 1)
Morris, Crowson, Porter-Gehrie, and Hurwitz (1984,

p. 239) also stated that recent evidence had empirically

established the fact that the administrator could make a

difference in school operations.

s ctio eaders
To make a significant impact on the previously
referenced education crisis, school administrators should
make a difference and facilitate improvements in student
achievement through being effective instructional leaders.

With regard to effective schools and instructional



23
leadership Champagne, Morgan, Rawlings, and Gwany (1984)
stated: ‘

Extensive research has clearly shown that effective

schools or school systems do not spontaneously come

into being. Rather, they are brought into being by
effective leadership. This leadership is characterized
by a strong focus on the product of education=-
learning--and especially on how learning can be
developed and enhanced for beoth students and school
personnel. A school or school system is judged

"effective" when it produces learning. (p. 2)

The National Association of Elementary School
Principals (1986, Foreword) similarly supported this
emphasis on.capable and effective education leaders to
develop quality schools (i.e., a major characteristic being
schools whose students, teachers and parents share a
determination to constantly seek improvement). The NAESP
(1986) stated that "The principal's highest priority,
according to NAESP, must be instructional leadership"

(p. 9). Beck's (1987) survey of 1,000 elementary, junior
high/middle school, and high school principals in Texas
added further support that instructional leadership was very
important. In his study, Beck (1987, p. 13) reported that
the responding principals rated instructional leadership as
the most important of 10 responsibilities perceived as

related to principal success.
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There appeared to be indications that principals can
make a difference in the success of a school. The question
then to be addressed is how adequate are principal

preparation programs?

Educational administrator preparation has been

historically housed in university graduate programs (Miklos,
1983, p. 155; Cooper and Boyd, 1988, p. 3). Cunningham and
Nystrand (1969, p. 6) reported that departments of
educational administration had been slow to change their
preparation programs resulting in a lack of program
relevance for urban school administrators. With regard to
preparing elementar§ school principals Wolcott (1973,

p. 329) believed preparation programs were not appropriate
because they trained people for the superintendency or
central office jobs.

Noting that programs in the past three decades had
experienced changes in the program knowledge base,
instructional methods, and application of concepts to the
practice of administration, Miklos (1983, p. 153) stated
that the fundamental issues and problems were still present
and that they required renewed attention. Pitner (1982)
took a more aggressive position and concluded that
improvement in school administrator training was '"sorely
needed" (p. 52) hased on a review of studies on

administrator training and the observations of scholars and
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practitioners. Nunnery (1982) also addressed the concerns
of practitioners and of university control of preparétion
programs when he stated:

There appears to be a growing concern among local

school district practitioners and state education

agency leaders about the validity, as applied to
educational administration preparation, of many of the
graduate education traditions and, much more
significantly, a sincere conviction that much of the
substance of the academic preparation is not relevant.

There is scome evidence that persons having such beliefs

are seeking an alternative to the effective control of

educational administrator preparation by academicians.

(p. 45)

Peterson and Finn (1985) elaborated on the inadequacy
of preparation programs. They reported that surveys of
practicing school administrators revealed that '"most judge
their university training to have been easy, boring, and
only intermittently useful to them in their work" (p. 49).
Peterson and Finn (1985, p. 60) stated that the timing was
appropriate for increasing standards and making beld changes
in school administrator training.

The National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP) (1985) and the National Association of Elementary
School Principals (NAESP) (1986) recognized the need for

improvement in principal preparation programs. The NASSP
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proposed that excellent academic and performance based
components should be included in preparation programs. This
professional principal organization (NASSP, 1985, p. 4)
emphasized the fact that classroom conceptual learning must
be directly relatéd to professional practice requirements.
Similarly, the NAESP reported the lack of practical
application of the classroom knowledge base (NAESP, 1986,
pP. 3). To improve the preparation of XK~8 principals, the
NAESP (1986) proposed that preparation programs prdvide the
abllities and skills to address the needed proficiencies
identified by the NAESP.

Both organizations called for national effort to
improve preparation programs (NASSP, 1985, p. 31; NAESP,
1986, p. 2). Peterson and Finn (1985) eloquently expressed
the need for a national focus and stimulus to lead
educational administrator preparation reform when they
wrote:

It may well be that piecemeal reform is simply

inadequate to the task of overhauling the training,

licensure, and professional standards of school
administrators. It may also be that the profession

lacks the fortitude or the perspective for a

thoroughgoing, self-induced overhaul. Perhaps

governors, business leaders, and blue ribbon
commissions will need to bring school administrators

under the kind of intense scrutiny that they have
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applied to school teaching. (p. 62)

tio d o]

The national focus for the educational administrator
preparation reform movement was initiated by the University
Council for Educational Administration (UCEA). The UCEA is
a nonprofit corporation whose membership consists of 49
major universities in the United States and Canada. Thirty
school districts are affillated with the organizatien.

The UCEA sponsored and supported a National Commission
on Excellence in Educational Administration (NCEEA). The
Commission was comprised of representatives within and
outside the education profession (Griffiths, Stout, &
Forsyth, 1988, p. ix). The Commission undertook the task of
developing recommendations for reform in education
administration. Such reform was needed to address society's
call for education changes that translated into "a
revolution in the way schools are organized, in the quality
of those who teach, in the expectations for every child who
enters the education system, and in regard given education
by all of society" (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988,

p. xiii). The Commission's report (Griffiths, Stout, &
Forsyth, 1988, p. xiv) called for a revised nationwide
comprehension of future educational leadership requirements.
The report outlined the Commission's vision of school
leadership and the associated recommendations concerning:

1. What public schools should do.



2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

In

What professional organizations should do.
What universities should do.

What State policy makers should do.

What federal policy makers should do.
What the private sector should do.

the detailed recommendations, the NCEEA report

proposed the establishment of a National Policy Board on

Educational Administration (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth,

1988, p. 14). Such a Board (National Policy Board on

Educational Administration, 1989, p. 31) was officially

formed on January 20, 1988, The Board consisted of

representatives of the following 10 member organizations:

1.

American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education |
Anmerican Association of School Administrators
Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development

Association of School Business Officials
Council of cChief State School Officers
National Association of Elementary School
Principals

28

National Association of Secondary School Principals

National Council of Professors of Educational
Administration
National School Boards Association

University Council for Educational Administration
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The charter for the National Policy Board on
Educational Administration (NPBEA, 1989) outlined three
purposes as follows:

(1) To develop, disseminate, and implement
professional models for the preparation of educational
leaders;

(2) To increase the recruitment and placement of
women and minorities in positions of educational
leadership; and

(3) To establish a national certifying board for
educational administrators. (p. 31)

In accordance with it's charter the NPBEA published a
nine item agenda for reform in the preparation of
educational administrators (NPBEA, 1989). The report
containing the agenda further supported this study's
previously mentioned relationship between effective
leadership and school success. The report (NPBEA, 1989,

p. 9) stated that within the past decade educational reform
reports consistently inferred that effective leaders were
required to have excellent schools. Furthermore, school
improvement research emphasized the relationship between
effective administrators and positive school climates.

Addressing the current state of educatiocnal
administrator preparation programs, the report (NPBEA, 1989}
stated:

Over the past quarter century pre-service preparation
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programs for educational administration have
proliferated, but their quality has deteriorated. 1In
a variety of ways, these programs are failing their
candidates; ultimately, they are failing our nation's
school children.... The model that the field accepts
for certification and licensure is recognizable more by
its weaknesses than by its strengths, weaknesses so
pervasive they are treated as inevitable
characteristics of the field. (p. 9)

This severe criticism set the scene for the NPBEA's
review of the characteristics of the general administrator
preparation program and development of the resultant reform
agenda, The nine agenda items were organized into three
groups of needed change that addressed people, programs, and
agssessments. Although four of the agenda ltems were
concerned with programs, only the item addressing the
elements of the curriculum was to be investigated in this
study.

The NPBEA reform document (NPBEA, 1989, p. 32) reported
that six recent reform reports dealing with educational
administration had acted as source documents for the Board's
efforts. One of these reform reports, the NCEEA's Leaders
for Amerjca‘'s Schools (Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988)
has been reviewed previously in this chapter. The remaining
five reports were reviewed for their comments on educational

administrator preparation reform as they related to the
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topic of this study. 8 cess 1001 Leaders
(Hoyle, English, & Steffy, 1985) was the reform report of
the American Association of School Administrators (AASA).
This report emphasized the importance of and described in
detail the application of the common set of competencies and
skills that should be included in all administrator
preparation and training programs.

The reform report of the National Governors Association
was Time for Results: The Governors' 1991 Report on
Education (National Governors' Association, 1986). This
report examined seven critical problem areas in American
education and prescribed recommendations to address the
problems. The problem area of Leadership and Management
resulted in the following recommendation that directly
related to this study:

Match the content of the State-approved educational

administration programs to the training needed by

effective school principals. (p. 58)

ool Leaders e tion: e_for Actio
(Shibles, 1988) was the reform report of the American
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE). This
raport proposed recommendations for restructuring
preparation programs. Of particular relevance to this study
were the recommendations concerning program content and
structure. These recommendations alluded to core

requirements and curriculum topics.
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The reform report of the National Association of
Secondary School Principals (NASSP) was Organizing for
Learning: Toward the 21st Ceptury (Walberg & Lane, 1989).
This report provided an outline of the major current
proposals fo; improving schooling through the visions of
school organizations of 12 contributing authors. The report
did not address educational administrator preparation per se
but it did have implications for the operations of the
principalship. .

c o] st Ce ools (NAESP, 1989) was

the reform report of the National Association of Elementary

School Principals.

summary

The previously presented review of literature noted
that initially the education crisis was not addressed from
the point of view of improving the preparation of school
administrators. As information became available that
demonstrated school principals could make a difference in
the quality and effectiveness of schools, educational reform
included attention to the way these administrators were
prepared. Such attention agreed with the long-term
complaints of school principals that preparation programs
were not relevant and were not of much assistance in
producing successful administrators. This had resulted in a
number of national reports that provided proposals to

improve educational administrator preparation programs, O0f
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significance was the recent formation of the NPBEA and the
publication of its agenda for reform of educational

administrator preparation programs.
Core Curriculum Validation

ctjo

This section of the chapter reviews the need for a core
curriculum that provided a common core of knowledge to
improve educational administrator preparation programs. The
validation of the core curriculum is addressed together with
the use of school principals in the validation process.
Studies similar to this type of study are reviewed and
appropriate variables to be used in this study are selected.
The section ends with a summary of the results of this part

of the review of literature.

ee o Co Core o owledge

Griffiths; Stout, and Forsyth (1988, p. 249) summarized
the work of Norton and Levan by stating that a coherent core
of study across university doctoral educational
administration programs was lacking. Mayer (1988, p. 30)
similarly concluded that there was no consensus among
universities about a specific educational administration
curriculum sequence,

Previously, Nunnery (1982) had reported the major
problem with the knowledge base of preparation programs when

he stated:
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The variance in informed opinion about what educational

administrators need to know, the different preparation

program practices, and the apparent inceongruities
between preparation and what practitioners are spending
much of their time doing, call attention to a major
inadequacy in the knowledge base for educational

administration. (p. 48)

The knowledge base guiding administrative training was
described by Murphy and Hallinger (1987) as "inadequate and
inappropriate® (p. 253).' They called for a stronger
knowledge base including, as Silver (1987, p. 68) alluded
to, a professional knowledge base as in the professions of
law and medicine.

The lack of a common core of knowledge for educational
administrator preparation programs and lack of relevancy of
such programs (NPBEA, 1989, p. 11) have stimulated the
clamor for drastic improvements in preparation programs.
Indeed, studies (National Education Association 1968, p. 28;
Pharis and Zakariya, 1979, p. 29) have shown that elementary
school principals overwhelmingly do not regard their college
training as being of great value to them.

Recognizing the drawbacks of preparation programs, the
NASSP (1985), in referring to two earlier NASSP studies,
stated that "Both surveys document that preparation pregrams
are essentially diverse collections of formal courses that,

taken together, do not reveal consistent purposes or a
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systematic design" (p. 2). Silver (1982, p. 54)
correspondingly noted that during recent years many changes
in preparation programs, emphasizing competencies, were
superficial. Silver gave an example of "modifying program
goal statements and course descriptions without altering
program or course contents or strategies" (p. 54) to
demonstrate superficiality of changes.

The lack of coordination and meaningful changes in
preparation programs resulted in the NPBEA (1989, p. 19)
recommendation that a common core of knowledge be provided
in administrator preparation programs. The NPBEA (1989)
common core of knowledge was comprised of seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics as follows:

First, the core must examine the societal and cultural

factors that influence education, so that

administrators emerge with an understanding of the
environment in which they will function. Preparation
programs must discuss demographic changes relating to
race, sex, family income; they must address the impact
of home and family on teaching and learning. Programs
must teach administrators how to deal effectively with
students from diverse backgrounds and how to use
multicultural situations to enrich the educational
experience. Prospective administrators must become
familiar with the resources available through other

social service and community agencies and understand



36
how such agencies relate to schools. 1In addi;ion,
adninistrators must learn how to assess the potential
impact of administrative decisions upon children,
families, teachers, and the community.

Second, preparation programs must never lose sight
of the core function of the school: teaching and
learning. Prospective administrators must gain a
thorough understanding of the instructional and
learning processes at the school building level. All
programs should instill in their graduate students a
broad knowledge of the research base in teaching and
learning, an understanding of factors affecting school
change and school improvement, and the ability to
translate this knowledge into a vision of instructional
excellence behind which the school system can rally.

Third, educational administrators should know the
rich theoretical and empiricai literature that explains
the structure and dynamics of ordanizational life in
schools and the role of the individual in
organizations. Clearly the ambiguities of
organizations cannot be eliminated, but they can be
made more understandable and less threatening by
providing administrators with basic concepts and
analyses of organizational life. This hody of
knowledge is a powerful tool for observing,

interpreting, changing and guiding educational
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practice. Such knowledge is rooted in a comprehensive
study of organizational theory from traditional
perspectives and from such contemporary altérnative
views as critical and feminist théory.

Fourth, research and evaluation skills should
focus on tools that will assist the administrator in
studying schools as organizations and becoming a
reflective practitioner. 1Inquiry techniques from
sociology and social psychology seem especially
relevant to these ends. Evaluation methodology
should emphasize the assessment of program and
organizational outcomes. All students should be
introduced to techniques of policy analysis. Every
student should be functionally literate in basic
qualitative and quantitative design. Improvement in
personal practice demands that the practitioner be able
to examine formally and informally what is occurring in
her/his environment.

Fiftﬁ,'preparation programs must transmit
knowledge of basic leadership and management processes
and functions. Students must master such functional
skills as resource allocation, scheduling, planning,
and computer applications; and such process skills as
working with groups, managing conflict, and building
coalitions., Administrators need to do as well as to

know. One might expect these topics to be well-
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represented in the curriculum, but they are not. A
wide gap exists between what is taught and what
practitioners say they need. Consequently, these
courses should be developed in close consultation with
colleagues in the field.

Sixth, preparation programs should include content
about policy studies and the politics of education.
Prospective administrators need to be introduced to the
legislative process, how decisions are negotiated
locally, within state policy guidelines, and in
relation to national educational emphases. They need
to understand the influence of community power
structures; the local 9lectoral process; how boards of
education function; how the school interacts with
conmunity pressures and needs; who is best and least
well served and why; how teachers, schools as units,
the district, and the community interact to create a
local school organization.

Finally, the program must address what is right to
do as well as the right way to do it., Students should
be pushed to examine their own belief systems, their
reasons for wanting to be administrators, their images
of the mission of schooling as a social process. The
curriculum should be designed to provide frameworks and
tools to assist students in asgsessing the moral and

ethical implications of administrative decisions in
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schools. They must come to understand the concept of
public trust and to realize how values affect behaviors
and outcomes. (pp. 20=-21)

This core of knowledge was published in May, 1989, and
a formal research study to verify the relevancy of the
proposed core of knowledge has not been completed. The
University Council for Educational Administration has
endorsed the seven foundational areas of learning (UCEA,
1989).

Since the original development of this study, the NPBEA
(1990, p. 3) has revised the initially recommended seven
foundational areas of learning in the common core of
knowledge to be a knowledge base with eight dimensions. A
new itemization of topics to be included in the eight
dimensions has not been published. Due to the facts that
the newly proposed eight dimensions had similar wording to
the original seven foundational areas and a new list of
topics was not available, the current study used the

original foundational areas and associated topics.

Validation of the Core Curriculum

Comments have emerged concerning the NPBEA curriculum
proposals. In reviewing a meeting of 100 educators and
policymakers to review the NPBEA report, Bradley (1989, p.
8) stated that some attendees believed broader comment and
discussions on the recommendations were needed. With regard

to implementing the proposed plan of reform, she reported
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broad participant support for "Establishing task forces to
define further the proposed curriculum for school
administrators ..." (p. 8). Hawley (1989, p. 8) was more
critical of the report. He believed the NPBEA
recommendations in general ignored the real problems of
gchool administrator preparation. With regard to the
curriculum, he noted that the Board had "opted for breadth
rather than depth" (p. 11) and that how learning occurs
should be emphasized rather than what should be learned.

The fact that the NPBEA has revised the original seven
foundational areas of learning to be eight dimensions of a
newly proposed Kknowledge base further attested to the need
for additional review of any proposed curriculum.

As described previously, dissatisfaction with principal
preparation programs has been widespread. Thus,
investigation of the principals' perceptions of the coverage
of the proposed core curriculum in the preparation programs
of the prinecipals could provide information to corrokorate
that current programs are inadequate.

McCarthy, Kuh, Newell, and Iacona's (1988, p. 170)
study of the total educational administration faculty member
population indicated that the professoriat in general was
complacent about the problems in educational administrator
preparation programs and the quality of these prograns.
Thus, due to anticipated professoriat apathy towards the

NPBEA recommendations and emerging comments concerning the
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appropriateness of the curriculum recommendations, the
current study was undertaken to investigate the relevancy of

the NPBEA originally proposed core of knowledge.

Use of Practitioners in the validation Process

Practicing principals! perceptions of the proposed
core of knowledge were determined to be beneficial in the
investigation. In the past, principals usually have not
been consulted and herein may lie the problem of preparation
programs. As Daresh (1988) noted:

«+.1in most cases, the content of university

management courses is based almost exclusively on the
cheices made by university faculty. The self interests
of the academic community, therefore, are not only
primarily served, they are virtually the only
priorities addressed. Rarely are clients (past,
present, or future) consulted regarding the nature of
what is to be taught through the medium of university
courses, There is no attempt here to suggest that
professors should make their curricular choices only
through a consensus process, Rather, a value expressed
here is that, at least to some extent, dialogue between
practitioners and academics might yield some important
insights into the ideal content to be included as part
of academic preparation. (p. 20)

The NASSP (1985, p. 11) stated that increasing the

competence of principals was the primary goal of educational
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administrator training. This organization in defining
competence noted that "Competence can be measured only
through an accumulation of evidence, over time, that an
individual is able to apply knowledge and perform certain
functions and skills in ways which are, more often than not,
perceived positively by both the individual and his (or her)
audiences." (p. 11). This position inherently implied that
principals, and their audiences, determined their level of
competency and, therefore, the effectiveness of training
programs. A resultant implication was that principals must
be involved in evaluating training programs. The
involvement of principals in program evaluation was shared
by Hoyle, English, and steffy (1985, p. 248), and Gousha,
Jones, and LoPresti (1986, p. 20). If principals can
evaluate preparation training programs, because of their
knowledge of competency requirements, one would assume that
they could assist in determining the content and methods of
training programs.

Many years earlier, Cunningham and Nystrand (1969, p.
7) reported that educational administrator preparation
programs were lacking relevancy to the work place. In their
terms, relevancy of preparation was measured by "the extent
that the body of knowledge, attitudes, and skills which it
[(the program] conveys are helpful to its recipients in
practicing field situations" (p. 7). They (1969, p. 12}
stated that relevant programs could be developed through
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partnerships between school systems and university
educational administration departments. Some years later
the Committee for the Advancement of School Administration
(1979) was more specific when it stated "Training
~institutions should involve [educational] administrators in
.the design, development, operation and evaluation of the
academic program..." (p. 6). More recently the NCEEA
(Griffiths, Stout, & Forsyth, 1988, p. 18) stated in it's
recommendations that the professoriat should work jointly
with educational administrators in developing new
administrator preparation curricula. To assist in the
development of a validation process, other similar studies

of principals' perceptions were reviewed as follows,

t es

Hyland (1985) completed a doctoral dissertation by
surveying 47 elementary school administrators, in the Roman
Catholic Diocese of Madison, Wisconsin, who had participated
in the /I/D/E/A/ Principals! Inservice Program. The study
was designed to determine if participation in the program
would result in professional growth for the individual and
would have a positive effect upon the school community.
Although four trained program facilitators and two central
office personnel were interviewed also as part of the study,
their involvement in the study was not included in this
review,

The dependent variables for the study included
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collegial support, professional development, school
improvement, and continuous improvement. The independent
variable was the /I/D/E/A/ Principals' Inservice Program.
The total population of 47 principals was organized into
four geographical groups with further group breakdown by sex
and religious affiliation or not. A table depicting a
summary of grade structure and associated enrollment ranges
for the principals' schools was provided.

A 3-part instrument was designed to be administered to
all 47 prinecipals. The instrument was a combination of the
Likert-type attitude scale (i.e., a total of 60 questions),
a semantic differential (i.e., a total of 10 items), and
summary unstructured responses (i.e., 5 questions with one
containing an additional structured response with 6 items).
The 5-point Likert-type scale provided responses ranging
from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The questionnaire
was designed to obtain the principal's perceptions of
program participation and the principal's resultant
professional development plan and school improvement
project. '

A second questionnaire was used to survey a random
sample of 25% of the participants from each collegial group
to obtain perceptions of group behavior and practices. A
5-point Likert-type attitude scale (i.e., with response .
ranges of strongly agree to strongly disagree) for 10 items

and a scale measuring frequency of occurrence for 30 jitems
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were used to collect the perceptions. Also, two summary
unstructured responses were used to collect principal
comments about the program facilitator and group activities.
The random sample was selected by a professional colleague
of Hyland's but details of the selection process were not
provided.

Content validity was established for the instruments by
pilot-testing them with two administrators and three faculty
members in Hyland's university education department.
Additionally, diocesan officlals were sent copies of the
questionnaires for critique.

The Director of Schools for the Diocese of Madison sent
a letter to each principal announcing and endorsing the
study. Hyland subsequently met with the diocesan principals
as a group and distributed the first questionnaire. She met
later with each group sample to distribute the second
questionnaire.

Data analysis was completed by calculating the mean and
standard deviation (SD) for the various Likert-type
responses and the semantic differential responses. An
arbitrary SD > 1 was selected as indication of a lack of
principal consensus on a questionnaire item. The
principals' top five recommendations concerning program
content and revision were listed in order of frequency anad
number of respondents. Although a questionnaire response

rate was not stated, this researcher assumed that due to the
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small numbers involved and the association of the researcher
with the survey individuals, a 100% response rate was
obtained.

Sharp (1983) surveyed 12 elementary schoecl principals
from an urban school district in Southwestern ohio, in a
doctoral investigation of a principal's professional support
group and the effects of the support group on the
principal’s instrumental, supportive, and participatory
leader behaviors. The principals used in the study were
volunteers who had not participated pfeviously in a support
group. Data for the study was gathered by interviews,
observations, document analysis, and "Do's and Don'ts" and
Principal Behavior Description questionnaires. The
demographic characteristics of the principals obtained by
interviews were the number of years as a principal, sex,
type of school (i.e., grade range, traditional or
alternative, and suburban or inner city), and school
enrollment. A table was provided that reported the
demographic data for each principal.

The Do's and Don'ts questionnaire consisted of two
groups of 17 items. The first group of items was designed
to measure the principal's perception of group members'
expectations for his/her behavior on items relating to
openness and trust. The second group of items was developed
to measure an individuals actual behavior in the group on

the same items. The total of 34 items used a Likert-type
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scale as follows to measure the number of times a particular

do and don't item would be undertaken:

A B c D E
Never Now and Then Sometimes Often Always
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The means of items 1 through 4 and items 5 through 8
were added to the scores of items nine, ten, and eleven.

The mean of the total of these five scores provided the
measurement of openness. The mean bf the total value of
item 12 through 17 provided the measure of trust. The
questionnaire was completed by the principals before and
after participating in the support group activity sessions.
The t-test statistical calculation was used to determine if
there was any significant difference between the pre and
post mean scores of group openness and group trust,

The questiocnnaire was adapted from a similar instrument
used in a previous doctoral dissertation. Sharp (1983) did
outline the process to address the validity and reliability
of the instrument.

The Principal Behavior Description questionnaire was
used to survey individuals who had significant interactions
and relationships with the principals. Due to the fact that
this instrument and survey process was not addressing
principal perceptions the instrument was not included in
this review.

Newkirk-Moore (1985) completed a doctoral dissertation
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that investigated the importance of professional
bcompetencies for elementary principals in Tenhnessee as
perceived by educational practitioners and policy makers.
.The target populations for the study were elementary school
(i.e., not defined) principals, superintendents, and
chairpersons of the boards of education in the State of
Tennessee., Only the survey of elementary school principals
was reviewed for the current study. The target population
of principals was stated as 1,038 and a random sample (i.e.,
the selection prbcess was not described) of 285 principals
was surveyed (i.e., 27% of the population). The sample size
was calculated using Hanskins method with a 5% probability
of error.

The 16-page survey instrument contained approximately
two pages of directions, two pages of demographic data
items, ten pages for the 39 competencies, and two pages to
address the principal's perception of the five most critical
and the five least critical competencies in the role of the
elementary school principal. The demographic data items
consisted of position (i.e., principal, superintendent, or
chairperson), population of school district, type of school
district, location of district, years of administrative
experience, number of years as a principal, highest academic
degree and date earned, major field of highest degree
earned, institution of higher education from which highest

degree was earned, sex, and type of community.
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The competencies used in the study were those contained
in the PEEL (i.e., Performance Evaluation of the Educational
Leader as developed by Dr. Howard J. Demeke of Arizona State
University in 1972) definition of administrative competence.
The 39 competency statements in the PEEL definition were
divided into seven major areas of administrative competence.
For each competency statement a number of descriptive
behavioral statements (i.e., a total of 221) were provided
that specifically defined the expectations of the
administrators role performance for that competency area.
The reliability and validity of the PEEL definition was
established by prior doctoral research using a national
sample of school administrators.

The level of importance attached to each competency

statement was recorded using a 5-point Likert scale as

follows:
1l 2 3 4 5
Very Very
low high
importance importance

Three separate solicitations over a three month period
were used to obtain 193 returned questionnaires. Of this
total, 191 questionnaires were usable that represented a
response rate of 67.36%. Newkirk-Moore provided a table
that showed the returned and not usable numbers and

cumulative percentages of questionnaires by each of the
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solicitation dates.

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedure
was performed on the responses to the first and third
solicitations. This analysis was pérformed to determine if
there was a difference between the two sats of responses.
The third solicitation was considered to represent the
responses from principals who did not respond. Using a
significance level of .05 the MANOVA procedure failled to
show a significant difference between the first and third
sets of responses., Thus, the assumption was made that all
of the elementary school respondents were representative of
the total population.

Mean scores and standard deviations were calculated for
each of the 39 competency statements and the seven areas of
administrative competence. A one-way analysis of variance
was used to determine if position could be considered a
significant factor in the ratings assigned to the competency
statements. A multivariate analysis procedure was used to
identify differences in responses due to demographic
variables. The demographic variables investigated were
average daily attendance, legal classification of the school
district, geographic region of the school district in
Tennessee, and administrative experience. A multivariate
procedure also was used to determine if certain factors
characterizing the educational background of responding

principals significantly affected their responses. The
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variables used were highest academic degree earned, year
highest academic degree was earned, major field of study of
highest academic degree, and institution of higher education
attended. Tables were provided showing the frequencles of
the most critical and least critical competencies selected
by the principals. The presentation and analysis of data
chapter ended with frequency distribution tables showing the
number of responding principals by average daily attendance
of school district, legal classification of school district,
type of popuiation served by school district, region of
Tennessee, Years of experience, highest academic degree
earned, year highest degree earned, major field of study,
and institution of higher education attended.

Four Texas A&M University doctoral students completed
dissertations that investigated the perceptions of various
groups of educational administrators concerning the
relevancy of the competencies and related skills of the
guidelines for the preparation of school and administrators
(Hoyle, English, & Steffy, 1985). Edgell (1983), McClellan
(1984), and Voelter (1985) surveyed educational
administration professors, public school superintendents,
and junior/community college administrators, respectively.
Senior high school principals were surveyed by Fluth (1986)
and it was this study that was reviewed in detail. All four
research studies were similar due to the fact that they used

basically the same questionnaire. The only difference
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between the four instruments used was the demographic data
specified at the beginning of the questionnaire.

Fluth's (1986) questionnaire collected the demographic
ldata that consisted of highest degree attained and the
number of teachers and students in each principalts assigned
school. A question at the end of the instrument requested
the percentage (i.e., 10 answers ranging from 10% to 100%)
of the stated competencies and skills that were addressed in
the college or university administrator preparation progranm
undertaken by the principal. The remaining 50 items on the
questionnaire addressed the competencies and related skills.
A S-point Likert scale, as follows, was used to collect the
principals' perceptions of the importance of the
competencies and skills.

1. Of critical importance, must be done.

2. Very important.

3. Of moderate importance.

4., Of little importance.

5. 0f no importance.

A preliminary questionnaire was reviewed by 18 Texas
A&M University mid-management interns. Fifteen responses
were received from the interns. Validity of the
questionnaire competency and skill items was addressed
through the results obtained in the three dissertations
mentioned above and through the development of the items by
the American Association of School Administrators (AASA).
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Specifically, draft AASA Guidelines were submitted for
reactions and suggestions to the Committee for the
Advancement of School Administrators (CASA), the Higher
Education Advisorf Committee (HEAC), and many educational
leaders in the American Education Research Association
(AERA) and the National Conference of Professors of
Educational Administration (NCPEA). With regard to
reliability, the sStatistical Analysis System (SAS) produced
a Cronbach's coefficient alpha of .9593 for the senior high
school principals' responses.

The population for the study was the members of the
National Association for Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
national marketing sample. A random sampling of 356 members
were selected by computer. The NASSP sample was exclusively
of senior high school principals (i.e., a school
encompassing grades nine and/or above).

Each member of the sample was mailed a questionnaire,
an explanatory cover letter, and a stamped return addressed
envelope. The return envelope was internally numbered to
facilitate follow-up of the non-respondents. Two follew-up
mailings were completed to encourage non-respondents to
reply. The data collection process lasted 11 weeks. A
table showing the distribution of returned questionnaires
was provided as shown in Table 1.

Using the returned and usable number of 271 and the

sanple size of 356, a return percentage of 76.2% was
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Table 1

Ristribution of Returned Questionnaires in

Fluth's Study.

Original number of questionnaires mailed out 356

Returned and usable 271

Returned incomplete 2

Arrived too late to use 2

Moved, left no address . 1
Total Returned 276

calculated for the study. In addition, Fluth (1986} stated
"If the reasons for unusability are excluded, the total
sample becomes 276 and the percentage of usable returns was
77.6%" (p. 39).

Due to the limited number of respondents in each of the
questionnaire's 10 categories for the number of teachers,
the responses were reorganized from 10 to 4 categories. For
the same reason, the number of students categories was
reduced from 15 categories on the questionnaire to three
categories.

For each of the competencies and skills, the
principals' mean scores, the mean score standard deviation,
and z score were calculated. Due to the fact that there

were no mean scores of 3.0 or above, the study concluded
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that the competencies and skills were perceived as important
by the senior high school principals. BAlso, a series of
one-way analyses of variance were computed to determine the
effects of number of teachers, number of students, and.
highest college or university degree cbtained on the
principals' responses. For those competencies and skills
that had responses that were statistically significant, the
Scheffe test was performed to identify which sub-groups were
significantly different from each other.

Beck (1987) surveyed elementary school, juﬁior
high/middle school, and high school principals in Texas to
investigate the source and level of expertise of their
knowledge and leadership skills. O©Of particular interest to
this researcher was one of the four research questions that
addressed the principal's perceived level of satisfaction in
their university educational administration program.

A stratified random sample procedure was used to ensure
appropriate proportions of the different types of principals
that represented the total population of principals in
Texas. The sampling procedure was not explained. The
stratified random sample of 1000 principals (i.e., 600
elementary school principals, 174 junior high/middle school
principals, and 226 high school principals) represented 17%
of the 5,892 total number of principals in the State,

To answer the four research questions, a S3-itenm

questionnaire was daveloped. A panel of éxperta including
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practicing principals and educational administration faculty
members (i.e., the numbers of each weré not provided) was
used to review the preliminary instrument. This instrument
was revised and validated before mailing the questionnaires
to the principals. The validation process was not
explained.

An overall rate of return of 65% was achieved based on
the return of 650 guestionnaires usable for analysis. The
rate of return was 63% (i.e., 378 of 600) for elementary
school principals, 71% (i.e., 123 of 174) for junior
high/middle school principals, and 65% (148 of 226) for high
school principals.

The questionnaires collected data for independent
variables that included campus enrollment, district
anrollment, respondents' age, years of experience in the
current position, total years of experience, and sex. To
determine the career path of principals an additional eight
questions were included on the instrument. Six questions
were specified that addressed the principals' perceptions of
the importance of selected sources to their success. Also,
further questions (i.e., these questions were not shown in
the ERIC document reviewed by this researcher) were asked to
analyze the principals' perceptions of their levels of
expertise and preparedness with respect to selected job
responsibilities. The principals were asked to rate the six

questions concerning the selected sources of success by
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entering a number on the questionnaire. The rating scale
provided was a 5-point Likert scale as follows:

5. Extremely important.

4., Important.

3. Unsure.

2. Unimportant.

1. Extremely unimportant.

This researcher assumed the questions at the end of the
questionnaire (i.e., those not shown in the ERIC document)
also were rated using a 5-point Likert scale similar to the
one above.

Frequency distribution tables for all of the responses
were provided on the six independent variables mentioned
previously., A table was given concerning the principals!
perceptions of the importance of the six selected sources to
their perceived success as a principal. For each source the
mean and median of all of the principals' responses were
calculated. The table of the selected source data was
organized by the magnitude of means of the sources. The
table is shown for information purposes as shown in Table 2.

Another table was provided that outlined the
principals' perceived importance of selected job
responsibilities to principal success, level of expertise,
and level of preparedness provided by educational
administration program. Means were calculated again for all

of the responses. This table is shown in Table 3 for
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Rank Source Mean Median
1 on-the~job experience 4.62 5.00
2 Common sense 4.56 5.00
3 Workshops/In-Service 3.71 4.00
4 Modeling after other administrators 3.65 4.00
5 University educational administration

progran 3.61 4.00
6 Experience gained outside education 3.47 4,00

information purposes. The Spearman rho rank difference
correlation was calculated to determine the relationship
batween the three rankings shown in Table 3.

The study also investigated relationships between
demographic variables (i.e., the six independent variables
mentioned earlier in this section, the organizational level
variable, and three variables concerned with certification)
and the principals' perceived level of preparation received
in their university educational administration program in
each of the ten selected job responsibilities.

The instrument ended with two open-ended questions
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Table 3

' [ ' ce o

Importance Level of Adequacy of

to success expertise program

Regponsibility (Mean) (Mean) (Mean)
Instructional leadership 4.68 4,09 3.17
Campus leadership 4.66 4.33 3.17
Interpersonal relations 4,62 4.30 2,97
Student management 4.41 4.31 2.76
Public relationsl 4.34 4,06 3.06
Teacher evaluation 4.30 4,07 2.31
Staff development 4.13 3.64 2.75
Curriculum development 3.99 3.60 2.99
Physical plant management 3.87 3.76 2.72
Budget and finance 3.73 3.562 2,79

concerned with what the principal thought was the most
satisfying and most dissatisfying about his/her current job
as a principal. Responses were tallied based on the content
of responses. A table was provided that showed the number

and percentages of responses for each of the most satisfying
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and most dissatisfying items by type of school.

A review of the studies described above and reports of
other similar studies (e.g., Mayer, 1988) indicated that
survey instruments vary from 34 questions to 75 questions
and could be up to 16 pages long. The scale used to measure
the principals' perceptions was predominantly a 5-point
Likert scale. Different forms of the scale were utilized.

validation of the instrument was accomplished usually
through review by a selected group of individuals related to
the type of study or through reference to prior use of the
instrument. Pilot studies did not appear to be employed.

Most studies tended to use a Iocalized target
population and associated random sample. Various sample
percentages and sampling methods were employed in the
studies. Response rates ranged from 63% to 100%. The latter
response rate was obtained for studies that surveyed a
specific small number of principals. Most studies did not
report the length of time to complete the data collection
process. Of those that did, the maximum length of time was
three months.

The items of demographic data collected in the studies
differed both in quantity and the items themselves.
Demographic items commonly gathered were the principals!
age, sex, and some form of years of experience, and the
school's number of teachers and enrollment figures.

Generally, frequency distribution tables for the demographic
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data provided profiles of the respondents' and their
perceptions. Data analysis was accomplished predominantly
through the calculation of the mean and standard deviation
of the responses and the use of various parametric tests of
significance and measures of relationship.

Consideration of the demographic data collected in the
reviewed studies provided information to assist in

determining data variables to be gathered for this study.

Variables

Due to the fact that the NPBEA (1989, p. 5) curriculum
recommendations were directed at improving the preparation
of elementary and secondary school leaders, a fundamental
aspect of the current study was to analyze principals'
perceptions by the school type of the principals. The roles
of the two types of principals have developed traditionally
different operational functions. For example, secondary
school principals have tended to be more concerned with
student interaction and administrative considerations.
Whereas, elementary school principals have been more
oriented to parental and curriculum concerns. These
differing roles could impact the perceptual responses of the
two types of principals. Thus, responses were investigated
by whether the respondent was an elementary school principal
or a secondary schoocl principal.

In addition, five demographic data items were selected

for the current study. The items were number of teachers in
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the principal's school; the principal's sex, age, total
years of principal experience; and the completion year of
preservice principal preparation program. Due to the large
number of items concerning the foundational areas of
learning and associated topics, the number of demographic
data items was kept to a minimum. The demographic data
items selected were regarded as the more important
descriptors to provide a profile of the responding
principals based on the review of related literature.

The use of the sex variable was determined to be
important because the administrator role appeared to be
interpreted differently between male and female principals
(Pitner, 1982, p. 14). Shakeshaft (1988) noted differences
between male and female school administrators that had a
bearing on administrator preparation programs:

Research on women administrators uncovers differences

between the ways men and women approach the tasks of

administration. These differences have implications
for administrative training programs, which were

developed by men primarily for men. (p. 403)

Beck (1987, p. 36) found that gender was the variable
that produced a greater number and larger significant
differences in his analysis of principals' perceptions than
the other variables he used. Bridges' (1982, p. 18) review
of research on the school administrator concluded that sex

was one of the most freguently used characteristics that
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provided a major focal point for investigations. He
suggested that use of the sex variable was warranted if it
was "treated in a theoretically rich fashion as Kanter has
done in her book, Men and Women of the Corporation" (p. 26).

Pharis and Zakariya's (1979, p. xiii) study, for the
National Association of Elementary School Principals
(NAESP), of the elementary school principalship in 1978,
reported that only a few status questions were common to
their study and similar reports in 1928, 1948, 1958, and
1968. Sex, age, and years of experience were stated as
being included in the few status questions. This researcher
concluded that these variables must be regarded as important
by the NAESP for the Association to include them in the
Association's major study every ten years. From a more
global perspective, in a investigation of 500 members of the
Secondarﬁ'Heads (i.e., principals) Association in the United
Kingdom, Jones (1987, p. 71) found that there were
differences in perceptions of training needs based on the
sex and age of the Head and the size of the school. Jones
(1987, p. 226) also collected the Head's number of years of
experience but this was not used in a specific investigation
as were the other previously mentioned variables.

Bridges (1982, p. 18) concluded that job-related
experience was a common chafacteristic investigated in trait
studies. Daresh (1988, p. 12) outlined specific needs of

beginning administrators and the resultant implication for
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preparation programs. He stated that "In ahoff, enough is
known about the problems faced by newcomers to the field of
administration that certain steps may be followed in the
improvement of administrator preparation programs for the
future" (p. 13). Pharis and Zakariya (1979, p. 27) stated
that principals with less than five years experience
regarded graduate coursework twice as important as
principals with more experience.

Pharis and Zakariya (1979, p. 30) also reported that
fewer principals (i.e., 25.8%) of larger schools (i.e.,
1,000 or more enrollment) valued graduate education as
compared to 42.9% of principals of smaller schools (i.e.,
100 or less enrollment). Although this researcher believed
the size of the principal's school was a demographic item
that should be collected, the student enrollment variable
was not used. Instead the number of teachers in the
principalt's school was employed as a measure of school size.
The number of teachers was chosen because this investigator
thought that this number would be more readily available to
the principal than the daily variation in the number of
students. Thus, completion of this study's questionnaire

would be facillitated.

summary
There was a demonstrated need for a more relevant

common core of knowledge for educational administrator

preparation programs. The NPBEA has recommended such a
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knowledge base but it's relevancy to the workplace has not
been established by formal reéearch methodology. Validation
of this workplace relevancy should be undertaken and school
principals should be used in the validation process.

Similar studies of principals®' perceptions were reviewed to
provide information in developing a validation process.
This action assisted in selecting the variables to be used
in this study.

Summary

This chapter provided a review of selected literature
that was related to the problem being addressed by this
study.

The review developed a rationale for the need for and
use of principals in a validation process to determine the
relevancy of the NPBEA initially proposed core curriculum
for doctoral programs for preparation of the educational
administrator. The NPBEA core curriculum had been
necessitated due to principal complaints of the inadequacy
of educational administrator preparation programs. Also,
the review connected the requirement for new preparation
programs (i.e., including a revised core curriculum) to the
development of effective educational administrators to
assist in addressing the ongoing education crisis. Similar
studies to.this study were reviewed to provide information
to aid in developing a process to evaluate principals’

perceptions of the NPBEA initially proposed core curriculum.
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The next chapter outlines the methods and procedures
used in this study's process to collect and analyze the

principal perception data.



CHAPTER 3
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The primary purpose of the study was to determine
selected principals' perceptions of the importance of the
seven foundational areas of learning and associated topics
for doctoral programs for preparation of the educational
administrator as initially recommended by the National
Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA).
Additionally, the study was designed to determine the amount
of coverage of these areas of learning and associated topics
the principals had received in their educational
administrator preparation programs. Furthermore, a
determination was made concerning the relationship between
the principals' perceptions of the importance and coverage
of the areas of learning and assoclated topics.

The method used to obtain the perceptions of the
principals entailed the use of a questionnaire that was
completed by each responding principal. The procedures for
the development and use of the questionnaire and for the
processing of the returned questionnaire data are described
in the following sections of this chapter. These sections
are (a) research design, (b) population, (c) sample and
sampling method, (d) questionnaire development and pilot
study, (e} questionnaire validity and reliability, (f) data

67
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collection procedures, and (g) data analysis.

Research Design

This study involved descriptive research. This type of
research was described by Best (1981) as follows:

Descriptive research describes what is. It involves

the description, recording, analysis, and

interpretation of conditions that exist. It involves
some type of comparison or contrast and attempts to
discover relationships between existing nonmanipulated
variables. (p. 25) ‘

In this instance the study was designed to discover the
elementary and secondary school principals' perceptions of
the importance of the NPBEA's initially recommended seven
foundational areas of learning and assoclated topics.

Borg and Gall (1983, p. 354) stated that descriptive
data were frequently collected using survey methods. For
this study a questionnaire was used to survey principals and
collect descriptive data concerning them, their perceptions,
and their schools. The collected data used to develop a
respondent profile consisted of: the number of teachers in
the principal's school; the principal's sex, age, and total
years of principal experience; and the completion year of
preservice principal preparation program.

The independent variable used in the statistical
calculations was the principals' school type. The dependent

variables for the study were the elementary and secondary
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school principals' perceptions of the importance of the
NPBEA's initially recommended areas of learning and
associated topics; and their perceptions of the coverage of
these areas and assoclated topics in their programs for
educational administrator preparation.

For feasibility purposes random samples of principals
of U.S. public elementary and secondary schools that were
included in the Market Data Retrieval Database (Market Data
Retrieval, 1990, p. 2) were used. The Market Data Retrieval
organization was suggested as a source to obtain mailing
labels for school principals by the Executive Director of
the National Assoclation of Elementary School Principals
(S. G. Sava, personal communication, August &6, 1990). The
random samples were to provide the ability to use
inferential statistics and draw conclusions about the
characteristics of the total population of Market Data
Retrieval principals from the sample statistics (Hinkle,
Wiersma, and Jurs, 1988, p. 149).

The statistical techniques used to describe the data,
test the hypotheses, and determine the relationships between
the nonmanipulated variables included; the development of
frequency distributions; calculation of medians; and usage
of the z-test for difference between proportions and Goodman

and Kruskal's gamma that provides a measure of association.

Population
The target population or universe (Borg & Gall, 1983,
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p. 241) for the study was all public school principals of
U.S8, secondary schools and elementary schools who were
included in Market Data Retrieval's Database (Market Data
Retrieval, 1990, p. 2). Market Data Retrieval (1990) is a
company that specializes in maintaining a database that:

.++ 18 the most complete and detailed source of

marketing information for educational institutions and

personnel. This superior database is the result of
years of extensive research and compilation that is

unmatched ... (p. 2)

Market Data Retrieval (1990, cover) guarantees
satisfaction of its services by providing a 30c refund for
any piece of undeliverable mail from the database address
file. Additionally, Market Data Retrieval offers to pay
$100 to an individual who finds any public school building
that is not in the database. This guarantee covers over 2.5
million records. The author in cooperation with a Market
Data Retrieval account executive defined an elementary
school and secondary school as outlined on pages 8 and 3.

The data for each principal consisted of only the name
and mailing address of the principal's school. Thus, the
sampling frame for the study was the school name and mailing
address for all principals of U.S. public secondary schools
and elementary schools in the Market Data Retrieval
Database.

The target population consisted of 16,457 secondary



71
school principals and 60,883 elementary school principals.
These numbers of principals were provided by Market Data

Retrieval when the sample mailing addresses were obtained.

Sample and Sampling Method

Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (1988) stated that:

In many research situations, it is not feasible to

involve or measure all members of a population. So a

" subset of the population, called a sample, is selected,
and only the members of the sample are included in the

research study. (p. 17)

For this study the time and expense to investigate the
entire populations of U.S., public secondary schools and
elementary schools would have been excessive. Therefore, a
sample of elementary and secondary school principals in the
Market Data Retrieval Database was selected from the target
population.

Market Data Retrieval offered a service that provided a
randomly selected sample of principal addresses from this
organization's database. For this study a request was made
of Market Data Retrieval toc provide a randomly selected list
of 675 U.S. public elementary school and 675 U.S, public
secondary school principal mailing addresses.

In addition, Market Data Retrieval was asked to provide
the total number of principals in the respective
populations. Knowing the actual size of the two populations
provided the ability to calculate appropriate sample sizes
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that would minimize the number of principal addresses to be
used yet that would satisfy the requirements "of the
ralationship between sample size and the statistical
significance of the inferential test applied to the data"
(Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs, 1988, p. 293).

Thus, the sizes of the needed respondent samples were
calculated using Scheaffer, Mendehall, and Ott's (1986,

p. 59) formula. The formula is as follows:

H(p q)
Sanple =
Size (N=-1) R+ (p Q)

Where N = Population size,
p and g = The population proportion in the range
0 to 1 '
(NOTE: a conservative estimate if the
proportion is not known is to use 0.5), and
D= __
4
Where D = The degree of precision and
B = The confidence level to be placed around

the estimate expressed as a decimal.

The study's secondary school and elementary school
principal respondent sample sizes were calculated as follows
using a confidence level of 0.05 and population proportion

of p=0.5 and g = 0.5.
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Secondary
School Principal N (r g
Respondent Sample =
Size (N-1) R+ (p 9)
16,457 (0.5 X 0.5)
(16,457 - 1) (0.05)% + (0.5 X 0.5)
4
= 391 (rounded up).
Elementary
School Principal N(p o
Respondent Sample =
Size (N-21) D+ (p q)

60,883 (0.5 X 0.5)
(60,883 - 1) (0.05)% + (0.5 X 0.5)
4

= 397 (rounded up).

An intention of this study was to obtain a 60% response
rate in the survey process. Thus, using a mailing size of
675 and a response rate of 60%, the respondent sample size
was anticipated to be 405 for both groups of principals.
Such a response sample size would provide the ability to
make inferences about the total population of principals
from the sample responses {(l.e., 405 responses would have
exceeded the 391 and 397 calculated numbers of responses
needed for secondary and elementary school principals

respectively).
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Questionnaire Development and Pilot Study

A questionnaire was developed to collect the data for
the study. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix A.
Seventy-three questions were contained in two sections of
the questionnaire. These sections were:

1. Demographic data.

2. Program core requirements.

The demographic data section consisted of five
questions that required the responding principal to either
write a number or select an answer from a multiple choice
list. These five questions were developed to provide a
profile of the respondents to the survey process.

The first question cancerning the number of teachers in
the principal's school was asked to provide an indication of
the size of the school. Questions two, three, four, and
five relating to the principal's sex, age, total years of
principal experience, and completion year of the preservice
principal preparation program were used to provide a
personal profile.

The second section of the questionnaire listed the
originally proposed seven foundational areas of learning and
their associated topics. Although the NPBEA (1990, p.3) has
ravised the original seven areas in the common core of
knowledge, a new itemization of topics to be included in the
newly proposed knowledge base (i.e., that has eight

dimensions) has not been published. The current study used
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the original areas and topics because the proposed eight
dimensions had similar wording to the original areas and a
new itemization of topics was not available. The areas and
topics were extracted virtually verbatim from the NPBEA
initial recommendations (NPBEA, 1989, pp. 19-21). Question
6 through question 73 inclusive were used to itemize the
areas and topics. A 5-point Likert scale was used for the
responding principal to record his/her response regarding
the importance of each area and topic. The scale used was
aé follows: | | |

5. Of very high importance.

4. High importance.

3. Of moderate importance.

2. Low importance.

1. Of no importahce (None) .

Also, another S5-point Likert scale was used for the
raspondent to record the amount of coverage of each area and
topic in the respondent's preparation program. The scale
used was as followé:

5. Very high coverage.

4. High coverage.

3. Moderate coverage.

2. Low coverage.

1. No coverage (None).

These questions were fundamental to the study and were

needed to address all of the research questions. The
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questionnaire concluded with a statement of appreciation
thanking the responding principal for his/her assistance in
the study.

The questionnaire contained a total of 73 questions.
Noting that lengthy questionnaires take an unfavorably long
time to £ill out, Best (1981) stated that:

The unfavorable reaction is intensified when the

questionnaire is long, the subject of trivial

importance, the items vagquely worded, and the form
poorly organized. The unfavorable characteristics of

so many questionnaires help to explain why so small a

proportion of mailed questionnaires are returned.

(p. 168)

Due to the number of areas and topics in the proposed
core curriculum, the length of the questionnaire could not
be reduced. Close attention was paid to avoid vague wording
and to organize and format the questionnaire in the best
manner possible in an attempt to increase the response rate.

An instruction sheet (i.e., see Appendix B) was
devaloped to accompany the questionnaire. The instructions
described how the respondent was to record his/her
perceptions of the importance and coverage of core
foundational area and topic items. The instruction sheet
ended with an invitation to the respondent to provide any
comments concerning the program core requirements on the

reverse side of the instruction sheet and return it with the
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conpleted guestionnaire. This invitation was to provide the
ability to collect additional information of the principals?
perceptions of the recommended core curriculum that might
not be otherwise obtained from the completed questionnaire.

The prospectus and questionnaire were reviewed by 19
doctoral students as part of a doctoral seminar in the
Department of Educaticnal Leadership and Policy Analysis at
East Tennessee State University (ETSU). Based upon the
comments received during this initial raeview of the
questionnaire and the study's prospectus a preliminary
questionnaire was finalized. The preliminary questionnaire
was used in a pilot study conducted to further refine the
questionnaire._'The principals used in the pilot study
consisted of 5 secondary and 14 elementary school principals
who were members of the ETSU Danforth Steering Committee and
principals who had been selected by this committee to be
mentor principals in the University's Danforth Principal
Training Program. The selection of these groups of
principals was based on the fact that they were regarded as
being generally representative of the target population and
that they would honestly and critically review the survey
process and assoclated materials.

A cover letter (i.e., see Appendix C) was developed for
the University's Danforth Program Coordinator to seolicit
pilot study assistance from the selected principals. An

opinionnaire (i.e., see Appendix D) was created to collect
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the pilot study principals' comments on the proposed survey
process. Each individual was also asked to provide comments
concerning the effectiveness of the proposed cover letter
and the understandability, ease of use, and the aesthetic
format of the questionnaire. Each individual was also asked
to record the time taken to complete the questionnaire. The
pilot study principals were invited to provide on the
reverse side of the opinionnaire form any other comments
concerning the survey documents and the survey process in
general. |

Four of the five secondary school principals and 8 of
the 14 elementary school principals responded in the pilot
study. The mean time to complete the questionnaire by the
pilot study respondents was approximately 25 minutes. The
final version of the questionnaire (i.e., see Appendix 3)
was developed from the preliminary questionnaire and
incorporation of the comments received from the pilot study.

The data obtained from the pilot study's questionnaires
were entered into the computer. The relevant statistical
calculations were performed on the computer. The results
obtained from the computer were used to address the research

questions.

Questionnaire Validity and Reliability
Although a common definition of validity is the extent
that a test measures what it professes to measures, Borg and

Gall (1983) stated "The prospective test user should ask not
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'Is this test valid?' but 'Is this test valid for the
purposes to which I wish to put it?'" (p. 275). They
continued that standards for validity are required, and they
outlined four types of test validity for determining the
overall validity of a test. In this instance, the term
"test" and "questionnaire" are synonymous.

The first of the four types of test validity was
content validity. For this study the foundational area of
learning and associated topic questionnaire ltems were
extraéted virtually verbatim from the NPBEA recommendation
documenﬁ (NPBEA, 1989, pp. 19~21). These derived
questionnaire items thereby assured content validity. The
other three types of test validity were not relevant because
the NPBEA recommendations were new and the questionnaire was
designed to collect only principals' perceptions.

Borg and Gall (1983) defined reliability of a test as
"the level of internal consistency or stability of the
measuring device over time." (p. 281) Also, they outlined a
number of approaches to determining the reliability of the
measuring device. For this questionnaire and study
Cronbach's coefficient alpha (Borg & Gall, 1983, p. 285) was
the approach that was appropriate. This decision was based
on the fact that alternate forms of the questionnaire were
not available, the questionnaire was not split into two
equivalent parts, and the questionnaire used a S-point

Likert scale.
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Using the computer system and the SPSS/PC+ software,
Cronbach's coefficient alpha was calculated for the
principals! responses for the pilot study. Cronbach's
coefficient alpha was calculated for both the importance
responses and the coverage responses for the group of topics
within each foundational area. The results of these
calculations are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 indicated that all of the topics within their
respactive foundational areas were positively correlated and
that each foundational area scale was reliable. The
importance responses did not result in such high values for
Cronbach's coefficient alpha as was obtained for coverage
raesponses., These differences could indicate that the
principals had first~hand knowledge to rate the coverage of
the topics in their respective principal preparation
programs but they were less consistent in determining the
importance of the topics in principal preparation programs.
Alpha varied from a low of .7224 for Foundational Area 1V to
a high of .9248 for Foundational Area VII. Because the
topics were taken directly from the.NPBEA recommendations,
changes to the topics were not attempted in order to

increase Cronbach's coefficient alpha.

Data Collection Procedures
Each principal in the secondary and elementary school
samples was mailed a questionnaire together with a cover

letter and a stamped return addressed envelope. The
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Alpha for
importance
responses

Foundational area

Alpha for
coverage
responses

I. Societal and cultural factors
that influence education so that
administrators emerge with an
understanding of the environment
in which they will function.

II. cCore function of the school:
teaching and learning.

III. The theoretical and empirical
literature that explains the
structure and dynamics of
organizational 1ife in schools
and the role of the individual
in organizations,

IV. Research and evaluation skills
that focus on tools that will
assist the administrator in
studying schools as organizations
and becoming a reflective
practitioner.

V. Basic leadership and management
processes and functions.

VI. Policy studies and the politics
of education.

VII. What is.right to do as well as
the right way to do it.

.8092

7925

.8715

« 7224

. 7654

.9002

.9248

.9867

«9074

»9204

+ 9677

.9623

9725

9771
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secondary school principal questionnaire was printed on
green paper and the elementar& school quasfionnaire was
printed on blue paper to indicate whether it wag from a
secondary or elementary school principal. The mailed
questionnaire also was identified by a unique number
assigned to the principal's school. A master list of the
secondary and elementary sample schools and the associated
unique school identification numbers were retained. The
school identification numbering scheme was used to identify
questionnaires that were returned and to aid in determining
those principals who should bhe contacted on subsequent
occasions. The cover letter that accompanied the
questicnnaire is shown in Appendix E.

The first questionnaire packet was mailed on October 3,
1990. Principals who did not return the questionnaire by
October 31, 1990 were mailed a second packet of
questionnaire materials. A different cover letter was used
for the second mailing. This second cover letter is shown
in Appendix F.

Principals who did not return the second questionnaire
by November 29, 1990 were mailed a third and final set of
materials., A different cover letter (i.e., see Appendix G)
was used that stressed the need for participation.

The first set of materials was mailed on October 3,
1990 and the last questionnaire to be used in the study was

received on January 14, 1991, Thus, the data collection
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process took approximately 14 weeks. Table 5§ provides an
analysis, by type of school principal, of the returned and
usable questionnaires obtained during the data collection
process.

Table 5

st = (o] e a

Principal

No. of questionnaires

Secondary Elementary

school school

Return and use categories principal principal
Original number mailed 675 675
Returned and usable 328 280
Returned not usable 11 11
Arrived too late to use 2 1
Total Returned 341 292
Used Percentage 49 41
Response Percentage 51 43

The questionnaire "Used percentage" was calculated by
expressing the "Returned and usable" number of
questionnaires as a percentage of the "Original number [of

gquestionnaires] mailed." The questionnaire "Response
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percentage" was calculated by expressing the "Total
Returned" number of questionnaires as a percentage of the
"Original number [of questionnaires) mailed." The secondary
school principals' questionnaire response rate was greater
than the response rate for elementary school principals.
Similarly, the secondary school principals' questionnaire
used percentage rate was greater than that for elementary

school principals.

Data Analysis

computer Systeng

Data entry and some of the statistical calculations for
the study were performed on an IBM PS/2 Model 50 computer
system. The statistical and information analysis software
system used to complete these calculations was SPSS/PC+ V
3.1 (i.e., version 3.1). oOther statistical calculations
were performed on a DEC VAX 8530 computer system using the

CCALC software package.

Nonparametric Tests

Nonparametric tests were selected to perform the
statistical calculations because such tests were more
appropriate for the type of data collected in this study.
The data consisted of respondents selecting rankings or
ordinal values from two S-point Likert scales, shown as

follows:
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Importance Coverage

5. Of very high importance. 5. Very high coverage.

4. High importance. 4. High coverage.
3. Of moderate importance. 3. Moderate coverage,
2. Low importance. 2. Low coverage.,
1. Of no importance (None). 1. No coverage (None).

According to Borge and Gall (1983) the Likert-type
scale was effective in measuring attitudes and was better
than many other types of scales. The authors reported on
one voting behavior study that compared five types of scales
with the result that "The Likert scale was gupefior to all
other scale types; it yielded a mean correlation of .54 with
the objective indices of voting behavior" (p. 342).

The use of nonparametric tests was more fitting than
classical parametric tests when ranked data were used as
stated by Marascuilo and McSweeney (1977):

While this discussion has centered upon nonparametric

and distribution-free methods as possible replacements

for classical or parametric tests, it should not be
assumed that this is their sole justification for
existence. Many of the tests presented in the
following chapters are not substitutes for any other
tests, but are actually the coptimum tests for the

hypotheses they test... (p. 6).

Norusis (1988, p. B-177), Borg and Gall (1983, p. 599),

Hays (1988, p. B14), and Hinkle, Wiersman, and Jurs (1988,
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p. 550) similarly specified that nonparametric tests be used
with ordinal data. These authors did write, however, that
different nonparametric tests should be used in different
circumstances. |

For research objective 1 a frequency distribution and
the associated median of the elementary school principals!
importance responses were calculated for each of the seven
foundational areas of learning and associated topics. The
percentages were also calculated for elementary school
principals that provided a response of 5 or 4 (i.e., Of very
high importance or High importance respectively) or that
provided a response of 3, 2, or 1 (i.e., Of moderate
importance, Low importance, or Of ne importance). A total
of 68 sets of calculations were performed (i.e., one sat for
each area and associated topics). This research objective
was investigated by establishing that the area or topic was
regarded as important if 51% or greater of the elementary
school principals regarded the area or topic as "Of very
high importance® or "High importance". Mohamed (1983, p. 8)
used a similar approach to determine if vocational
administrator competencies were essential. The competencies
were essential if at least 51% of the respondents rated a
competency as either "Essential" or "Very important® on a
5~point Likert scale.

The median and frequency distribution were calculated

to provide a description of the sample responses (Borg and
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Gall, 1983, pp. 363=365). The mean was not calculated and
was not used in this study because as Champion (1981) stated
"The mean or arithmetic average assumes at least an
interval-level scale underlying the variable measured®
(p. 70). For this study the principal's response (i.e., the
variable measured) was obtained using a Likert S-point
ordinal or ranked scale. The median was appropriate when
using data measured on an ordinal scale (Champion, 1981,
p. 64).

Research objective 2 was treated in a similar manner to
that of research objective 1. For this research objective,
secondary school principal importance responses were used in
place of elementary school principal responses in the
previously outlined statistical calculations for research
objective 1.

Research objective 3 was addressed by using a z-test
for differences hetween proportions of some nominal
dichotomous characteristic for two independent samples
(Champion, 1981, p. 227; Hinkle, Wiersman, and Jurs, 1988,
p. 267). This test was selected because the z-test
assumptions of (1) nominal-level data that are amenable to
categorization, (2) independent samples, and (3) sample size
of N+ N > 30" (Champion, 1981, p. 230) were satisfied. 1In
this study, as both Norusié (1988, p. B~-102) and Champion
(1981, p. 24) stated, it was appropriate for a nominal-

level statistical measure to use ordinal data. A total of
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68 z-test calculations (i.e., one calculation for each
foundational area of learning and associated topics) were
performed using CCALC software and calculated results
derived by the SPSS/PC+ software from the principal
responses.

The SPSS/PC+ software derived results for the number of
cases and associated percentages (i.e., proportions) for
each combination of values of the two variables for each
area and for associated topics using the CROSSTABS feature
(Norusis, 1988, p. B-93) of the SPSS/PC+ software. The
first variable "Principal" was divided into elementary
school principal and secondary school principal. The second
variable "Significantly Important" was divided into the two
categories of "Yes" (i.e., principal responses of 5--0f very
high importance and 4--High importance) and "No" (i.e.,
principal responses of 3--0f moderate importance, 2--Low
importance, and 1--0f no importance). |

The formula (Champion, 1981, pp. 227-228) used to

calculate the z2-test results was as follows:

B, = P2

By B, + B2 42
N, N.

Where: p , and p ; = proportion of "Yes"

responses for the groups of elementary
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school principals and secondary school
principals respectively,

91=1~py

9221 ~DP 2

N, = number of elementary school

principal respondents, and
H: = number of secondary school

principal respondents.

The null hypothesis for research question 3 then was
tested using a level of significance of .05 for a two-tailed
test for each of the 68 z=-test results.

For research question 4 a frequency distribution and
the associated median of the elementary school principal
covarage responses were calculated for each of the seven
areas of learning and associated topics. Also the
percentages were calculated of elementary school principals
that provided a response of 5 or 4 (i.e., very high coverage
or high coverage respectively) or that provided a response
of 3, 2, or 1 (i.e., Moderate coverage, Low coverage, or No
coverage respectively). A total of 68 sets of calculations
were performed (i.e., one set for each area and associated
topic). This research objective was investigated by
establishing that the area or topic was regarded as being
covered if 51% or greater of the elementary school
principals regarded the area or topic as being of "Very high

coverage'" or "High coverage",
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Research objective 5 was treated in a similar manner as
that for research objective 4. For this research objective,
secondary school principal coverage responses were used in
place of elementary school principal responses in the
previously outlined statistical calculations for research
objective 4.

Research objective 6 was addressed by using the Goodman
and Kruskal's Gamma measure of association test QOr ordered
contingency tables (Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977, p. 466;
Champion; 1988, p. 329)., This test wés selected because the
test's assumptions of randomness and two variables measured
according to an ordinal scale (Champion, 1988, p. 330) were
satisfied. Champion {(1988) further stated of the test "In
fact, of all measures available for two ordinal variable
assoclations, Costner (1965) recommends gamma" (p. 330).

A total of 68 gamma calculations were performed using
the SPS5S5/PC+ software (Norusis, 1988, p. B-103). One
calculation was performed for each of the seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics. The variables used
for each calculation were the elementary school principal
importance and coverage responses. In addition 68 z-test
calculations (i.e., one calculation for each foundational
area of learning and associated topics) were performed using
CCALC software and calculated results derived from the
SPSS/PC+ software. The CROSSTABS matrix of responses was

entered into the VAX 8530 computer system and the CCALC
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software recalculated gamma and calculated the z-test
raesults. The CCALC gamma results were verified against the
SPSS/PC+ gamma results to ensure the CROSSTABS data had been
entered accurately. The formula (champion,- 1981, p. 331)

used to calculate the z=-test results was as follows:

Where: f = gamma,
L . = frequency of agreements,
£ | = frequency of inversions,

N = total number of responses,

The null hypothesis for research objective 6 then was
tested using a level of significance of .05 for a two-tailed
test for each of the 68 z-test results.

Research objective 7 was addressed in a similar manner
as for research objective 6. For research cbjective 7
secondary school principal importance and coverage responses
were used in place of elementary school principal
corresponding responses in the previously outlined

calculations for research objective 6.



CHAPTER 4
PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

Introduction

The primary purpose of this study was to determine
selected principals' perceptions of the importance of the
NPBEA's initially recommended seven foundational areas of
learning and associated topics to be included in principal
preservice preparation doctoral programs. A secondary
purpose of the study was td determine the amount of coverage
of the areas of learning and associated topics in the
educational administrator preparation programs of the
selected principals. A related purpose was to discover if
there was any relationship between the perceived importance
of and the coverage of the areas of learning and assoclated
topics.

The primary independent variable used in the study was
the type of school the principal administered (i.e.,
elenentary or secondary school). The responses to the
survey instrument were compiled by the principal's school
type, and investigations were completed to determine if
there were significant differences between responses from
elementary and secondary school principals. Additionally,
five demographic data items were compiled for both types of
school principal. These items were the number of teachers

in the principal's school; the principal's sex, age, total

92
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years of principal experience; and the year of completion of
the principal's preparation program. The compiled data
items provided a profile for each type of responding
principal. These respondent demographic data were compared
to corresponding national demographic data.

This chapter includes general information concerning:
the responses to the survey; comparisons of respondent
demographic data to national demographic data; reiteration
of the research objectives and when appropriate restatement
of the research hypotheses in the null hypothesis format;
the report of the results; and the analyses of the findings
relative to the survey responses, the demographic data

comparisons, and the research objectives.
Presentation of Data

e ges
Of the 675 questionnaires mailed to each group of
principals, 51% (n = 341) of the secondary school principals

and 43% (n = 292) of the elementary school principals
responded. The percentages of these responses used for data
compilation and analysis were 49% (n = 328) for secondary
school principals and 41% (n = 280) for elementary school
principals. Other than the responses that were received too
late to be included in the study, the unusable responses
generally were in the form of a returned blank guestionnaire

with a comment. The reasons for a lack of response
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included:

1. District approval needed.

2. No time.

3. Chose not to participate.

4. Questionnaire too long and/or too detailed.

5. Currently no principal and/or only a

supervising/head teacher.

6. Lack of training/certification.

7. Lack of understanding of the questionnaire.

8. Lost in mail.

The response rates of 51% and 43% from secondary and
elementary school principals respectively did not compare
favorably to the higher response rates obtained in similar
studies outlined in Chapter 2. There were, however, some
marked differences between this study and those reviewed.
This study used a national sample of principals whereas all
of the other studies except one used a specific more local
survey population and sample. Similarly, many of the
studies used a very small sample size and/or used direct
contact with the principals surveyed. One study did use a
specialized target group consisting of a national marketing
sample of National Association of Secondary School
Principals (NASSP) senior high schools. 1In this instance,
356 questionnaires were mailed and 271 usable responses were
received. In many of the above studies information

concerning support for the studies by related organizations
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was provided to the individuals surveyed. The current study
did not have any endorsements from related organizations.
The primary reason was that the National Policy Board for
Educational Administration (NPBEA) was in the process of
-reﬁiewing its proposed core curriculum.

Another distinguishing factor that could have had a
negative impact on the response rate was the length and
associated complexity of the current study's questionnaire.
In the studies reviewed earlier the survey instruments were
a great deal shorter (i.e., ranging from approximately 34
items to 75 items). The survey of NASSP senior high school
principals contained 60 items as compared to the current
study's 136 items for the proposed core curriculum's seven
foundational areas and associated topics. The length of the
current study's questionnaire probably accounted for many of
the unusable responses as reflected in the comments returned
with the blank questionnaires. Because the response rates
(i.e., 51% and 43%, respectively) were lower than was
anticipated (i.e., 60%), the respondent sample sizes were
lower than was desired (i.e., 328 secondary school principal
responses received as compared to 391 desired responses and
280 elenentary school principal responses received as
compared to 397 desired).

In some instances responses were not obtained for the
five demographic data items. Table 6 reports the lack of

responses from the two types of principals for the
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demographic data items.

Table 6
< e t tems

Principal

No. of missing responses

Secondary  Elementary
school school

Demographic data item principal principal
Year completed preservice principal
preparation program 17 7
Schoolt's number of teachers 5 6
Sex 2 4
Age 1 2
Total years of principal experience 2 1

The lack of demographic data items appeared to conform
to a similar pattern for both groups of principals. This
pattern was indicated in Table 6 by listing the highest
number of missing data items first and then listing the
other missing data items in descending order.

- The demographic data item "Year completed preservice
principal preparation program" had the highest number of

nissing responses. The "Age" and "Total Years of Principal
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Experience" demographic data items had the lowest number of
missing responses. | |

Generally the demographic data item was left blank.
The four missing responses for the sex of elementary school
principals were attributed to the fact that the respondent
assumed this question applied to the teachers in the school
and a break-down of the sex of the teachers was provided.
Some comments were provided with a few of the missing
responses for the year of preparation program completion.
The respondents replied that this item did not'apply to them
primarily because a program was not completed.

Inlother instances, some principals did not respond to
a particular foundational area and/or topic. This lack of
responses is shown later in the chapter in the various
reports of findings for each appropriate foundational area
and associated topics. Primarily, responses were lacking
for first, second, or third foundational areas.

A few other principals failed to complete pages 2, 3,
and/or page 4 of the questionnaire. Five (i.e., three
elementary school and two secondary school) questionnaires
only had importance responses while the coverage responses
were left blank. The remaining lack of responses was for a
particular topic and/or a small group of related topics.
Usually principals wrote a question mark at the side of the
topic or group of topics.
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Demographic Data

Table 7 through Table 15 report the compiled
demographic data for the responding principals. 1In
addition, corresponding results of the National Center for
Educational Information (NCEI) national study of U.S. school
administrators (Feistritzer, 1988) are included in these
demographic data tables.

The NCEI study's results were provided to determine if
the non-responding principals in the current study were
different from the responding principals (Borg and Gall,
1983, p. 434). In referencing non-respondent bias in
surveys, Fink and Kosecoff (1985) stated that researchers
should:

Prove that the loss of data from non-respondents does

not harm or bias the survey's findings. You might do

this by showing that no obvious differences exist among
respondents and non-respondents in such factors as age,

education, experience, income, and s0 on. (p. 63)

The NCEI data (Feistritzer, 1988, p. 3) presented a
clear profile of current elementary and secondary schools'
principals in the United States. Thus, the NCEI data
provided the appropriate demographic data item profiles for
the non-respondents in this study.

The NCEI report was used because as the report
(Feistritzer, 1988) stated '"Much data has been collected and

analyzed about teachers in recent years, including NCEI's
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1986 survey of public and private school teachers, but not
much hard data has been collected about school
administrators" (p. 1). This U.S. Department of Education
sponsored study processed 1,349 responses from a total of
1,976 questionnaires mailed to U.S. public school
principals. A 68% response rate was obtained for the study.
The principals included in the NCEI study were selected
through a systematic random sampling produced from a list of
76,000 public school principals compiled by Market Data
Retrieval. For the current study the total population for
both types of principals was 77,340 principals. The results
of the NCEI study were not reported by principal type (i.e.,
elementary or saecondary school principal) as would have been
desired to compare to the current study's results. Thus,
the current study's results by principal type were combined
to provide comparative data to the NCEI study.

The numbers and percentages for male and female
principals in general and for male and female principals by
principal type for the current study are shown in Table 7.
Additionally, the percentages for male and female principals
in general for the NCEI study are shown in Table 7.

Secondary school principals were predominantly male
(i.e., 87% male and 13% female) as were elementary school
principals (i.e., 68% male and 32% female). The current
study's sex breakdown of the responding principals was very

similar to the sex breakdown for the NCEI study.
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Table 7

Study

Combined

Secondary Elemsntary elementary and Combined

school school secondary school NCEI
principal principal principals data
No. % No. % No. : 1 %
Male 283 87 188 68 471 78 76
Female 43 13 88 32 131 22 24
Total 326 276 602
processed
responses
Missing 2 4 6
responses
Total 328 280 608
returned
questionnaires

The numbers and percentages of principals in general
and of principals by principal type in various age ranges
for the current study are shown in Table 8. Additionally,
the percentages of principals in these age ranges for the
NCEI study are shown in Table 8. The age ranges shown were

the age ranges used in the NCEI study.
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Ages of Principals for the Current Study and the NCEI Study

Secondary Elementary Combined Combined
school school school NCEI
principal principal principals data
Age range No. % No. % No. % %
<30 1 * 0 * 1 * *
30-34 7 2 " 14 5 21 4 4
35-39 31 10 18 7 49 8 16
40-44 89 27 80 29 169 28 23
45-49 84 26 67 24 151 25 20
50-54 62 19 49 18 111 18 19
55-59 40 12 30 11 70 12 13
60~-64 13 4 19 6 32 5 4
654 0 0 | * 1l * 1
Total 327 278 605
processed
responses
Missing 1 2 3
responses
Total 328 280 608
returned
questionnaires

* Legs than 0.5%
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The age distributions for secondary and elementary
school principals in the current study were very similar.
Few of the principals were under 35 years of age (n = 8 or
2% of secondary school principals and n = 14 or 5% of
elementary school principals). For both types of principals
the largest numbers of principals were in the 40 to 54 years
of age range (n = 235 or 72% of secondary school principals
and n = 196 or 71% of elementary school principals). In the
age range of 55 to 65+, the two types of principals were
again similar (n = 53 or 16% of secondary school principals
and p = 49 or 17% of elementary school principals).

The age distributions for principals in general for the
current study and the NCEI study were very similar. Few of
the principals were under 35 years of age (i.e., 4% for the
current study and 4% for the NCEI study). The largest
numbers of principals were in the 40 to 54 years of age
range (i.e., 71% for the current study and 72% for the NCEI
study). In the age range of 55 to 65+, the two studies were
again similar (i.e., 17% for the current study and 18% for
the NCEI study).

The average ages for principals in general, and for
secondary and elementary school principals for the current
study, are shown in Table 9. Additionally, the average age
for principals in general for the NCEI study is shown in
Table 9.
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Table 9
t or the
NCEI Study
Combined
Secondary Elementary elementary and Combined
school school secondary school NCEI
principal principal principals data
46.9 47.0 ' 47.0 46.6

The average ages for both types of principals for the
current study were almost identical. Similarly, the average
ages for principals in general for the current study and the
NCEI study were almost identical.

The numbers of elementary schoel and secondary school
principals with years of experience ranging from less than
one year of experience (i.e., 0) to 35 years of experience
for the current study are shown in Table 10. A detailed
breakdown of principals' years of experience was not
available in the report of the NCEI study.

The ranges of years of experience were very close
(i.e., 0 to 33 years for secondary school principals and
0 to 35 years for elementary school principals). For both
situations a majority of the principals had 10 years or
less of experience (n = 208 or 63,.8% of secondary school

principals and p = 150 or 53.8% of elementary school
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Table 10
erjence c e
Study
Experience Secondary school  Elementary school
range (In yrs) principal principal
0-5 ' 126 100
6-10 ' 82 50
11-15 48 53
16-20 42 40
21-25 18 22
26=30 7 12
31-35 ] 2
Total processed 326 279
responses
Missing responses 2 1
Total questionnaires
returned 328 280

principals). For both types of principals, very few had
more than 20 years of experience (n = 28 or 8.6% of
secondary school principals and g = 36 or 12.9% of
elementary school principals).

The average years of principal experience for
principals in general and for secondary school and
elementary school principals for the current study are shown

in Table 11. Additionally, the average years of principal
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Table 11
arie : 8

for the current Study and for the NCEI Study

Combined

Secondary Elementary elementary and Combined

school school secondary school NCEI

principal principal principals . data

Avg. years 9.5 10.7 10.1 14.0
experience

experience for the NCEI study are shown in Table 11.

For the current study the average years of principal
experience for secondary school principals and secondary
school principals were close. There was a greater
difference between the average years of principal experience
for principals in general for the current study and for the
NCEI study.

The numbers of teachers in the schools of the
respondent principals for the current study are shown in
Table 12. Data from the NCEI study were not available.

A majority of both the elementary and secondary schools
had less than 50 teachers. The elementary schools had a
much greater number of schools with less than 50 teachers
(n = 239 or 87.2% of elementary schools and pn = 186 or 57.6%
of secondary schools had less than 50 teachers). The number

of teachers in elementary schools did not exceed 100
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Table 12
eac the g! S o e
Current Study
Secondary school  Elementary school
Teacher range principal principal
1-9 5 10
10-19 46 49
20=29 51 78
30-39 53 67
40-49 31 a5
50=59 26 12
60-69 31 12
70-79 18 5
80~89 23 4
90-99 10 2
100~109 6 0
110-119 5 0
120-129 8 0
130-139 3 0
140-149 4 0
150-159 2 0
160-169 1 0
Total processed 323 274
responses
Missing responses 5 6

Total returned
questionnaires 328 280
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teachers. There were 29 secondary schools that had in
excess of 100 teachers with the highest number being
recorded as 165 in a single secondary school.

The average numbers of teachers in secondary and
elementary schools for the current study are shown in Table
13. Corresponding data from the NCEI study were not
available.

Table 13

Average number of teachers

Secondary school  Elementary school

principal principal

50.2 3l.8

The average number of teachers in secondary schools
was much higher than the average number of teachers in
elementary schools.

The numbers of elementary school and secondary school
principals with completion year of principals' preservice
preparation programs ranging from 1956 to 1991 (i.e.,
anticipated completion year) for the current study are shown
in Table 14. Corresponding data from the NCEI study were
not available.

The ranges of completion year for the principals'
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Table 14
gt c
Brogram for the currept Study
Completion year Secondary school  Elementary schoel

range principal principal
1856-59 4 7
1960=64 7 15
1965-69 27 27
1970-74 59 53
1975-79 64 53
1980-84 87 | 56
1985-89 57 58
1990=-91 5 4

Total processed responses ' 310 273

Missing responses 18 7

Total returned questionnaires 328 280

preservice preparation programs for both types of principals
were virtually the same. The years ranged from 1956/57 to
the present time.

Only a small number of principals had completed their
preparation program prior to 1970 (n = 38 or 12,2% of
secondary school principals and p = 49 or 18.0% of
elementary school principals). During the peried 1970~
1979, inclusive pn = 123 or 39.7% of secondary school

principals, and p = 106 or 38.8% of elementary school
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principals, had completed their preparation programs. From
1980 to the present time, p = 149 or 48.1% of secondary
school principals, and p = 118 or 43.2% of elementary school
principals, had completed their preparation programs.

The average completion years of the principals’
preservice preparation programs for secondary school and
elementary school principals for the current study are shown
in Table 15. Corresponding data from the NCEI study were
not available. The average completion years of secondary
school and elementary school principals' preservice
preparation programs were virtually the sane.

Table 15

Average completion year of principals!

preservice preparation program

Secondary school  Elementary school

principal principal

1978 1977

The demographic data items for both groups of
principals in the current study were very similar except

secondary school principals had more teachers in their
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schools than did elementary school principals. The
corresponding demographic data items for the respondent
principals in the current study and the NCEI study were
comparable. Because the NCEI study represented principals
nationwide, the non-respondents in the current study were

regarded to be demographically the same as the respondents.

Research Objectives and Null Hypotheses

Research Objective 3

Research objective 1 was to determine if the seven
foundational areas of learning and associated topics, as
initially recommended by the National Policy Board for
Educational Administration (NPBEA) for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, were perceived
to be important by elementary school principals.

Responses from the elementary school principals
regarding the degree of importance for each of the
foundational areas of learning and associated topics are
shown in Table 16. The number and percentage of principals
responding for each of the five degrees of importance for
each area and topic were tabulated. The five degrees were:

5. Of very high importance.

4, High importance.

3. Of moderate importance.

2. Low importance.

1. 0f no importance (None).
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The median for all of the degrees of importance
responses was calculated for each area and topic, and the
medians are shown in Table 16. The numbeps of missing
principal responses for each area and topic are shown in the
table. An asterisk is shown at the beginning of each area
and topic if less than 51% of the elementary school
principals perceived the area or topic to be "Of very high
importance" or "High importance" (i.e., a response of 5 or
4). Two asterisks are shown at the beginning of each area
and topic if 51% or more but less than 58% of the elementary
school principals perceived the area or topic to be of very
high or high importance.

Except for four topics, elementary school principals
perceived all foundational areas of learning and associated
topics to'be important. An area or topic was regarded to be
important if 51% or greater of the principals perceived the
area or topic to be of very high or high importance (i.e., a
response of 5 or 4).

The following four topics were not regarded as
important by elementary school principals since less than
51% did not perceive them to be of very high or high
importance (l.e., a response of 5 or 4).

1. Demographic changes relating to sex (i.e., only

42.0% of elementary school principals perceived this
topic to be important).

2, Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
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R
¢
M=z
Inportance rasponses M ip
s so
d 8 n
5-Very high 4-High 3-Moderate 2-Low 1-Hone I is
Foundational area/associated toplc f 4 i % ! s 1 ! A ne
n ges
I. Socistal and cultural factors that influance 81 37.7 91 42.ﬁ 42 19.5 1 0.5 a 1] 4 65
aducation as that administratoras emerge with
an understanding of the environment in which
thay will function.
s+ Demographic changes relating to race. 64 21.1 54 123.9 %2 13.2 2% 9.0 2 0.7 4 3
* Demographic changes relating to sex. 19 14.1 77 27.% 109 2J39.5 44 15.9 7 2.5 | 4
Demcgraphic changes relating to family 104 37.3 109 139.1 55 19.7 10 3.6 1 0.4 4 1
conposition.
=+ femoqraphic changes relating to family 44 15.9 97 135.1 105 38.0 28 10.1 2 0.7 4 4
inconm.
Inpact of horme and family on teaching. 163 60.8 79 28.4 27 9.7 3 1.1 0 0 S 2
Izpact of home and family on learning. 186 66.9 74 26.6 18 6.5 o [¢] o 0 5 2
Dealings with students from diverse 150 S53.6 82 29.3 42 15.0 & 2. o o
backgrounds,
Multicultural situationa to enrich the 9% 34,1 106 38.0 65 23.3 11 3.8 2 0.7 4 1
educational experience. -
Resources available through other social la5 37.6 104 37.3 5% 19.7 13 4.7 2 0.7 4 1
sarvice agencilas.
Soccial service agency relations to schools. 82 29.5 127 45.7 55 1%.8 11 4.0 3 1.1 4 2
Resources available through cther 78 27.9 119 42.5 65 23.2 15 S.4 3 1.1 4 0

community agencies.

{tabla continued)
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Foundational area/asszocliated toplc

s5-Vary high
$ S

4-High A-Modarate 2~-Low
i ] 3 1

1-None
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Ix.

Community agency relations to schools.

Assessment of the potantial impact of
adzministrative decisions upon children.

Aassessment of the potentlal impact of
administracive decisions upon familjes.

Assassment of the patential impact of
adaninistrative decisaions upon teachers.

Assessment of tha potential impact of
adminiatrative decisions upon the
community.

Core function of the school: teaching and
learning.

Thorough undayatanding of the instructional
process at the building lavel.

Thorough understanding of the learning
process at the building laval.

Broad knowledge of the research base In
teaching.

Understanding of the research base in
learning.

UInderstanding of factors affecting school
change.

Understanding of factars affacting school
inprovement.

78
160

83
159

98

?00
205
205
126
127
162

131

27.9
57.1

29.7

57.0

35.0

80.3

73.5

73.7

45.2

45.5

58.4

68.5

122 42.6 67 21.9 10 1.6
93 33.2 22 7.9 3 1.1

124 44.4 62 22.2 8 2.9
103 36.9 16 5.7 © o

121 43.5 45 16.2 12 4.3

44 17.7 4 1.6 0 a
61 22.6 9 3.2 i 0.4
60 21.6 11 4.0 1 0.4
112 40.1 as 12,9 4 1.4
106 28.0 40 14.3 3 1.8
93 31}.3 18 6.5 4 1.4

72 25.8 13 4.7 2 0.7

2]

X.}

F
-]

2 0.7 S

2 a.7 4 1
1 0.4 S 1
2 0.7 4 2

1 0.4 5 1
1 0.4 5 2
1 0.4 4 1
1 0.4 4 1
1 0.4 5 1
1 0.4 S h

o
{table continued) t:
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5-Very high 4-High 3-Moderate 2-Low 1-Hone
Foundational area/associated topic ] 3 § % 1 L3 %
The ability to translate this rasearch 183 65.8 70 25.2 20 7.2 3 1.1 2 0.7
knowledge into a vision of instructional
excallence behind which the school can rally.
IXI. The theorstical and smpirical litaratures 72 28.9 98 39.4 72 28.9 [ 2.1 h § 0.4
that explaina the structurs and dynaxics
of organizational lifs in schools and the
role of the individual in organizations.
Basiec concepts of organizational life. 68 24.% 127 4%.7 73 26.3 9 3.2 i 0.4
#+* Analyses of organizational life. 58 20.9 101 36.3 101 236.3 15 S.4 3 1.
* Comprehensive study of organizatlonal 52 18.7 88 3.7 106 38,1 26 9.4 6 2.2
theory from traditional perspectivas.
* Copprehensive study of organizational 51 18.5 69 25.0 111 40.2 235 12.7 10 3.6
theory from contemporary alterpative
views (e.g., critical and feminist theory).
IV. Rassarch and evaluation skilla that focus 92 35.9 102 35.5 55 21.3 8 3.1 1 0.4
on toonls that will assist tha administrator
in atudying schools as organizationa and
becoming a reflectiva practitionsr.
»% Tnquiry techniques from sociology. 36 12.9 116 41.6 101 16.2 24 8.6 2 0,7
** Inquiry techniques from social psychology. 32 1l1.6 120 43.6 101 36.7 19 6.9 3 1.1
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the 92 33.5 123 44.7 53 19.3 6 z.2 1 0.4
assessment of program outcomes.
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the 66 24.1 131 47.B 66 24.1 10 3.6 1 0.4
assessment of organizational cutcomes.
*% Introduction to techniques of policy 42 15.3 115 42.0 93 233.9 19 6.9 5 1.8

analysis.
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Inportance rasponses

S-Very high 4-High 3-Moderate  2-Low 1-None
Foundational area/assoclated topic i 1 ] 3 1 [ ]  ; %
#*+ Bagsic qualitative design. _ 3r 11.4 108 35.9 110 40.6 18 6.6 4 1.5
* Basic quantitative design. 25 9.2 106 39.1 114 42.1 20 7.4 6 2.2
Informal and formal examination of what 66 24.2 123 45.1 62 22.7 19 7.0 3 1.1
Is occurring in onae'*s environmant.
V. 2asic leadarship and management procesasas 189 72.4 S5 21.1 1§ 6.1 1 0.4 o o
and functions.
Resource allocation functional skills., 125 45.6 113 41.2 34 12.4 2 0.7 o o
Scheduling functional skills. 133 48.4 107 214.5 27 8.8 7 2.5 1 0.4
Flanning functional skills. 135 49.1 107 238.9 26 9.5 6 2.2 1 0.4
Computar applications functional skills. 115 41.7 108 1319.1 39 14.1 : | 2.9 s 2.2
Working with groups process skills. 142 51.4 110 2139.9 b L:] 6.9 | 1.1 2 0.7
Hanaging conflict process skills. 172 62.3 79 28.6 19 6.9 4 1.4 2 0.7
Building ccalition process skills. 129 46.7 109 39.% 29 10.5 & 2.2 b | 1.1
VI. Policy atudies and the politics of education. 77 29.5 104 39.8B 71 27.2 a 3.1 1 0.4
Introduction to the legislative procassa. 62 22.5 118 42.B 79 28.6 15 5.4 2 0.7
Introduction to how decislions are 80 29.0 125 45.3 57 20.7 11 4.0 3 1.
negatiated locally.
Introduction to how decislons are 65 23.6 123 44.7 68 24.7 14 5.1 5 1.8

negotiated within state policy
guldelines.
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S5-Vary high 4-High 3-Modarats 2-Low 1-None
1 L N | L § %

oo X
L -2 N N

Foundational area/associated toplc s 3 X
*& Introduction to how decisions are 50 1i8.1@ 100 36.2 98 235.5 19 6.9 9 3.3 4

negotiated in relation to naticonal
oducational emphasis.
The influenca of community powaer 113 40.8 108 39.0 50 18.1 4 1.4 2 0.7 4 3
structures.
The local electoral process. 54 19.4 115 41l.2 8§ 30.8 17 5.1 7 2.5 4
The functioning of boards of education. 123 44.1 116 41.6 36 12.9 3 1.1 1 o.4 4
School interaction with community 121 43.4 113 42.3 356 12.9 2 0.7 2 0.7 4
pressiures.
5chgo1 interaction with community 121 44.1 121 43.4 32 11r.5 2 0.7 1 0.4 4
needs.
Who is best served and why? 101 36.6 113 40.9 50 18.1 9 3.3 J 1.2 4 4
Who is least wall served and why? Qg 1315.6 102 37.1 S& 20.4 14 5.1 5 i.8 4
How teachers, achools as units, the 120 43.2 1083 38.8 42 15.1 6 2.2 2 0.7 4
district and comaunity interact to
create a local school organization?

VII. What is right to do as wall as thas 115 58.5 78 29.4 26 9.8 3 1.1 3 1.1 s 15
right way to do it.
Examination of one'a own belief systems, 154 55.2 @88 2J1.5 30 10.8 4 1.4 3 1l.: 5
Examination of ona's reasons for wanting 156 56.1 73 26.3 42 15.1 2 0.7 5 1.8 5
to be an administrator. -
Examination of one's images of the mimzion 143 S51.3 91 32.6 3?7 13.) 5 1.8 3 1.1 5

of schooling as a social process.
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Inportance responses

5-Very high 4-High J-Modarate a-Low 1-Hona
Foundational arsa/assocliated toplc [ ] s & T @ 2 L

Assessment of tha moral implications of 124 44.4 100 35.8 48 17.2 1.4 3 1.1
adninistrative decisions jin schoola. :

Agssessment of the ethical implications 132 47.3 97 34.8 42 15.1 1.8 3 1.
of administrative declsicns in achools.

Understanding the concept of public trust. 139 4%.8 87 31.2 45 16.1 1.4 4 1.4
Realization of how valuen affect behaviors 152 54.1 92 33.0 29 0.4 1.4 3 1.1

and outcomes,
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Leas than 51% of elementary school principals perceived the area or topic to be "0f very high lmportance™ or "High

importanca.”

Fifty-ona percent or more but -leas than 58% of elementary school principals perceived the area or topic to be *Of

vary high importapce® or "High importanca.®
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traditional perspectives (i.e., only 50.4% of
elementary school prinecipals perceived this topic to
be important).

Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
contemporary alternative views (e.g., critical and
feminist theory; only 43.5% of elementary

school principals perceived this topic to be
important).

Basic quantitative design (i.e., only 48.3% of
elementary school principals perceived this topic to

be important).

The following two foundational areas of learning were

not perceived by elementary school principals as important

as the other areas.

1.

The theoretical and empirical literature that
explains the structure and dynamics of
organizational life in schools and the role of the
individual in organizations.

Research and evaluation skills that focus on tools
that will assist the administrator in studying
schools as organizations and becoming a reflective

practitioner.

This determination was based on the fact that the total

percentage of very high importance and high importance

responses (i.e., the total percentage of 5§ and 4 responses)

was lower overall for the topics of these two foundational
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areas than for the topics of the other areas. For the first
foundational area listed, three of the four topics had less
than 58% of very high and high importance responses. Five
of the eight topics for the second foundational area listed
had less than 58% of very high and high importance
responses. Two demographic topics and one topic concerned
with decision making related to national education emphasis
also had less than 58% of very high and high importance
responses,

The median responses for all of the foundational areas
and associated topics ranged from 3 to 5. There were 19
median responses of § (i.e., of very high importance), 46
median responses of 4 (i.e., high importance), and three
median responses of 3 (i.e., of moderate importance). The
three median responses of 3 were associated with three of
the four topics that were not perceived to be important by

the elementary school principals.

Research Objective 2

Research objective 2 was to determine if the seven
foundational areas of learning and associated topiecs, as
initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, were perceived
to be important by secondary school principals.

Responses from this group regarding the degree of
importance for each of the foundational areas of learning

and associated topics are shown in Table 17. The number and
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percentage of principals responding for each of the five
degrees of importance for each area and topic were
tabulated. The five degrees were:

5. 0f very high importance.

4. High importance.

3. Of moderate importance.

2. Low importance.

1. Of no importance (None).

The median for all of the degrees of importance
responses was calculated for each area and topic and the
medians are shown in Table 17. The numbers of missing
principal responses for each area and topic are shown in the
table. An asterisk is shown at the beginning of each area
and topic if less than 51% of the secondary school
principals perceived the area or topic to be of very high or
high importance (i.e., a response of 5 or 4). Two asterisks
are shown at the beginning of each area and topic if 51% or
more but less than 58% of the secondary school principals
perceived the area or topic to be of very high importance or
high importance.

Except for six topics, secondary school principals
perceived all foundational areas of learning and associated
topics to be important. An area or topic was regarded to be
important if 51% or greater of the principals perceived it
to be of very high or high importance (i.e., a response of

5 or 4).
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S=Very high 4-High J-Moderate 2-~Low 1-None i 1&s
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I. Bocietal and eultural factors that influsnce 76 3I0.9 118 48.0 47 19.1 S5 2.0, 0 ] 4 82
education mso that administrators emerga with
an understanding of ths snvironment in which
they will function.
+» Demographlc changes relating to race. 55 16.8 132 40,2 11B 36.0 19 5.8 4 1.2 4 0
* Demographic changes xelating to sex. a2 9.8 106 32,3 151 46.0 34 10.a 5 1.5 2
Denographic changes relating to family 124 37.3 a0 42,7 55 16.8 60 1.8 3 0.9 4
copposition. )
&+ Demographic changas relating to family 51 15.6 121 37.0 128 35.1 21 6.4 6 1.8 4 1
incone. _
Irpact of homa and family on teaching. 191 58.2 95 29.0 34 0.4 9 1.8 2 a.8 5 0
Iopact of homa and family on learning. 199 60.9 101 30.9 21 7.0 3 0.9 1 Q.3 ] 1
Dealings with students from diverse 141 43.0 138 42.1 44 13.4 5 1.5 Q o 4 0
backgrounds.
Hulticultural situations to enrich the 71 21.6 144 43.9 93 28.4 18 5.5 2 D.6 4 o
educational experienca.
Resources available through other social 86 26.2 14B 45.1 75 22.9 17 5.2 2 0.6 4 0
service agencies.
Social service agency relations to schools. 81 25.3 161 49,1 65 19.8 19. 5.8 o O 4 o
Resources available through ather 74 22.6 148 45.2 85 26.0 19 5.8 1T 0.3 4 1

compunity agencies.

-
{table continued} Eﬂ



Inportancs resapohses

-8-BT3-% N 4
U-B-220 N N34
(YR EE-L-ENE

S-Vary high 4-High 3-Moderats 2-Low 1-Hona

Foundational area/associated topic ] s 1 x ¢ x 3
Community agency relations to schools. 72 22.0 149 45.4 95 29.0 - 2.7 3 0.9 4
Assessment of the potential impact of 140 42.7 144 43.9 41 12.5 3 0.9 1] [+ 4 a
adainistrative decisions upon children.
Assessnent of the potantial impact of 59 18.3 163 50.5 91 28.2 2 2.8 1 0.3 4 5
adnministrative decisions upon families.
Assessment of tha potential impact of 160 49.5 140 43.2 21 6.5 2 0.6 o ¢ 4 5
administrative decisions upon teachers.
Assessment of the potantial impact of 94 29.1 157 4B.6& 656 20.4 6 1.9 O 0O 4 5
adrinistrative decisions upon the
community.

IT. Core function of the achool: teaching and 220 67.1 58 17.7 3 1.5 0 0 o 0 5 45
learning.
Thorough understanding of the inatructional 215 66.6 95 29.4 13 4.0 0 4] ] 0 5 5
proceas at the building lavel.
Thoraugh understanding of the learning 212 65.5 53 29.1 17 5.1 o o 0 o 5 5
process at the building lavel.
Broad knowledgs of the ressarch base in 132 4.0 134 41.6 45 4.0 11 3.4 [+] o 4 &
teaching. ’
Undarstanding of the research base in 131 40.7 137 42.5 46 14.3 a 2.5 1] 0 4 s
leoarning.
Understanding of factors affscting school 176 S4.8 122 318.0 20 6.3 = ) 0.9 0 o 5 ?
changa.
Undarstanding of factors affecting school 194 £60.2 113 5.1 14 4.3 i 0.3 o 0 S 6

inmprovement.

{table continued}
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Importance rasponsss

5-Very high 4-High 3-Moderate 2-low 1-None
Foundaticnal area/associated toplc ] L T | r 3 ] %
The ability to translate this research 186 57.6 106 32.8 29 9.0 2 0.6 o o
knowledge into a vision of instructional
excellenca behind which the achool can rally.
III. The thecratical and empirical litsrature 57 20.1 129 45.6 87 310.7 7 2.5 3 1.1
that axplains the structure and dynamics
of organizational 1ifs in schoola and thas
role of the indiviaual in organizations.
Basic concepts of organizational lifa, 64 19.8 153 47.4 94 29,1 9 2.8 3 0.9
** Analyses of crganizational life. 47 14.6 137 42.4 119 16.8 16 5.0 4 1.2
* Comprehensive study of organizational 35 10.9% 120 37.) 136 42.2 26 B.l 5 1.6
theory from traditional perspectives.
* Comprehenaive atudy of organizational 34 10.5 101 3J1.3 242 44.0 34 10.5 12 3.7
theory from contemporary alternative
views (e.g., critical and feninist theory). .
IV. Rossarch and svaluation akills that focus 82 28.6 131 45.6 631 22.0 11 3.8 4] o
on tools that will asaist the administrator
in studying schools as organizations and
becoming a raflectiva practitioner.
*+ Inquiry techniques from sociology. 33 10.3 133 41.7 129 40.4 19 6.0 5 1.6
* Inquiry techniques from social psychology. 27 8.5 124 29.1 142 44.8 20 6.2 4 1.3
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the B1 25.6 151 47.6 79 24.9 4 1.3 2 0.6
assessment of program outcomas.
Evaluation mathodolegy emphasizing the 59 1B.7 1486 46.3 99 31.4 9 2.9 2 0.6

assessment of organizational outcones.
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Inportance raspconses

S=Vary high 4~High 3J-Modarate 2-Low 1-Hone
Foundatiopnal area/associated topic ] E 3 | L ] [ ]
«% Introduction to techniques of policy 36 11l.4 141 44.5 117 216.9 19 6.0 4 1.3
analysis.
» Basic qualitative design. 33 10,5 116 37.1 132 42.2 25 8.0 7 2.2
* Basic quantitative design. 28 9.0 115 37.1 132 42.6 28 9.0 7 2.3
Infornmal and formal examination of what 75 23.7 124 21%9.2 94 29.7 21 . 2 0.6
is occurring in one's environment.
V. Basic leadarship and managamant processaa 170 S8.4 110 27.8 1o 3.4 1 0.3 0 o
and functions,
Resource allocation functional skills, 05 33.) 162 51.4 45 14.3 3 1.0 o o
Scheduling functicnal skills. 114 36.0 158 49.8 40 12.6 5 1.6 o O
Planning functional skills. 137 43.1 145 45.6 23z 10.1 4 1.3 o o0
Computar applications functional skills. 127 39.9 133 41l.8 44 13.8 6 1.9 g 2.5
Warking with groups process skills. 142 45.0 141 44.2 32 10.1 2 0.6 o o
Managing confllct process skills. 179 56,3 115 236.2 19 6.0 5 1.6 o 0
Building coalition proceas gkills. 139 44.0 127 40.2 46 14.6 3 Q.9 1 0.3
VI. Policy studias and thes politics of education. 76 26.1 1383 47.4 71 24.4 6 2.1 4] ]
Introduction to the legislative process. 63 19.2 146 44.5 90 27.4 19 5.8 i1 0.2
Intreduction to how decislons are 79 24.8 161 50.5 60 18.8 17 5.3 2 0.6
negotiated locally.
Introduction to how decisions ars 72 22.6 150 47.0 71 22.3 24 7.5 2 0.6

negotiated within state policy
quidelines.

Snsoo X

-~

P U T R S

P O 1

U-I- Nl N Rt
(NN B-N-L-N W B

[
1

15
18
12

a7

12
11
10
1o

10 -

10
12
37

{table continuad)

vet



Inportance responses

nobhsoUvLAD

X
U R- Nt B -

S~Vary high 4-High 3-Moderata 2=Low 1~Hona
Foundational area/asscciated topic 1 : | : 3 ] 3 ] t
»* Introduction to how decisions are 46 14.4 121 37.9 107 33.5 41 12.9 4 1.3 4 -]

negotiated in relation to national
educaticnal emphasis.
The influance of community power 116 235.6 138 42.3 68 20.9 4 1.2 o o 4 2
structures. : .
Tha local electoral process. 66 20.2 108 33.1 116 315.6 3 3.5 1.5 4 2
The functioning of boards of educatlon. 165 51.1 1211 2.4 a9 12.1 7 2.2 0.3 5 S5
School interaction with community 129 239.6 146 44.8 45 11.8 [ 1.8 0 4 2
pressures.
School interaction with community 143 431.5 135 4l.4 44 131.5 4 1.2 6 o 4 2
neads,
Who is best served and why? 109 34.1 1M 41.9 67 20.9 7 2.2 3 0.9 4 8
Who i3 least well sarved and why? 105 32.8 130 40.6 71 22.8 2 2.8 A 0.9 4 8
How teachars, schools as units, the 126 2%.1 134 4l.6 58 17.4 5 1.6 1 0.3 4 &
district and community interact to
creata a local mchool organlization?

VII. What ia right to do a=x well as the 170 56.3 95 31.5 33 0.9 4 1.3 [+ ] o 5 25
right way to do it.
Exanination of cne’s own beliaf systems. 155 47.5% 130 219.9 31 9.5 8 1.5 2 a.86 4 2
Exaaination of one's reasons for wanting 152 46.6 113 4.7 49 15.0 9 2.8 - | 0.9 4
to be an adainiatrator.
Examination of one's images of the misslan 151 46.3 134 4.1 34 10.4 7 2.1 0 o 4 2

of schooling as a soclial procass.

|_I
(table continued) N



Importance responsas

s~Very high 4-High 3-Modarate 2~-Low 1-Hona
Foundational area/associated topic F % | # 3 | E

Asgessment of the moral impllications of 151 46.3 129 2139.6 41 1.2.6 4 1.2 1 0.2
administrativa decisgions {n schools.

Asseasment of the ethical inmplications 154 47.4 127 39.1 37 11.4 5 1.5 2 0.8
of adainistrative decisiona in schools.

Understanding the concept of public trust. 164 5S0.3 117 235.9 38 1.7 & 1.8 0.3
Realization of how values affact hehaviors 163 50.3 120 37.0 37 1l1.4 3 0.9 0.3
and outcomas.
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Less than 51% of secondary school principals perceived tha area or topic to be "of very high importance® or "High

fmportance".

Fifty-one psrcent or more but less than 58% of sscondary school principals percaived the area or toplc to be "Of

vary high importance” or "High irportanca.™

92T
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The following six topics were not regarded to be

important by secondary school principals because less than
51% did not perceive tﬁem as of very high or high importance
(i.e., a response of 5 or 4).

1. Demographic changes relating to sex (i.e., only
42.1% of secondary school principals perceived this
topic to be important).

2. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
traditional perspectives (i.e., only 41.8% of
secondary school principals perceived this topic to
be important).

3. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
contemporary alternative views (e.g., critical and
feminist theory; only 41.8% of sécondary school
principals perceived this topic to be important).

4. Inquiry techniques from social psychology ((i.e.,
only 47.6% of secondary school principals perceived
this topic to be important).

5. Basic qualitative design {i.e., only 47.6% of
secondary school principals perceived this topic to
be important).

6. Basic quantifative design (i.e., only 46.1% of
secondary school principals perceived this topic to
be important).

The following two foundational areas of learning were
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not perceived by secondary school principals as important as
the other areas. |

1. The theoretical and empirical literature that
explains the structure and dynamics of
organizational life in schools and the role of the
individual in organizations.

2. Research and evaluation skills that focus on tools
that will assist the administrator.in studying .
schools as organizations and becoming a reflective
practitioner.

" This determination was based on the fact that the total
percentage of very high and high importance responses (i.e.,
the total percentage of 5 and 4 responses) was lower for the
topics of these two foundational areas than for the other
areas., For the first foundational area listed, three of the
four topics had less than 58% of very high and high
importance responses. Five of the eight topics for the
second foundational area listed had less than 56% of very
high and high importance responses. Three demographic
topics and one topic concerned with decision making related
to national education emphasis had less than 58% of very
high and high importance responses.

The median responses for the foundational areas and

associated topics ranged from 3 to 5. There were 14 median
responses of 5 (i.e., of very high importance), 48 median

responses of 4 (i.e., high importance), and six median
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responses of 3 (i.e., of moderate importance). The six
median responses of 3 were agssociated with the six topics
that were not regarded as important by the elementary school

principals.

Research Obiective 3

Research objective 3 was to determine if there was a
significant difference between elementary and secondary
school principals! perceptions of the importance of the
seven foundational areas of learning and associated topics,
as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs
for preparation of the educational administrator.

Research objective 3 was restated in the null form.

Ho3. There will be no difference between elementary
and secondary school principals! perceptions of the
importance of the seven foundational areas of learning and
assoclated topics, as recommended by the NPBEA fbr doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator.

Using a z-test for differences between proportions of
some nominal dichotomous characteristic for two independent
samples, the z-test results were obtained as shown in Table
18. This z~test calculation was performed for each
foundational area and associated topics and the results for
each area and topic are listed in the table. The z=-test for
proportion differences examined the sample responses for
elementary and secondary school principals and the

proportionate distribution of "Significantly important"
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responses and those "Not significantly importantw.
Significantly important responses consisted of 5 (i.e.,, of
very high importance) and 4 (i.e., high importance)
responses. Not significantly important responses consisted
of 3 (i.e., "Of moderate importance"), 2 (i.e.,, "Low
importance"), and 1 (i.e., "Of no importance"} responses.

In order to reject the null hypothesis (i.e., at .05
level of significance for a two-tailed test) for each of the
foundational areas and associated topics, the calculated z
values had to exceed the critical z value (i.e., + 1.96).
The calculated z values in Table 18 failed to equal or
exceed the critical z value. Thus, null hypothesis 3 was
retained, indicating there was no difference between
elementary and secondary school principals' perceptions of
the importance of the seven foundational areas and
associated topics as initially recommended by the NPBEA for
doctoral programs for preparation of the educational

administrator.

Research Objective 4

Research objective 4 was to determine if the seven
foundational areas of learning and associated topics, as
initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, were perceived
to have been covered in elementary school principals!
preparation programs.

Responses from the elementary school principals



Table 18

ge Z- t

Areas and Associated Topies

Foundational area/topic

X.

Societal and cultural factors that

influence education so that administrators

emerge with an understanding of the

environment in which they will function.

Demographic changes relating to race.
Demographic changes relating to sex.

Demographic changes relating to family
conmposition.

Demographic changes relating to family
incone.

Impact of home and family on teaching.
Impact of home and family on learning.

Dealings with students from diverse
backgrounds.

Multicultural situations to enrich the
educational experience.

Resources available through other social

service agencies.

Social service agency relations to schools.

Resources available through other
community agencies.

Community agency relations to schools,

Assessment of the potential impact of
administrative decisions upon children.

0.29

0.00
-0.02

~1.25

-0.37

0.76
0.85
“0074

1.73

1.00

0.23

0.67

1.07

1.47

(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic P
Asgessment of the potential impact of 1.50
administrative decisions upon families.
Assessment of the potential impact of 0.49
administrative decisions upon teachers.
Assessment of the potential impact of 0.33
administrative decisions upon the
community.

II. Core function of the schoocl: teaching and ~-0.17
learning.
Thorough understanding of the instructional 0.06
process at the building level.
Thorough understanding of the learning 0.34
process at the bulilding level,
Broad knowledge of the research base in 0.90
teaching.
Understanding of the research base in 0.10
learning.
Understanding of factors affecting school -0.46
change.
Understanding of factors affecting school -0.55
improvement.
The ability to translate this research 0.25
knowledge into a vision of instructional
excellence behind which the school can rally.

IIX. The theoretical and empirical literature 0.64
that explains the structure and dynamics
of organizational life in schools and the
role of the individual in organigzations.
Basic concepts of organizational life. 0.77
Analyses of organizational life. 0.05
Comprehensive study of organizational 0.56

theory from traditional perspectives.

(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic 2

Comprehensive study of organizational 0.42
theory from contemporary alternative
views (e.g., critical and feminist theory).

Research and evaluation skills that foocus 0.27
on tools that will assist the administrator

in studying schools as organigations and

becoming a reflective practitioner.

Inquiry techniques from socieclogy. 0.61

Inquiry techniques from social psychology. 1.88

Evaluation methodology emphasizing the 1.42
assessment of program outcomes.

Evaluation methodology emphasizing the 1.78
assessment of organizational outcomes.
Introduction to techniques of policy 0.37
analysis.

Basic qualitative design. 0.89
Basic quantitative design. 0.53
Informal and formal examination of what 1.59

is occurring in one's environment.

Basic leadership and management processes -1.43
and functions.

Resource allocation functional skills. 0.73
Scheduling functional skills. -0.71
Planning functional skills. =-0,26
Conmputer applications functional skills. -0.31
Working with groups process skills. 0.82
Managing conflict process skills. ~0.70
Building cecalition process skills. 0.69

(table continued)



Foundational area/topic z
VI. Policy studies and the politics of -1.09
sducation.
Introduction to the legislative process. -0.08
Introduction to how decisions are -0.25
negotiated locally.
Introduction to how decisions are -0.32
negotiated within state policy gquidelines.
Introduction to how decisions are 0.46
negotiated in relation to national
educational emphasis.
The influence of community power 0.57
structures.
The local electoral process. 1.79
The functioning of boards of education. +0.10
School interaction with community 0.45
pressures.
School interaction with community needs 0.79
Who is best served and why? 0.46
Who is least well served and why? -0.19
How teachers, schools as units, the 0.41
district and community interact to
create a local scheool organization?
VII. What is right to do as well as the 0.07
right way to do it.

" Examination of one's own belief systems. -0.26
Examination of one's reasons for wanting 0.35
to be an administrator.

Examination of one's images of the mission =1.22

of schooling as a social process.

(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic - Z

Assessment of the moral implications of -1.83
administrative decisions in schools.

Assessment of the ethical implications -1.48
of administrative decisions in schools.

Understanding the concept of public trust. -1.72

Realization of how values affect behaviors -0,07
and outcomes.

regarding the degree of coverage for each of the
foundational areas and associated topics are shown in Table
19. The number and percentage of principals responding for
each of the five degrees of coverage for each area and topic
were tabulated. The five degrees were:

5. Very high coverage.

4. High coverage.

3. Moderate coverage.

2. Low coverage.

1. No coverage (None).

The median for all of the degrees of coverage responses
was calculated for each area and topic, and the medians are
shown in Table 19. The numbers of missing principal
responses for each area and topic are shown in the table.

An asterisk is shown at the beginning of each area and topic
if 51% or more of the elementary school principals perceived

the area or topic to have had very high or high coverage
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{(i.e., a response of 5 or 4) in their preparation programs.
Two asterisks are shown at the beginning of each area and
topic if 40% or more but less than 51% of the elementary
school principals perceived the area or topic to have had
vary high or high coverage.

With four exceptions, elementary school principals did
not perceive the foundational areas and associated topics to
have been covered in their preparation programs. An area or
topic was regarded to have been covered if 51% or more of
the elementary school principals perceived the area or topic
to have had very high or high coverage (i.e., a response of
S or 4) in their preparation program. Elementary school
principals perceived the following two foundational areas
and two topics to have been covered in their preparation
programs since 51% or more of these principals perceived the
areas and topics to have had very high or high coverage
(i.e., a response of 5 or 4).

1. Core function of the school: teaching and learning
(i.e., 60.4% of elementary school principals
perceived this foundational area to have been
covered) .

2. Thorough understanding of the instructional process
at the building level (i.e., 54.3% of elementary
school principals perceived this topic to have been
covered) .

3, Thorough understanding of the learning process at



Table 19

R
[
M8
Coverage responses M 1p
a BO
d 8 n
) 5-vVery high 4-High 3-Moderate 2-Low 1-Hone i 1a
Foundational areasassociated toplc i i 3 # 3 a ne
n gs
I. Societal and cultural factors that influancas 13 6.2 40 15.0 89 42.4 59 28.1 9 4.3 3 70
education so that adainiatrators emergs with
an understanding of tho environmant in which
thay will function. .
Demographic changes ralating to race. 12 4.4 26 9.5 106 2I8.7 94 234.3 36 13.} 3 6
Demographic changes relating to sex. 9 3. 16 5.9 112 41.0 88 32.2 48 17.6 3
Demographic changes relating to family 18 6.5 43 15.6 105 38.2 85 30.9 24 8.7 3 -1
composition. .
pemographic changes relating to family 10 3.7 21 7.7 98 35.% 101 37.0 43 15.8 2 7
Incope.
Impact of hope and family on teaching. 34 12.4 50 18.2 94 4.2 76 27.6 21 7.6 3 5
Impact of home and family on learning. 41 14.9 52 18.8 5S4 4.1 71 25.7 b1 6.5 b 4
Dealings with students from diverse 18 6.5 42 15.1 111 39.9 74 26.6 11 11.9 3 2
backgrounds,
Multicultural situations to enrich the 20 7.2 32 11.6 87 231.5 95 3J4.4 42 15.2 3 4
educational experienca.
Rescurces avallable through other social 11 4.0 5 12,7 86 31.2 94 34.1 50 18.1 2 4
servicea agenclies,
Social service agency relations to schools. ¢ 3.6 3B 11.8 76 27.6 98 15,6 53 1%.3 2 5
Resources avalilable through other 11 4.0 2% 10.5 82 29.7 98 15.5 56 20.2 2 £

conmunity agencies.

(table continued)
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Inportance respongses

CX-B B-2-L-N N B

SR X
--Bod N Nt

S-Vary high 4-High 3-Modearate 2=Low 1-Hone
Foundational area/associated topic $ s i T 1 s 1 3 3
Comnunity agency relations to aschools. 13 4.7 35 12.6 B7 31.4 B9 32,1 53 19.1 2
Assesspant of the potential impact of 47 17.0 59 21.4 102* 237.0 43 15.6 25 9.1 3
administrative decislonas upon children.
Assessment of ths potential impact of 14 5.1 49 7.8 79 28.6 90 32.6 44 15.9 3 4
adninistrative decisjons upon families.
«* Asgessment of the potential impact ot 55 19.% 84 30.4 83 30.1 3239 14.1 15 5.4 4 4
administrative decisions upon teaschers.
Assessnent of ths potential impact of 26 9.5 45 16.4 96 34.9 71 25.8 37 11.5 3 S
adninistrative descisions upon the
conzunity.
*II. Cora function of ths school: teaching and 56 32.9 892 3A7.6 77 1.4 17 6.9 3 1.2 4 as
laarning.
# Thorough understanding of tha instructional 57 20.7 93 33.7 95 34.4 27 9.8 4 l.4 4 4
process at the building level.
* Thorough understanding of the learning S9 21.5 B2 29.8 96 34.9 30 10.9 8 2.9 4 5
process at the building level.
=+ Broad knowledge of the research bass in 45 16.3 81 2%.3 92 313.3 45 16.3 13 4.7 3 4
teaching.
«& Understanding of the yesearch hasa in 3% 14.1 78 28.3 95 4.4 50 18.1 14 5.1 3 4
laarning.
*4% Understanding of factors affecting school 47 17.0 87 31.5 83 30.1 44 15.9 15 5.4 3 4
changa,
#& Understanding of tactors affecting school 50 18.1 B4 10.4 78 28.1 46 16.7 18 6.5 3 4

improvement.

{table continued)
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Inportance responses

S=Very high 4-High 3-Moderate 2=Low 1-Hone
Foundational area/associated toplc 1 ] 3 4 L 3 3 %
The ability to translate this ressarch J8 1.8 57 20.7 8BS 30.9 64 23.3 31 11.3
knowledga into a vislon of inatructional
excellence behind which the school can rally.
IXI. Tha thsorstical and empirical litaraturs J1 12.6 52 21.2 95 38.5 4B 19.4 21 B8.%
that explains the structure and dynamics
of crganizational 1life in schools and the
role of thas individual in organizationa.
Basic concepts of organizational 1ife. 35 12.7 70 2B.5 11} 40.4 46 16.7 13 4.7
Analyses of organizational lifs. 30 10.5 60 21.8 109 219.6 55 20.0 21 7.6
Copprshansive study of arganizational 38 13.8 S5 20.0 107 3B.9 48 17.5 27 9.8
theory from traditional perspectives.,
Conprehensive study of organizational 18 6.6 232 1.7 96 35,0 15 27.4 53 19.3
theory from contemporary alternative
viewa (a.qg., critical and feminist theory).
IV. Ressarch and svaluation askilla that faocus 19 7.5 64 25.2 90 2S5.4 &0 23.6 21 8.3
on tools that will asziat the administrator
in studying schools as organizations ana
bacoming a reflaotive practitionar.
Inquiry techniques froa sociology. 13 4.7 41 1l4.9 107 38.8 79 2B.6 35§ 11.0
Inquiry technligques from soccial psychology. 12 . 43 15.8 106 239.0 80 29.4 31 1l1.4
Evaluation methodclogy smphasizing the 27 9.9 60 22.1 S5% 4.9 70 25.7 2W 7.4
assesspent of program outcomes.
Evaluation wathodology emphasizing the 14 5.2 74 27.) 96 1%.4 64 23.6 23 8.3

assessment of organizational cutcomas,
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Importance responses

negotlated within state policy
guidelines,

S-Very high 4-High 3-Modarate 2~Low 1-Hone
Foundational area/assoclated toplc 1 % [ 3 | s %
Introduction to techniques of policy 1o 3.7 4% 16.6 87 212.1 Bl 25.% 48 17.7
analysis. .
Basic qualitative deaign. 10 3.7 45 16.7 98 36.4 78 1%.0 38 14.1
Basic quantitative design. 12 4.5 46 17.2 99 36.9 71 26.5 40 14.9
Informal and formal examination of what 20 7.4 50 18.5 100 36.9 69 25.5 32 1l.8
is occurring in one's environment.
* V. Basic leadarship and managamsnt procsssss 57 22.3 a5 33.2 a2 2.0 28 10.9 4 1.6
and functions.
Resource allecation functional skills, 32 1.8 69 25.5 106 233.1 57 21.0 7T 2.6
Scheduling functional skills. 31 11.4 35 20.2 86 3J1l.6 73 26.8 27 5.9
Planning functional skills. 33 12.1 75 27.6 8% 32.7 61 22.4 14 5.1
Conputer applications functional skills. 16 5.9 40 14.7 57 21.0 52 19.1 107 35.3
Working with groups process skills. 40 4.7 60 24.9 75 27.8 T3 26.7 16 5.9
Managing conflict process skilla. 33 12.1 69 25,1 73 26.7 6B 24.9 0 1.0
Puilding coaliticn procesa skills, 24 8.8 55 20,1 85 31.1 70 25.6 35 14,3
VI. Policy studies and the politics of education. 17 6.6 55 21.% 87 2J33.9 75 29.2 23 8.9
Introduction to the legislative process. 18 6.6 S8 21.2 76 27.8 77 2B.2 441 16,1
Introduction to how decisions are 19 7.0 S0 15.3 77 28.2 81 29.7 A6 16.8
negotiated locally.
Introduction to how declsions are 16 5.9 47 17.3 82 20.1 83 0.5 44 16.2
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Inportance responses

S=Vary high 4~High 31-Moderata 2=-Lavw 1~-Hone

Foundational area/amsociated topic # £ ] t ] 3 | E
Introduction to hov deciszlons are 9 3.3 38 13.9 B85 31.1 83 30.4 53 21.2
negotiated in relation to national
educational emphasisa.
The influsnce of comaunity power 25 9.2 59 21.6 86 31.5 67 24.5 a6 1.2
structures,
The local electoral process. 19 6.9 45 16.4 85 30,9 83 30.2 431 15.6

a3 The functioning of boards of education. 40 14.5 83 30.1 87 31..3 51 18.5 15 5.4

School interaction with community 28 10.1 66 23.9 91 33.0 71 25.7 20 7.2
Pressuras,
School interaction with community 27 9.8 64 23.2 95 34.4 72 26.1 18 4.5
neeads,
Who is bast smerved and why? 20 7.3 4% 17.9 94 34.4 71 26.4 238 11.9
Hho is least wall served and why? 18 6.6 42 15.4 94 34.6 B 28.7 40 14.7
How teachers, schools as units, the 31 . 11.3 59 21.5%5 956 4.9 64 23.3 25 9.1
district and community intaract to
creata a local school organization?

VII. What ia right to do as wall as tha 30 11.5 4% 18.8 g5 236.5 65 25.0 21 8.1
right way to do it.
Examination of ona's oun belief systenms. 35 12.7 62 22.5 85 20.9 51 19.3 40 14.5
Exanination of one's reasons for wanting s 13.9 6% 2.7 72 26.3 55 20.1 44 16.1
to bo an administrator.
Exazination of one's images of the misaion 42 15.2 53 19.2 B84 30.4 &0 21.7 A7 13.4

af schooling as a social process.
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Inportance rasponises

5-Very high 4-High 3-Hoderate 2~Low 1-lone
Foundatiopal area/assocciated topic $ i § < i £ 3 .
Assessgent of the moral implications of 29 10.5 47 17.0 96 34.8 60 21,7 44 15.9
adeinistrativa decisions in schools.
Assesspent of the eathical implications 33 12.0 47 17.1 100 36.4 57 20.7 38 13.8
of administrative decisions in schools.
Understanding the concept of public trust. ja 13.8 59 21.4 5 27.2 61 22.1 43 15.6
a¢ Realization of how valuas affect behaviors 42 15.2 71 25.7 74 26.8 53 19.2 36 13.0

and cutcomes.
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Filfty-one percent or more of elementary school principals parceived the area or topilc to have had “Very high

covaraga® or "High coveraga®.

Forty parcent or more but lass than 51% of elementary =chool principals percaived the area or topic to hava had

*Vary high coverage" or "High coverage.®
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the building level (i.e., 51.3% of elementary school
principals perceived'thia topic to have been
covered) .

4. Basic leadership and management processes and
functions (i.e., 55.5% of elementary school
principals perceived this foundational area to have
been covered).

Foundational area II (i.e., Core function of the
school: teaching and learning) was regarded to have been
covered more than the other foundational areas. This
determination was based on the fact that the total
percentage of very high and high coverage responses (i.e.,
the total percentage of 5 and 4 responses) was higher for
the topics of this foundational area than for the topices of
the other foundational areas. For foundational area II, six
of the seven topics had greater than 42% of very high and
high coverage responses. The remaining topic had 34.5% of
these responses. Very few of the topics for the other
foundational areas had greater than 34.5% of very high and
high coverage responses. Only two topics in all other
foundational areas had in excess of 40% of very high and
high coverage responses.

The median responses for the foundational areas and
associated topics ranged from 2 to 4. There were seven
median responses of 2 (i.e., "Low coverage"), 56 median

responses of 3 (i.e., "Moderate coverage"), and five median
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responses of 4 (i.e., "High coverage"). Four of the five
median responses of 4 were associated with the two
foundational areas and two topics that were regarded as
having been covered. The remaining median response of 4 was
associated with the topic "Assessment of the potential
impact of administrative decisions upon families". This
topic had a total percentage of 50.4% for very high and high
coverage responses (i.e., the total percentage of 5 and 4
responses) and could, therefore, be regarded as having been

covered in elementary school principal preparation programs.

Research Objective S

Research objective 5 was to determine if the seven
foundational areas of learning and associated topics, as
initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, were perceived
to have been covered in secondary school principals?
preparation programs.

Responses from the secondary school principals
regarding the degree of coverage for each of the
foundational areas and associated topics are shown in Table
20. The number and percentage of principals responding for
each of the five degrees of coverage for each area and topic
were tabulated. The five degrees were:

5. Very high coverage.

4., High coverage.

3. Moderate coverage..
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2. Low coverage.

1. No coverage (None).

The median for all of the degrees of coverage responses
was calculated for each area and topic, and the ﬁedians are
shown in Table 19. The numbers of missing principal
responses for each area and topic are shown in the table.

An asterisk is shown at the beginning of each area and topic
if 51% or more of the secondary principals perceived the
area or topic to have had very high or high coverage (i.e.,
a response of 5 or 4) in their preparation programs. Two
asterisks are shown at the beginning of each area and topic
if 40% or more but less than 51% of the secondary school
principals perceived the area or topic to have had very high
or high coverage.

With four exceptions, secondary school principals did
not perceive the foundational areas and associated topics to
have been covered in their preparation programs. An area or
topic was regarded to have been covered if 51% or more of
the secondary school principals perceived the area or topic
to have had very high or high coverage (i.e., a response of
5 or 4) in their preparation program. Secondary school
principals perceived the following two foundational areas
and two topics to have been covered in their preparation
programs since 51% or more of these principals perceived the
areas and topics to have had very high or high coverage

(i.e., a response of 5 or 4).



Table 20

R
-]
M s
Coverage raesponses X 1ip
& S0
d an
S5=-Very high 4-High 3-Mcderate 2-Low 1-Hona I is
Foundational area/associated tcpic 3 [ % § ] f 4 § 4 a ne
n 9=
I. Boclatal and cultural factors that influance 14 5.7 44 13.0 107 431.% 70 28.7 9 3.7 3 84
education so that adminiatrators emarge with
an undsrstanding of the onvironment in which
they will function.
Dencgraphic changes relating to race. 8 2.5 46 1&.2 124 38.2 104 32.0 43 11.2 3 3
Denographic changes relating to sex. 9 2.8 38 11.7 119 -36.6 113 34.8 46 14.2 3 3
Dermographic changes relating to family 1§ 4.6 60 1B.4 125 28.3 93 28.5 133 10.1 | 2
copposition.
Demographic changes relating to family 8 2.5 42 12.9 123 37.8 957 29.8 55 16.9 3 3
incoma.
Impact of home and family on teaching. o 9.2 70 21.5 113 4.7 78 21.9 a5 10.7 3
Inpact aof home and family on learning. 37 11.5 76 23.5 101 31.3 79 24.5 a0 9.3 3 5
Dealings with studsnts from diverse 20 6.1 56 17.2 122 27.4 50 27.6 38 11.7 3
backgrounds,
Multicultural situaticons to enrich the 12 3.7 o 9.2 115 215.3 114 35.0 55 16.9 2 2
educational experience.
Resources available through other social 10 3.1 46 14.1 112 34.4 34 28.8 64 19.6 3 2
sarvice agencies.
Social service agency relations to schools. 1o 3.1 A9 12.0 59 230.4 113 34,7 65 15.9 2 2
Resources available through othar 7 2.2 33 10.2 103 31.7 115 135.4 67 20.6 2

community agencies.

l_l
(table continued) g



Inportance respanses

Sp=noE
[-B-S o1 B W)
mongoURNAN

5-Vary high 4-High 3J-Hoderatas 2=Low 1-Hone
Foundational area/associated topic | 3 % [ ] s @ E

Cozmunity agency relations to schools. 11 2.4 38 11.7 118 13136.2 99 30.4 60 18.4 3 2
Assesazent of the potential impact of a8 11.7 8% 26.1 120 316.8 57 17.5% 26 8.0 3
administrative decisfons upon children.
Aszessmont of the potential impact of 11 3.4 53 16.5 112 4.9 94 29.3 51 15.9 3 7
adpoinistrative decisions upon families.

* Assessment of the potential impact of 54 16.9 124 J38.8 98 10,6 30 9.4 14 4.4 4 a
adninistrativa decislons upon teachars.
Assesgsment of the potential impact of 22 6.9 77 24.0 111 34.6 B0 24.9 31 9.7 2 7
administrative decisions upon the
conmunity.

*II. Core functicn of the school: teaching and 74 26.1 110 359.1 74 26.1 21 8.2 0 0 4 47

learning.

* Thorough undarstanding of tha instructicnal 52 16.2 120 37.4 110 4.3 33 10.3 [ 1.9 4 7
process at the building lavel.

*«# Thorough understanding of the learning 47 14.7 113 235.3 103 22.2 53 16.6 4 1.3 3.5 &8
process at tha building lavel.

#s Broad knowledge of the research base in 47 1k.7 89 27.9 116 6.4 59 18.5 L 2.5 3 9
teaching.
Understanding of the research basa in 40 12.5 87 27.2 124 238.8 59 18.4 1o 3.1 3 8
learning.

L Ugderstanding of factors affecting school 45 14.1 94 29.5 118 37.0 51 16.0 11 3.4 k| . 9
change.

«4 Understanding of factors affecting school 48 15.0 96 30.0 115 35.9 49 15.3 12 2.8 3 8

inprovement.

{table continued)
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Inportance raspansas

5~Vary high 4-High J=-Moderate 2-Low 1-Nona

Foundational area/associated topic | r 1 s t i 3
The ability to translata this rasaarch 28 8.7 74 23.1 116 36.1 76 .7 27 8.4
knowledga into a vislon of instructional
excellence behind which the school can rally.

IIX. The thaorstical and empirical litaraturs 2T 9.6 65 23.5 127 45.2 45 1s.0 16 5.7
that explains the structurs and dynamics
of organizational lifa in schools and the
role of ths individual in organizations.
Basic concepts of organizational 1ifa. 29 9.0 97 230.2 123 38.1 6L 1%.0 11 3.4
Analysas of organizaticnal 1life. 25 7.8 71 22.1 140 431.6 &9 21.5 16 5.0
Comprehansiva study of organizational 31 9.7 B0 25.0 129 40.3 59 18.4 21 .
theory from traditional perspectives.
Comprehensive atudy of organizational 9 2.8 51 15.9 126 319.3 81 a25.2 54 16.8
theory from contemporary alternative
viaws (e.q., critical and feminist theory).

IV. Rasearch and svaluation akills that focus 23 8.1 68 23.9 116 40.7 64 22.5% i¢ 4.9

on teols that will asaist the administrator
in studying achools as organizations and
baconing a reflective practitionar.
Inquiry techniques from smoclology. 12 3.8 52 16.4 141 44.5 82 25.9 120 9.5
Inquiry techniques from social psychology. 14 4.4 49 15.6 150 47.6 74 23.5 28 8.9
Evaluation mathodology emphasizing the 21 6.7 70 22.2 134 42.% 74 23.5 16 S.1
asgessment of program outcomes,
Evaluation mathcdology emphasizing the s 4.8 62 19.8 147 47.0 71 22.7 18 5.8

assessment of organizational cutcomes.
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Importance rasponses

negotiated within state policy
guidelines.

S=Vary high 4-High 3-Moderate 2-Low i-Nona
Foundational area/associated topic | ] t 3  ; 3 L ]
Introduction to techniquea of policy 11 3.5 52 16,5 119 237.7 91 28.2 43 11.6
analyais.
Basic qualitative design. 13 4.2 51 16.2 131 42.0 73 2.4 44 24,1
Basic quantitative design. 12 - 42 13.6 137 44.) 75 24.3 43 13.5
Informal and formal exanination of what 19 6.1 4% 15.6 129 41.1 85 27.1 22 0.2
is occurring in one's environment.
* V. Basic leadership and managsmant proceasses 47 126.3 118 40.8 87 20.1 4 1.8 23 1.0
and functions.
Rezource allocation functional skills. 18 5.8 103 33.0 108 34.6 €65 20.8 18 5.8
Scheduling functional skills. 23 7.3 Bl 26.3 102 32.4 78 24.8 29 9.2
Planning functicnal skills, 28 8.9 95 30.1 110% 33.2 7 2.7 13 4.1
Conputer applicationa functional skills. 14 4.4 3s 11.1 72 22.8 B2 25.9 113 35.8
Horking with groups process skills, 32 10.1 %2 29.1 108 J34.2 67 21.2 17 5.4
Managing conflict procesa skills, 35 11,1 75 23.7 98 3.0 a8 27.2 22 7.0
Building coalition procesa skills. 25 8.0 55 17.5 101 32.2 104 33.1 29 9.2
VI. Policy studies and the politics of aducation. 21 7.2 64 22.1 120 41.4 63 21.7 22 7.6
Introduction to the legizlative process. 19 6.0 68 21.5 105 33.1 79 24.9 46 14.5
Introduction to how decisions are 21 6.6 62 19.6 108 34.1 B4 26.5 42 13.2
negotisted locally.
Introduction to how decisions are 22 6.9 5B 18.3 114 35.0 79 24.9 44 13.9
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Importance responses

. 5-Very high 4~-High 3-Modarate 2=-Low 1-Hona
Foundational area/aszsoclated toplec | ] § % ] > ] % E
Introduction to how cdecisiona ara 15 4.7 44 13.9 104 32.8 a9 28.1 65 20.5
neqotiated in ralation to naticnal
educational emphasis.
The influence of compunity powar 29 9.0 &2 19.1 119 J&.7 8 24.1 36 1.1
structuras.
The local alectoral process. 22 6.8 50 1S.4 122 237.7 73 22.5 57 17.6
Tha functioning of heoards of education, 49 15%.3 74 23.2 101 232.1 75 23.4 20 6.2
School interaction with community 34 10.5 74 22.9 110 34.1 Bl 2%.1 24 7.4
pressures. .
School interaction with community Ja 11.8 76 23.5 121 2J7.% 69 21.4 19 5.9
neads.,
Who i3 best served and why? 22 6.9 60 18.9 137 43.1 &8 21.4 3x 9.7
¥Who is least wall served and why? 21 6.6 48 15.1 139 43.7 73 23.0 37 11.6
How teachers, schools as units, the 27 8.4 79 24.7 117 216.8 76 23.8 21 6.6
district and community intaract to
creata a local school organization?
VII. What is right to do as wall as the 28 9.3 74 24.7 114 38.0 &8 22.7 18 5,3
right way to do it.
Examination of ona's own ballaf aystanms. 37 11.4 79 24.4 108 232.7 68 21.0 24 10.5
Examination of one's reasons for wanting 41 12.7 72 22.2 101 21,2 75 23.1 35 10.8
to ba an adminiszstrator.
Examination of one's images of the mission A6 11.1 77 23.8 116 136.4 €7 20.7 26 8.0

af schoolling as a social process.
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Inportance rssponses M

a

d

S-Vary high 4=-High J~Modarate 2-Low 1-Hans  §

Ffoundational area/associated topic t 2 3 i ] ! % 1 | 1 ] a

n

Asgsegsaent of the moral implications of 30 9.3 75 23.2 111 4.4 65 20.1 42 13.0 3

adainistrative decisions in schools.

Assessment of the ethical implications 32 9.9 80 24.8 114 35.4 66 20.5 30 9.3 3
of aduninistrative decisions in schools.

Understanding tha concept of public trust. 41 12.7 79 24.4 111 34.3 58 17.9 A5 10.8 3

Realization of how valuna affect hehaviors s 11.a8 84 26.0 104 32.2 75 23,2 22 6.8 2

and outcones.

# FPifty-ona psrcent or more of secondary school principals perceived the area or toplc to have had "Very high
coverage® or "High coverage®.
*+ Forty percent or more but less than 51t of secondary school principals parcaived the area or topic to have had
*Very high coveragae™ or "High coverage."
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1. Assessment of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon teachers (i.e., 55.6% of secondary
school principals perceived this topic to have been
covered) .

2. Core function of the school: teaching and learning
(i.e., 65.5% of secondary school principals
perceived this foundational area to have been
covered) .

3. Thorough understanding of the instructional process
at the building level (i.e., 53.6% of secondary
school principals perceived this topic to have been
covered).

4. Basic leadership and management processes and
functions (i.e., 57.1% of secondary school
principals perceived this foundaticnal area to have
been covered).

Foundational area II (i.e., Core function of the
school: teaching and learning) was regarded to have been
covered more than the other foundational areas. This
determination was based on the fact that the total
percentage of very high and high coverage responses (i.e.,
the total percentage of 5 and 4 responses) was higher for
the topics of this foundational area than for the topics of
the other foundational areas. For foundational area II, six
of the seven topics had greater than 39% of very high and

high coverage responses. The remaining topic had 31.8% of
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these responses., Very few of the topics for the other
foundational areas had greater than 39% of very high and
high coverage responses.

The median responses for the foundational areas and
associated topics ranged from 2 to 4. There were four
median responses of 2 (i.e., low coverage), 59 median
rasponses of 3 (i.e., moderate coverage), one median
response of 3.5, and four median responses of 4 (i.e., high
coverage). The four median responses of 4 were associated
with the two foundational areas and two topics that were
regarded as having been covered. The median response of 3.5
was associated with the topic "Thorough understanding of the
learning process at the building level". This topic had a
total percentage of 50.0% for very high coverage and high
coverage responses (l.e., the total percentage of 5 and 4
responses) and could, therefore, be regarded as having been

covered in secondary school principal preparation programs.

Research Objective 6

Research objective 6 was to determine if there was a
relationship between the elementary school principals!
perceptions of the importance of the seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics, as initially
recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, and the

elementary school principals' perceptions of the coverage of
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these areas and associated topics in their preparation
programs.

Research objective 6 was restated in the null form.

H,6. There will be no relationship between the
elementary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
toplics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator,
and the elementary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas and associated topics in their
preparation programs. | |

Goodman and Kruskal's gamma was calculated for each
foundational area and associated topic from the elementary
school principals' importance and coverage responses. Gamma
was used to measure the magnitude of the relationship
between the importance and coverage responses for each area
and topic. To determine the statistical significance of
gamma for each area and topic an associated z~test
calculation was performed using the CROSSTABS matrix of
importance and coverage responses.

The calculated z- and gamma-results for each
foundational area and associated topics are shown in Table
21. An asterisk is shown after the z-result if the z-result
exceeded the critical z value of + 1,96.

In order to reject the null hypothesis (i.e., at .05

level of significance for a two-tailed test) for each of the
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Table 21
Gamma- and Z-Test Results for Elementary School
' es =
Foundational area/topic gamma z
I.8cocietal and cultural factors that .2133 0.70

influence education so that
administrators emerge with an
understanding of the environment in
which they will functien.

Demographic changes relating to race. .2841 1.32
Demographic changes relating to sex. .3499 1.85
Demographic changes relating to family .2488 1.08
composition.

Demographic changes relating to family .3816 2.10%
income.

Impact Bf home and family on teaching. .3096 1.36
Impact of home and family on learning. .2774 1.08
Dealings with students from diverse .2312 0.89
backgrounds.

Multicultural situations to enrich the 22440 1,04
educational experience.

Resources available through other .1576 0,53
social service agencies.

Social service agency relations to +1913 0,70
schools.

Resources available through other .1803 0.65
community agencies.,

Community agency relations to schools. .2614 1.16
Assessment of the potential impact of «3235 1.50

administrative decisions upon children.
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma zZ
Assessment of the potential impact of 4531 2.86%
administrative decisions upon families.

Assaessment of the potential impact of 4246  2.31%
administrative decisions upon teachers.
Assessment of the potential impact of 4456 2,77*
administrative decisions upon the
community.

II.Core function of the school: teaching .4028 1.48
and learning.
Thorough understanding of the .2940 1,06
instructional process at the building
level.
Thorough understanding of the learning .2737 0.95

process at the building level.

Broad knowledge of the research base in .2288 0.90

teaching.
Understanding of the research base in .1954 0.71
learning.
Understanding of factors affecting .2642 1,06

school change.

Understanding of factors affecting .2662 1,00
school improvement.

The ability to translate this research .1721  0.53
knowledge into a vision of instructional

excellence behind which the school can

rally.

IIX.The theoretical and empirical literature .3917 2.14%*
' that explains the structure and dynamics

of organigational life in schools and the

role of the individual in organigzations.

Baslic concepts of organizational life. .4658 2,97*

Analyses of organizational life. 4557  2.94%
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma z

Comprehensive study of organizational .4520 2.99%
theory from traditional perspectives.

Comprehensive study of organizational L3776  2.19%
theory from contemporary alternative

views (e.g., critical and feminist

theory) .

IV.Research and evaluation skills that .1798 0.62
focus on tools that will assist the
administrator in studying schools as
organigations and becoming a reflective

practitioner.
Inquiry techniques from sociology. .3398 1.76
Inquiry techniques from social .3224 1.57
psychology.
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the .1446 0.46
assessment of program outcomes.
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the .2447 1,02
assegsment of organizational outcomes.
Introduction to techniques of policy .2377 1.00
analysis.
Basic qualitative design. .3052 1.45
Basic quantitative design. .3553 1.86
Informal and formal examination of what .3543 1.89
is occurring in one's environment.

V.Basic leadership and management 4508  2,14*
processes and functions.
Resource allocation functional skills. .3550 1.76
Scheduling functional skills. .2233 0.86
Planning functional skills. .3786  1.98%
Computer applications functional ~.0254 =0.03

skills. (table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma z
Working with groups process skills. .2554 1.04
Managing conflict process skills. .1239 0,33
Building coalition process skills. .1911 0,68

Vi.Policy studies and the politics of . .2463 1.02
education.

Introduction to the legislative process. <3879 2.24%

Introduction to how decisions are .3919 2.24%
negotiated locally.

Introduction to how decisions are .2949 1.41

negotiated within state policy

guidelines.

Introduction to how decisions are .2556 1.14

negotiated in relation to national
educational emphasis.

The influence of community power »3362 1.72
structures.
The local electoral process. +5359  4.,02%

The functioning of boards of education. .3981  2.22%

School interaction with community .2056 0.77
pressures.

School interaction with community needs. .2913 1.30

Who is best served and why? .257% 1.13
Who is least well served and why? .2664 1.21
How teachers, schools as units, the .3896 2.17%

district and community interact to
create a local school organization?

VIi.What is right to do as well as the .1995 0.67
right way to do it.

Examination of one's own belief systems. .2502 1,03
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma z

Examination of one's reasons for wanting .3006 1.40
to be an administrator.

Examination of one's images of the .3416 1,79
mission of schooling as a social
process.

Assessment of the moral implications of .2772 1.26
administrative decisions in schools.

Assessment of the ethical implications .3339 1.68
of administrative decisions in schools.

Understanding the concept of public 3927  2.24%
trust,

Realization of how values affect .3944 2.17%

behaviors and outcomes.

* Relationship significant at the .05 level.

foundational areas and associated topics, the calculated z
values had to exceed the critical z value {i.e., * 1.96).
The majority of the calculated z values in Table 21 failed
to exceed the critical z value. Thus, in those instances
null hypothesis 6 was retained, indicating that for these
areas and topics there was no relationship between the
elementary school principals' perceptions of the importance
and coverage of these areas and topics in their preparation
programs.

The following two foundational areas and 16 topics had
calculated z values that exceeded the critical z value.

Thus, for these areas of learning and topics null hypothesis



160

6 was rejected, indicating that there was a relationship

between the elementary school principals' perceptions of the

importance and coverage of these areas and topics in their

preparation programs. A more detailed analysis revealed that

the strength of the perceptions of importance tended to be

greater than the corresponding strength of the perceptions

of coverage.

1.

2.

6.

Demographic changes relating to family income

(z = 2,10 for this topic).

Assesspent of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon families (Z = 2.86 for this topic).
Assessﬁent of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon teachers {z = 2.31 for this topic).
Assessment of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon the community (z = 2.77 for this
topic).

The theoretical and empirical literature that
explains the structure and dynamics of
organizational life in schools and the role of the
individual in organizations (2 = 2.14 for this
foundational area).

Basic concepts of organizational life (2 = 2.97 for
this topic).

Analyses of organizational life (z = 2.94 for this
topic).

Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
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traditional perspectives (z = 2.99 for this topic).

9. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from

contemporary alternative views (z = 2.19 for this
topic).

10. Basic leadership and management processes and
functions (g = 2.14 for this foundational area).

11. Planning functional skills (g = 1.98 for this
topic).

12. Introduction to the legislative process (z = 2.24
for this topic).

13. Introduction to how decisions are negotiated
locally (z = 2.24 for this topic).

14. The local electoral process (2 = 4.02 for this
topic). This high value for z indicated very
similar distributions of importance and coverage
responses to support the relationship between the
perceived importance and the coverage of this
topic.

15. The functioning of boards of education (z = 2.22
for this topic).

16. How teachers, schools as units, the districts and
community interact to create a local school
organization? (z = 2.17 for this topic).

17, Understanding the concept of public trust (2 = 2.24
for this topic).

18. Realization of how values affect behaviors and
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outcomes (2 = 2.17 for this topic).

Regearch Obijective 7

Research objective 7 was to determine if there was a
relationship between the secondary school principals!
perceptions of the importance of the seven foundational
areas of learning and associated topics, as initially
recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral programs for
preparation of the educational administrator, and the
secondary school principals' perceptions of the coverage of
these areas and associated topics in their preparation
programs.

Research objective 7 was restated in the null form.

Hy7. There will be no relationship between the
secondary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA for doctoral
programs for preparation of the educational administrator,
and the secondary school principals' perceptions of the
coverage of these areas and associated topics in their
preparation programs.

Goodman and Kruskal's gamma was calculated for each
foundational area and assoclated topic from the secondary
school principals' importance and coverage responses. Gamma
was used to measure the magnitude of the relationship
between the importance and coverage responses for each area

and topic. To determine the statistical significance of
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gamma for each area and topic an associated z-test
calculation was performed using the CROSSTABS matrix of
importance and coverage responses.

The calculated z- and gamma-results for each
foundational area and associated topics are shown in Table
22. An asterisk is shown after the z~result if the z-result
exceeded the critical z value of + 1.96.

In order to reject the null hypothesis (i.e., at .05
level of significance for a two-tailled test) for each of the
foundational areas and associated topiecs, the calculated z
values had to exceed the critical z value (i.e., + 1.96).
The majority of the calculated z values in Table 22 failed
to exceed the critical z value. Thus, in those instances
null hypothesis 7 was retained, indicating that for these
areas and topics there was no relationship between the
secondary school principals' perceptions of the importance
and coverage of these areas and topics in their preparation
programs.,

The following 14 topics had calculated z values that
exceeded the critical z value. Thus, for these topics null
hypothesis 7 was rejected, indicating that there was a
relationship between the secondary school prinecipals’
perceptions of the importance and coverage of these topics
in their preparation programs. A more detailed analysis
revealed that the strength of the perceptions of importance
tended to be greater than the corresponding strength of the
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Table 22
- - esult
! a C asg 8
Foundational area/topic gamma z
I.80cietal and cultural factors that .2086 0.71

influence education so that
administrators emerge with an
understanding of the environment in
which they will function.

Demographic changes relating to race. .2514 1,16
Damographic changes relating to sex. .4230 2,72+
Demographic changes relating to family .0957 0.26
composition.

Demographic changes relating to family .3384 1.89
incone.

Impact of home and family on teaching. .2273 0,93
Impact of home and family on learning. 1262  0.37
Dealings with students from diverse .0917 0.24
backgrounds.

Multicultural situations to enrich the .1326 0.44

educational experience.

Resources available through other social .0994 0.29
service agencies.

Social service agency relations to .1729 0,65
schools.

Resources available through other .1887 0.74
community agencies.

Community agency relations to schools., .1834 0,71
Assessment of the potential impact of .3244 1.69

administrative decisions upon children.
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma z
Assessment of the potential impact of .3668 2.08%
administrative decisions upon families.

Assessment of the potential impact of 4448  2,70%
administrative decisions upon teachers.
Assessment of the potential impact of .4583  3,08%
administrative decisions upon the
community.

II.Core function of the school: teaching «3437 1.28
and learning.
Thorough understanding of the .3089 1.32
instructional process at the building
level,
Thorcugh understanding of the learning 1949 0.65

process at the building level.

Broad knowledge of the research base in «2529 1,15

teaching.
Understanding of the research base in .1261 0,39
learning.
Understanding of factors affecting .2178 0.84

school change.

Understanding of factors affecting .1399 0.41
school improvement.

The ability to translate this research -.0197 =0.02
knowledge into a vision of

instructional excellence behind which

the school can rally.,

IIXI.The thecretical and empirical literature .3420 1,75
that explains the structure and dynamics
of organizational life in schools and the
role of the individual in organizations.

Basic concepts of organizational life. .3266 1,73

Analyses of organizational life. .3322 1.78
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gammna 2

Ccomprehensive study of organizational .3550 2.03%
theory from traditional perspectives.

Comprehensive study of organizational .2903 1.48
theory from contemporary alternative

views (e.g., critical and feminist

theory).

IV.Resgarch and evaluation skills that focus .3043 1.47
on tools that will assist the
administrator in studying schools as
organigations and becoming a reflective

practitioner.
Inquiry techniques from socioclogy. .4069 2,46%
Inquiry techniques from social .4994  3.44%
psycholoegy.
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the .1798  0.67
assessment of program outcomes.
Evaluation methodology emphasizing the .1498 0.50
assessment of organizational outcomes.
Introduction to techniques of policy .3030 1.55
analysis.
Basic qualitative design. .4304 2.80%
Basic quantitative design. .4496 2,96%
Informal and formal examination of what .3141 1.68
is occurring in one's environment.

V.basic leadership and management .3703 1.77
processes and functions.
Resource allocation functional skills. .3389 1.74
Scheduling functional skills. .1437  0.47
Planning functional skills. «2909  1.37
Computer applications functional -.0140 =0.01

skills, (table continued)
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Foundational area/topic gamma FA
Working with groups process skills. «2725 1.24
Managing conflict process skills. .0902 0.22
Building coalition process skills. . .1664 0,59

VI.Policy studies and the politics of +2624 1.16
education.

Introduction to the legislative process. .2764 1.37

Introduction to how decisions are .,2942 1.48
negotiated locally. _

Introduction to how decisions are + 3127 1.66
negotiated within state policy

guidelines.

Introduction to how decisions are 3521 2.07%*

negotiated in relation to national
educational emphasis.

The influence of community power .3185 1.70
structures.
The local electoral process. 4611  3,35%

The functioning of boards of education. .3596 2.01%

School interaction with community .2865 1.40
pressures.,

School interaction with community needs. .2989 1.48

Who is best served and why? +3739  2.17*
Who is least well served and why? .2285 0.99
How teachers, schools as units, the .1992  0.80

district and community interact to
create a local school organization?

VII.What is right to do as well as the .1631 0.53
right way to do it.

Examination of one's own belief systems. 2554 1.16
(table continued)
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Foundational area/topic ' gamma z

Examination of one's reasons for wanting .2568 1.21
to be an administrator.

Examination of one's images of the .2164 0,89
mission of schooling as a social
process.

Assessment of the moral implications of .2341 1l.01
administrative decisions in schools.

Assessment of the ethical implications .2651  1.22
of administrative decisions in schools.

Understanding the concept of public .3546 1.97%
trust,

Realization of how values affect «2962 1.45

behaviors and outcomes.

* Relationship significant at the .05 level.

perceptions of coverage.

1.
2.

3.

4.

6.

7.

Demographic changes relating to sex (2 = 2.72).
Assessment of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon families (2 = 2.08).

Assessment of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon teachers (z = 2.70).

Assessment of the potential impact of administrative
decisions upon the community (z = 3.08).
Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
traditional perspectives (z = 2.03).

Inquiry techniques from sociology (z = 2.46).
Inquiry techniques from social psychology (2 =
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3.44). This high value for z indicated very similar
distributions of importance and coverage responses
to support the relationship between the perceived
importance and the coverage of this topic.

8. Basic gualitative desigp (z = 2.80).,

9. Basic quantitative design (z = 2.96).

10. Introduction to how decisions are negotiated in

relation to national educational emphasis (z =
2.07).

11. The local electoral process (Z = 3.35).

12. The functioning of boards of education (z = 2.01).

13. Who is best served and why? (z = 2.17).

14. Understanding the concept of public trust (2 =

1.97).

A total of two areas and 23 topics had a relationship
between the perceived importance and coverage of them. Of
this total, only seven topics had a relationship for both
types of principals.

Summary
The responses to the survey process were analyzed both
from the perspective of the number of responses and the
contents of the responses. The demographic data items
(i.e., sex, age, years of principal experience, year
completed principal preservice preparation program, and the
number of teachers in the principals! schools) for secondary

school principals and elementary school principals in the
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current study were very similar except for the number of
teachers in their respective schoolﬁ. Because of a response
rate that was slightly lower than was desired and a need to
determine if non-respondent bias existed, the demographic
data item results of a national study of principals,
conducted by the National Center for Educational Information
(NCEI), were compared to the corresponding demographic data
items in the current study. The two sets of results were
comparable, indicating that the non-respondents in the
current study were demographically the same as the
raespondents. Non-respondent bias was regarded, therefore,
not to exist and not to be a factor that could adversely
affect the interpretations of the results of the current
study. |

The analysis of the data for research objectives 1 and
2 was completed by determining if 51% or more of the
principals perceived the foundational areas of learning and
assoclated topics to be "Of very high importance" or "High
importance". Elementary school principals perceived all the
foundational areas and all but four of the associated topics
to be important. Secondary school principals perceived all
the foundational areas and all but six of the associated
topics to be important. Both groups of principals percelved
the same 12 topics to be significantly less important than
the other topics.

The analysis of the data for research objective 3 was
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accomplished by using the z-test for differences hetween
proportions to test null hypothesis 3. The two groups of
principal importance responses were examined on the basis of
whether the response was regarded as "Significantly
important" (i.e., responses of very high and high
importance) or "Not significantly important" (i.e.,
rasponses of moderate, low, and no importance). No
statistically significant difference was obsgserved between
elementary and secondary school principals' perceptions of
the importance of the foundational areas of learning and
associated topics. Null hypothesis 3, therefore, was
retained. |

The analysis of the data for research objectives 4 and
5 was completed by determining if 51% or more of the
principals perceived the areas of learning and assoclated
topics to have had "Very high coverage" or "High coverage".
Except for two foundational areas and two topics, elementary
school principals did not perceive the foundational areas
and associated topics to have been covered in their
preparation programs. Secondary school principals did not
perceive the foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, except for two foundational areas and two topics, to
have been covered in their preparation programs. Both
groups of principals perceived the same two foundational
areas and one topic to have been covered. Both groups of

principals also perceived 5 additional topics to have been
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covered more than the remaining topics.

The analysis of the data for research objectives 6 and
7 was accomplished by using Goodman and Kruskal's gamma
measure of association. An associated z-test was used to
test the null hypotheses for these research objectives.
Except for two foundational areas and 16 topics, no
statistically significant relationship was observed between
elementary school principals' perceptions of the importance
and coverage of the areas and topics in their preparation
programs. Null hypothesis 6, therefore, was retained for
all but two of the foundational areas of learning and all
but 16 of the associated topics. Except for 14 topics, no
statistically significant relationship was observed between
secondary school principals! perceptions of the importance
and coverage of the areas and topics in their preparation
programs. Null hypothesis 7, therefore, was retained for
all of the foundational areas and all but 14 of the

associated topics.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The primary purpose of the study was to determine
selected principals' perceptions of the importance of the
NPBEA's initially recommended seven foundational areas of
learning and associated topics to be included in doctoral
programs for preservice preparation of principals. A
gsecondary purpose of the study was to determine the amount
of coverage of the foundational areas and associated topics
in the educational administrator preparation programs of the
selected principals. A related purpose was to discover if
there was any relationship between the perceived importance
and coverége of the areas of learning and associated topics.

Two groups of elementary and secondary school
principals were surveyed over a 14 week period using a
questionnaire that contained five demographic data items and
the areas of learning and associated topics with columns for
importance and coverage responses. Random samples of
elementary and secondary school principal addresses were
obtained from Market Data Retrieval.

Responses were received from 43% and 51% of the
elementary and secondary school principals respectively.
The responses were keyed onto computer media and statistical

calculations were performed using SPSS/PC+ software.

173



174
Additional statistical calculations were performed using
CCALC software.

The results were tabulated and analyzed and where
appropriate null hypotheses were tested. Findings and
conclusions for the study were developed from the compiled
results and associated analyses. The study concluded with
recommendations for the future.

Review of the principals' demographic data for the
current study and for the National Center for Educational
Information's national study of principals indicated that
the two sets of demographic data were comparable. The non-
respondents of the current study were thus comparable to the
respondents. This indicated non-respondent bias did not
exist and could not adversely affect the interpretations of
the results of the study.

The demographic data for bhoth secondary school and
elementary school principals were very similar except for
the number of teachers in the two types of principals!
schools. Secondary school principals had on average more
teachers in their schools than elementary school principals
did (i.e., 50.2 teachers in secondary schools as opposed to
31.8 teachers in elementary schools). Secondary school
principals were predominantly male (i.e., 87% male and 13%
female). Although the percentage of female principals
increased for elementary school principals there were again

significantly more male principals (i.e., 68%) than female
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principals (i.e., 32%). The average age of secondary
school principals was 46.9 years and 47.0 years for
elementary school principals. The average years of
principal experience for both groups was close with 9.5
years for secondary school principals and 10.7 years for
elementary school principals. Similarly, the average
completion years for the principals' preparation programs
were virtually the same, 1978 for secondary school
principals and 1977 for elementary school principals.

Regarding the primary purpose of the study, elementary

and secondary school principals in general perceived the
seven foundational areas of learning and assoclated topics,
as initially recommended by the NPBEA, to be ipportant.
Both groups of principals, however, did not perceive the
following topics as important:

1. Demographic changes relating to sex.

2. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
traditional perspectives.

3. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from
contemporary alternative views (e.g., critical and
feminist theory).

4. Basie quantitative design.

Furthermore, secondary school principals did not

perceive the following additional two topics, that were
related to the topics immediately above, to be important.
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1. Inquiry techniques from social psychology.

2. Basic qualitative design.

The same 12 topics were perceived by both groups of
principals as significantly less important that the
other topics. 1In addition to the six topics listed above,
three topics concerned with organization l1ife and with
research and evaluation skills were not perceived to be as
important as the other topics. Two demographic topics and
one decision making topic were also perceived as less
important than the remaining topics. There was no
statistically significant difference between elementary and
secondary school principals' perceptions of the importance
of the foundational areas and assoclated topics.

Referencing the second purpose of the study, elementary
and secondary school principals in general did not perceive
the seven foundational areas of learning and associated
topics, as initially recommended by the NPBEA, as having
been covered in their preparation programs. Both groups of
prineipals, however, did perceive the following two
foundational areas and one topic to have been covered.

1. Core function of the school: teaching and learﬁing

(i.e., a foundational area).
2. Thorough understanding of the instructional process
at the building level (i.e., a topic).
3. Basic leadership and management processes and

functions (i.e., a foundational area).
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Furthermore, the following two toplics were perceived to
have been covered by one group of principals and by at least
50% but not 51% of the other group.

1. Thorough understanding of the learning processes at
the building level (i.e., 51.3% of elementary
school principals and 50.0% of secondary school
principals).

2. Assessment of the potential impact of
administrative decisions upon teachers (i.e., 50.4%
of elementéry school principais and 55.6% of
secondary school principals).

All of the topics in foundational area II (i.e., Core
function of the school: teaching and learning) were
perceived by both groups of principals as having been
covered more than the other topics. Elementary school
principals perceived an additional two topics as having been
covered more than the remaining topics. These topics are:

1. The functioning of boards of education.

2. Realization of how values affect behavior and
outcomes.

Regarding the related purpose of the study, except for
two foundational areas of learning and 23 topics, no
statistically significant relationships were observed
between the parceptions of the importance and coverage of
the foundational areas of learning and associated topics for

both groups of principals. Two foundational areas and 16
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topics had a statistically significant relationship between
the elementary school principals' perceptions of the
importance and coverage of these areas and topies,
Similarly, there was a statistically significant
raelationship between the secondary school principals!
perceptions of the importance and coverage of 14 topics.
Only seven topics were determined teo have this significant
relationship between importance and coverage for both groups
of principals. Generally, the principals perceived the
areas and topics to be important, but a corresponding high
degree of coverage for the areas and topics in the

principals' preparation programs had not been perceived.

Conclusions

As a result of this study and the associated data the
following conclusions are drawn:

1. Non-respondent bias did not exist and, therefore,
the results of the study can be generalized to apply to U.S.
public elementary school and secondary school principals
nationwide.

2. The NPBEA correctly identified a large number of
topics that are perceived by elementary school and secondary
school principals to be important and that should be
included in principal preparation progranms.

3. Except for the demographic, organizational theory,
and research topics that were perceived to be less important

than the other topics, the NPBEA's initially recommended
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seven foundational areas of learning and associated topics
should be incorporated into a core curriculum for
educational administrator preparation programs for both
elementary school and secondary school principals.

4. Additional, more detailed investigations should be
completed to determine the reasons why principals perceive
the demographic topics and the standard principal
preparation program topics concerned with organizational
theory and research to be of lower importance than the other
NPBEA topics. The results of such investigations would
provide improved information to evaluate how these topics
should be approached in principal preparation programs.

S. The preparation programs of both elementary school
and secondary school principals are not relevant and are
inadequate in many instances because the programs do not
cover to the required degree the NPBEA's foundational areas
of learning and associated topics.

6. The preparation programs of elementary school
principals and secondary school principals have many
similarities based on the principals' perceptions of the
coverage and importance of the foundational areas of
learning and associated topics as initially recommended by

the NPBEA.

Recommendations
Based upon the findings of this study, the following

recommendations are made:
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1. Encourage the educational administration
professoriat toldevelop new, responsive core preparation
programs for principals using the foundational areas and
Iaaaociated topics that are perceived to be important by
practicing principals.

2. Encourage the NPBEA to support and/or conduct
studies in the future to continue the improvement and
practicality of preparation programs for principals.

3. In related future studies compile core curriculum
components that'principals perceive to be important and
should be included but that are not part of any proposed
core curriculum.,

4. Investigate the need for supplementary, curricular
topics to address possible unique educational administration
needs of specific types of principals.

5. Practicing school principals and formal research
methodology should be integral components of future
investigations into the development of principal preparation

prograns.
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Principal Preparation Program Form

importance Caverage
{What you think Is importani) {Level of coverage in your program)
8. Of very high importance. & Very high coverage.
4. High Importance. 4, High coverage.
3. Of modensie importance. 3. Moderate coverage.
2. Lowimporiznce. 2 towcoversge.
1. Of nas Importznce {None), 1, No coverage (None),
DEMQGRAPHIC DATA
1. Your schooi's number of teachers {write number)
2. Your sax (chack one) male (1) femalas {2),
3. Your age (wrile nearest whole number of years) v
4. Your tota) years of principal experience {write nearest whola number) —— 5 ¥
5. The year you completed your praservice principal preparation program oy E N
lALO
. FOUNDATIONAL AREA é i 3 e
8. Socleial and cultural tactars that Influence education so that administrators (MPORTANCE $43121
emaerge wilh an undestanding of the environment In which they will funetlon. COVERAGE $4321
TOPICS:
7. Demographic changes relating to race. IMPORTANCE 54321
COVERAGE $4321
8. Daemographic changes relating o sex, IMPORTANCE s 4321
COVERAGE 54321
8. Demographic changes refating to femlly composition, IMPORTANCE 5432
COVERAGE s 423121
10. Demographic changes refating to family Incoms, IMPORTANCE 54321
COVEAAGE 84321
11. Impact of home and family on teaching. IMPORTANCE 54321
COVERAGE s 4321
12. impact ol homa and family on {earning. IMPORTANCE S 4321
COVERAGE $ 432
13. Dealings with students from diverse backgrounds. IMPORTANCE 5432t
COVERAGE $4221
14, Multicultural situations to enrich the educallonal experisnca. IMPORTANCE 5432
COVERAGE 54132
15. Rasources avallable through other social sarvice agancies. IMPORTANCE 843121
COVERAGE s 4321
18. Socis! servica agency relations to schools. IMPORTANCE. 8§ 4 3 21
COVERAGE s 4321
17, Resources available through other community agencies, IMPORTANCE s 4321
COVERAQE 542321
18. Community agency relatlons to schools, IMPORTANCE 54321
COVERAGE 5432
19. Aassssment of the potsntial impact of administrative decisiona upon chlildren. IMPORTANCE $ 4321
COVERAGE s 4321



20, Assessment of the potential impact of administrative dacisiona upon familles.
21. Assessment of the potantlal Impact of administrative decisions upon leachers.

22, Assessment of the potential Impact of administrative decislons upon the
comminity.

I.. FOUNDATIONAL AREA
23, Core functlon of the school: lesching and leaming.

ToPICS:
24. Thorough underatanding of the instructional process at the building jevel,

25. Therough understanding of tha leaming process at the bullding level,
28. Broad knowledge of the research basa in teaching.

27, Understanding of the research base In leamning.

28. Understanding cf factors alfeciing schocl change,

29. Understanding of faclors alfecting scheel Improvemant,

30. The abllity to translata this research knowledge Inio a vision of Instructional
sxcellence behind which the school can rally,

IN. FOUNDATIONAL AREA

31. Thelhsoreiicaland empiricalllierature lhat explalng the structure and dynamics
ol organtzational lile [n scheols and the role of the Indlvidual in organizations,

TOPICS:

32 Basle concepts of organizaitonal life.

33. Anglyses of organizational lifa.

34. Comprehansive study of organizational theory from lraditional perspectivea.

35. Comprehensive study of organizational theory from contemperary allernative
views (8.9, critical and feminist theory),

V. FOUNDATIONAL AREA

38. Ressarch and evaluation skills that focyus on tools thal will sxsist the ndminisiraior
in studying schools &3 organizailons and becoming a reflective practitioner,

TOPICS:
37, Inguiry techniques Irom soclology.

IHPQH‘I'.ANC&
COYERAGE

IMPOATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPOATANCE
COVERAQE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQGE
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39, Inquiry techniques from soclal psychology.

39. Evaluation methodology emphasizing the assessment of program outcomes.

40. Evalustion methodology emphasizing the assessment of organizational
ouicomes,

41, Introduction {o techniques of policy anaiysls.

42. Baslc qualitative design

43, Basic quantitative design.

44, Informal and formal examination of what Is occuming In one’s anvironmant,

V. FOUNDATIONAL AREA
45, Bmalc leadership and managemen! processes and functions.

TOFICS:
48. Resource aliocation functional skills.

47, Schedullng functional skilfs.

48, Planning lunctions) akills,

49, Computer applications functional skiils.
50, Working with groups process skilis.
51, Manzging conflict process skills.

52. Building coalltion process skiils,

VI. FOUNDATIONAL AREA
53. Policy studles and the pollllcs of sducation,

TOPICS:
54, Introduction lo tha lagisiative process

5. Introduction to how decislons are negotiated locally,
§8. Introduction to how decisiona are negotlaled within state policy guldefines,

57, Introduction to how decisions are negotiated in ralation to national educational
amphasis.

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQE

IMPOATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPOATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

(MPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE

IMPORTANCE

IMPORTAMCE
COVERAQE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPCATANCE
COVERAGE

JMPOATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPOATANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE
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58. The Influence of community power structures.,
59, The local electoral process,

60. The functioning of boards of education,

81. School interaction with oomrﬁunlly pressures.
B2, School interaction with community needs.

63. Who s best served and why?

84. Who is least well sarved and why?

85, How leachers, schools &3 units, the district and community interact lo create &
Iocal school orgenization?

Vil. FOUNDATIONAL AREA
€8. What Is right 10 do ze well as the right way lo do IL

TOPICS:
67. Examination of one’s own bellsf systems.

68. Examination of one's reasons for wanling 1o bes an administrator.

69, Examination of one's images of the mission of schooling as a social process,
70. Assezsmant of tha mora! implications of administrative decisions in achools,
71, Asseszsmant of Ihe athical Implications of adm/nlatrative decislons in schoals.
72 Undenstanding the conespt of public trust.

73. Reallzation of how values alfect behaviors and outcomes.

Thank you for your {ims and asslstance,

IMPORTANCE

MPCRATANCE
COVEAAQE

IMPORTANCE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IHPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGH

IMPORTANCE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IKPORTANCE
COVERAQE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQE

{MPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAGE

IMPORTANCE
COVERAQE
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Principal Preparation Program Form

Instructions

Imporiance

Pleasa indicate how Important you belleve the {oliowing core foundational area and tople items are toward
educaling a successful principal, Rate each item on the questionnalre by placing a circle around the
appropriata number, Tha lavel of importance assoclated with each number s as {ollows:

§. Very high importance

4. High imporiance

3, O moderate Impartance
2 LowImportance

1. Of no Importance {None).

Coverage

Also, pleaseindicate how well the core foundational area and topic items were covered in your educational
administrator preparation program. (Le., the administralor preparation program you completed at lhe
university prior to accepling your Initial principalship), Rate each ilem by placing a circle around the
appropriata number, The degrae of coverage assoclated with each number is as follows:

5. Very high coveraga
4, High coverage

3. Modernaie coverage
2. Low coverage

1. No coverage {Mons),

if you have any commaents concerning the program core requirements please use the
ravarse side of this page and return it with the completed form.
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December 7, 1989

Dear Principal,

Your assistance is nesded to review documentation to be used In a
nationwide survey of members of the NASSP and NAESP. The survey is being
conducted as part of an Important doctoral ressarch project sponsored by the
Department of Education Leadership and Policy Analysis at East Tennessee
State University.

The principals assoclated with ETSU's Danforth program have been
specially selected to assist in this pilot study for the project. Due to the limited
number of principals selacted your response Is crucial to the pilot study.

Please read the proposed cover letter to be attached to the survey form,
complete the survey form, and then provide your comments concerning the letter
and the form through the completion of the survey opinionnaire. The time you
take to read and complete the survey form Is desired so please plan to record the
start and end times accordingly.

The completed form and opinlonnaire should be returned In the self-
addressed stamped envelope provided by December 20, 1989.

Dr. Burkett sends his appreciation for your time and attention to this
request, On behalf of Tony Hussey, the doctoral candidate researcher for the
project, | would also like to thank you for your assistance In this matter.

Sinceraly,

Carolyn M. Brown
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Princlpal Preparation Program Form
Opintonnaire

1. School type, (Check & or b or speclly grade levels taught.)
e & Elementary School
b, Secondary School
Other, {Specily grade levels taught)

2. Time to complete the form {Specily the spproximals number of minutes taken)

3. Commantsconcerning the eliectivanaas ol tha coverlstier {¢.g., Inyour opinion wauld the cover latter stimulata the study's
principals to comptate and raturn the form, If not, why not, and do you have anclharsuggestion to stimulate a responsa.),

4, Commants concerning itha survey form.
Understandiblfity

Ease of use

Format and Isyout

Cther commaenis

Plaasa provide on the other side of this opinionnaire sheet any olher comments you may have concerning the cover
letter, the survey torm, and the survey progess In general,

Thank you for your time and attention.
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WALTERSSIATE 0

OFPICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

Qctober 3, 1990

Dear Principal,

You ara ons of a small representative number of principals nationwide who
has been speclally selected to evaluate the importance and prior coverage of
curriculum elements for the pra-service preparation of leaders of the nation's
elementary and secondary schools. The National Policy Board for Educational
Administration (NPBEA), whose membership represents the NAESP, NASSP,
NSBA, CCSS0,ASB0O, ASCD, AASA, AACTE, UCEA, andtha NCPEA, developad
for discussion purposes curriculum elements that included seven foundational
areas of learning and assoclated topics.

The survey is designed to oblain the perceptions of principals In the
educalion profession of these elemants and at the same time ensure anonymity of
individual principals. Your response Is crucial to the validity and reliabifity of this
doctoral research study.

Your assistance and cooperation in raturning the completed document in
the enclosed postage pald envalope are deeply appreciated, Thank you in advance

for your valuable help.
Sinceraly,
Pebtersy 1 H“”'t\
Anthony T, Husssy h
ge

500 SOUTH DAYY CROCKETT PARKWAY ® MORRISTOWN, TENNESSEE 17813.6899 W (415) $80.9722
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WALTERSSIE

QFFICL OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

October 31, 1990

Dear Principal,

Recently | wrote to you asking for your assistance in evaluating the
importance and prior coverage of curriculum elements for the pre-service
preparation of leaders of the nation’s elementary and secondary schools. The
National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA ), whose membership
represents the NAESP, NASSP, NSBA, CCSSO, ASBO, ASCD, AASA, AACTE,
UCEA, and the NCPEA, developed for discussion purposes curriculum elsments
that included sevan foundational areas of Iearning and assoclated topics,

As you know, this survey Is designed to obtain the perceptions ol principals
regarding these curriculum elements while ensuring the anonymity of individual
principals, As you are one of only a small representative number of principals
nationwide who hes been specially selected lo participate in this evaiualion
procass, your response Is cruclal to the validity and rellability of this doctoral
research stugy.

Your assistance and cobperarfon In raturning the completed document in
the enclosed postage pald envelope are deeply appreciated. Thank youin advance

for your valuable help.
Sincerely,
Anthony T, Hussey
ge

300 SOUTH DAYVY CROCKETT PARKWAY B MORRISTOWN, TENNESSEE 178136399 & (615) 5179722
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WALTERSSATE

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERYICES

November 30, 1990

Dear Principal,

As | have not yet received a response to my eariier letters regarding my
research projecl, | am wriling again desperatsly asking for your help. More repliss
are necessary before ! can statistically infer that the responsaes of the smail sample
of principals in the survey are representative of the natlon's popuiation of public
school princlpals.

As you know, this research profect Is designed to oblain the perceptions of
principals regarding the Importance and prior covarage of curriculum elements for
the pre-service preparation of leaders of the nation's elementary and secondary
schools. Tha National Policy Board for Educational Administration developed, for
discussion purposes, the currlculum slements that are contalned in the attached
questionnaire. '

Ifyou have already responded, | thank you for your valuable help. If you have
nat yet responded, your assistance and cooperalion In returning the completed
questionnalre in the enclosed postage pald snvelope would be deeply appreciated.

Slincerely,

Pty T At

Anthony T. Hussey
gc

500 SOUTH DAVY CROCKETT PARKWAY B MDRRISTOWN, TENNESSEE IM13-6899 @ (615) k79722
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