. . - ‘
. g -
. .
. . . . .
e I . . et
- N
. --1 -‘
oy '
. o geeve o
L = . 3 ‘-
- - ¥
= -
. e . .
-
.
! -
o -
.
.
» e . e e 3
2 - . L)
. . > N
s
m um . 3
B
DRI
D)
y 'lus G MM| P AT
e
e
. L] .
.
oo ¢ e
TLLEE. N
ge Ore "
e o . .
S —— . . . i
AL 3 8L .
¢ . 5
b t # . o .o
. . -
iy SN
® e .
L . B
a » * .
4 * X .t
p 3 )
" . “ "
. L s "N s
y »
@ , - s 'l .
] . B b
« ® ° . . ’
L] . .
s % O -
. ° -
e o . . [ 39S 2
« o ’ L] “
L L] % L]
’ .
. " >
o L " . b4
.
. P G
L ran
4 . L LR . "
s . .
.
o v L B - ; :
° ¢ :
: L
°
1 ‘
- : L L * L
P 3 h
o F S ]
ay . .
L ? ™ N . » L3
4 be i . -
* g " :
‘ . :
L r L . " y
‘ ‘ M .
o P
. Voo L »
Py
y L4 L B Al .
A 1 . = _ .
illl (l‘ \g »
L] L - L A .
b ' o 3 s . -
: y : 8* . %
< “ . -
§, .
.
L] r . - .
.
L . » .
E ')
‘ L - .
l. L] * . .
¥ e LY S, P AL
R O 2 .
e .
3 . . s
.
. e .. . : : .
Y . . ™ " » &
.
. - -
2 .
. : . v :
. ’ o . .
. g - . .
. - ~
. . . .
- - L a r .
$ . “ .
. .
. . s .
- . » s o
.
. 3 ; = s
& [
< "
. v . .
] B
. 2 -



To the Graduate Council:

I am s‘ub.mmmg herewith a field study written by Mark Eugene Russell entitled “A
Descriptive Study Based Upon the Perceptions of Teachers Regarding Principals’
Prior Teaching Experience”. I have examined the final copy of this field study for
form. and content and recommend that it be accepted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Education Specialist, with a major in Admuinistration

and Supervision.

1 Frtoass Hora

Dr Dolores Gore, Major Professor

We have read this field study
and recommend its acceptance:

M’/é&w

ky; Lo ( 00D

Accepted for the Council:

/M ////7'/

"Dean of The Gfaduafe School



STATEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE

In presenting this field study in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for an EdJ.S. degree at Austin Peay State
University, I agree that the library shall make it available
to borrowers under the rules of the Library. Brief
quotations from this field study are allowable without
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of
the source 1s made.

Permission for extensive quotation from or reproduction
of this field study may be granted by my major professor, or
in her absence, by the Head of Interlibrary Services when,
1n the opinion of either, the proposed use of the material
1s for scholarly purposes. Any copying or use of the
material in this field study for financial gain shall not be

allowed without my written permission.

Date (Q,' /4- /7??




A DESCBRIPTIVE STUDY
BASED UPON THE PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY TEACHERS
REGARDING PRINCIPALS' PRIOR TEACHING EXPERIENCE

A Field Study
Presented for the

Education Specialist

Mark Eugene Russell
May 1999



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Sincere expressions of appreciation are offered to T
Dolores Gore, Professor of Education, Austin Peay State
University, for her invaluable assistance in procedure and
format. Her efforts in expediting approval at every level
of the review process contributed greatly to the success and
timely completion of this study. Further acknowledgment is
coffered to Dr. Gore’s graduate staff for advanced
technological assistance in data analysis. I would like to
eXxpress great appreciation to my wife and children for
unfailing support, assistance, and patience in this process.
Ultimately, gratitude to God Almighty is offered for this

opportunity to effect positive change in the education of

children.



This descriptive study of educational leadership

preparation focused op elementary teachers? Perceptions of

ineinals . ; ) ; ,
Erincipal MELGY teachlng €Xperience. Aa questionnaire was

developed and administered to g Sample of elementary school

i . : :
eachers perceptions were interpreted from their expressed

level of agreement with 24 Statements using a five-point

Likert scale, Collection of the dnonymous questionnaires
vyielded a 70% rate of reluen.,

The results of the study indicated that teachers highly
value teaching experience as a Prerequisite for the
principalship. Teachers in the survey expressed a desire to

be officially informed of the principals' prior level of

D

Xperience in teaching. The data demonstrated teachers in
this school system prefer adequate levels of teaching
eXperience rather than specific types of teaching
€xperience. Teachers did not regard principals' higher
bProfessional degrees as a substitute for years of classroom
teaching experience.

Policies for screening and hiring principals vary from
State to state. Principalship certification requirements of

, . : g
two or three years of teaching experience are considere

lnadequate according to the data collected. Teachers will



more readily trust and cooperate with a principal whose
professional foundation includes an adequate amount of
teaching experience. Shortages in principal candidates
should not weaken policies for certification requirements.
Experienced and successful teachers who demonstrate
leadership in the schools should be recruited for formal

training in educational leadership.

v
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CHAPTER I

Introduction to the Study

The equipping of principals for effective
instructional leadership is an issue of concern at
several levels. Departments of education at the state
and district level review and revise their policies
periodically. State boards of elementary and secondary
education appeal to bureaus of higher education, teacher
eertification, and continuing education for higher
standards or more relaxed requirements (Louisiana,
December 1996; Texas, October 1997; and Kentucky,
September 1998). Studies of the credentials and related
issues of heads in accredited international schools
worldwide appear frequently in the literature (Hawlevy,
1994) .

At the district and building levels the issues
surrounding a principal’s suitability and potential
effectiveness take on personal dynamics. The following
questions should be addressed: Is the candidate well
matched for the community to be served? Will the
classroom teachers and parents respond positively to the
individual’s leadership style and background? However,

of all the contributing factors in a principal’s



effectiveness, ideally instructional leadership
effectiveness is Supreme. Initially the principal must
unite and facilitate a team of teachers to foster a
climate for learning. Ultimately the school will be most
functional as a learning culture if teachers respect and
trust the instructional leadership of the organization.

Schools and districts in crisis, primarily from non-

instructional causes, are resorting to leaders whose only

experience 1is in non-educational fields (Ballou, 1995).
Teachers in such situations encounter the potential of
being evaluated on criteria that are better suited to
business or military management. Decisions made at the
building level might be devoid of educational»insights.
Teachers may sense that they are alienated from the
values of such a school leader. Such perceptions
threaten the climate and effectiveness of the learning
environment.

Principals who have been thoroughly socialized in
their immediate instructional setting have a greater
potential to gain the initial respect and cooperation of
their teaching teams. Their familiarity with methods,
terms, classroom practices and routines are likely to
help teachers identify with them. A practical knowledge

of what is realistic and what is idealistic must be

(8]



applied in the leadership of instruction.

A clear
distinction between quality management and fostering

learning must be drawn from the pPrincipal’s earned regard

for the value of learning.

Teachers may be unaware or inconsiderate of the
principal’s prior teaching experience as it affects their
efforts and goals. Teachers who were in place upon the
hiring of the principal may have been made aware of the
credentials of the new administrator. It seems less
likely that teachers hired by the principal would be
provided that information in an official and accurate
manner. Teachers tend to be content with the leadership
as long as they and their students are not negatively
impacted. Once a teacher receives an unfavorable
evaluation or disagrees philosophically with the
principal, however, is there an increased likelihood that
the teacher will question the principal's prior
experience? Any attempt to defend or interpret the
validity of a principal's instructional leadership to
teachers does not depend on academic preparation or
certification. Teachers rate teaching experience highly
as a criterion for accepting help from their principals.
Different teachers may qualify what constitutes valid

teaching experience in different ways.



Once a principal has navigated a career path and is
in the first assignment to lead a school, many obstacles
remain. Teachers are the medium through which a
principal is effective for the students within a
particular building. Teachers’ perceptions of a
principal can account for many aspects of the success or
failure of that career. The question of what makes an
effective principal seems Lo be inexhaustible in the
literature. It is related to instructional effectiveness
through achievement scores, longevity in a position, and
through school culture and climate. In the areas of
school culture and climate, teachers’ percepiiotis fuel
much of the research.

Certification requirements for school administrators
have been criticized in recent years for being either
unnecessarily narrow or irresponsibly lax (Ballou, 1995).
Both extremes have potential influence on state
certification policies across the nation. One attempt to
remedy the perceived problem is by focusing on university
course requirements. Another popular emphasis 1in current
literature is an examination of principal internship
programs and assistant principalships (Ortiz, 1982).

Other national studies survey current, and particularly

new, principals to include data on prior years of



exXperience in classroom instruction. (Ten Year Studies,
NAESF, 1988).

All of these attempts to locate g3 weak link in the
path to principalship should be addressed. They fail,
however, to address the delicate relationship between
teachers and their immediate instructional leaders. The
perpetual stream of studies in the area of teachers’
percepticns of principals deposits some valuable data
about desired characteristics and effective leadership
style. In the most general terms, some studies
demonstrated that teachers highly value principals’
professional experience; identified under the term
ccmpetence (Richardson, 1992). More specifically, and

rel

o

ted to the present proposed study, are findings which
state “the only experience associated with higher
performance ratings is teaching experience” (Ballou,
1935) . In the present descade a study of K-8 principals’
prior teaching experience reported that 22% of them
entered the position with no elementary teaching
experience (NAESP, 1988). Further probing into the
various categories under the general term teaching
experience may qualify these findings and reveal that

those leaders came from secondary classrooms, guidance

offices, or other specialized educational positions.



Statement of the Problem

This descriptive study has as its problem the
investigation of teachers' perceptions concerning
principals' prior teaching experience. There seems to be
@ research veoid in the area of those less traditional
career paths to the principalship. Data was collected to
obtain answers to the following questions that remain
after a review of avallable research surrounding
principals’ prior experience:

1) Should teachers be aware of their principals’
prior teaching experience?

2) To what degree do teachers exXpect principals to
have teaching experience similar to their own?

3) Should teachers confront their principals about
issues related to prior teaching experience?

4) Do principals with non-typical teaching
experience (physical education, special education,
guidance, art, or music) have a disadvantage when seeking
Lo gain teacher trust and cooperation?

5) Are teachers more willing to take criticism or
direction from a principal if they know the leader’s
background includes similar teaching experience?

6) Do teachers in non-typical classrooms believe a

principal with standard classroom experience can

effectively supervise their instruction?



7) Do teachers feel their expertise is considered

and utilized by their pPrincipal regardless of prior
teaching experience?
8) Do teachers feel their teaching can be fairly

evaluated by a principal with dissimilar teaching

experlience?

Hypothesis

There will be no measurable difference between
teachers' perceptions of principals with extensive prigr
teaching experience and principals with minimal or no

prior teaching experience.

Purpose of the Study

The rcle a principal’s teaching background plays in
galning trust and respect from elementary teachers was
the purpose of this study. Principals function as a
dichotomy of building administration and instructional
leadership. As such, their role is a perpetual balancing
act that draws on all of the resources they can amass in
preservice and inservice equipping. Typically, teachers’
most formal and direct interaction with the principal

comes in the form of an individual teacher evaluation.

Aside from the initial employment interview, the

observation/evaluation process places the teacher in the



style to the atmosphere of an Observation session, but
also a background of Personal experience.

Principals affect the teacher’s immediate
professional well being through curriculum and policy
decisions at various levels. Whether mandating,
suggesting, or valuing a particular curriculum choice,
the principal’s influence on the teacher, at least on an
official level, 1is significant. This has been
distributed beyond the scope of the individual principal
only to the extent that site-based management is
effectively carried out by a functional team. Few
systems have attempted to team manage a building without
a principal. Therefore, policy difficulties or changes
remain within the principal’s accountability. This study
examines teachers' opinions of the principal’s point of

reference regarding previous classroom experience.

Significance of the Study

Any teacher or group of teachers could effectively
undermine the principal’s validity by calling into
question the prior classroom experience of that leader.
A principal who values a team system will not disregard

the perceptions of the teachers in the building. An



least of which being teachers: Perceptions.

Whether or not the intended Principal follows a
standard career path to the position, consideration
should be given to what teachers value in their leader.
Certification requirements vary from state to state,.
Years of teaching experience for principals among those
state-required Credentials, if required at all, are
occasionally waived due to low salaries and limited
candidates. Eager candidates for principalship may need
a clear view of the value teachers place on teaching
experience. Policy makers who seek to improve or
maintain the quality of this nation’s schools dare not
dismiss teachers’ perceptions of the value of’teaching

experilence.

Limitations of the Study

1. The study was limited to all elementary schools

of one metropoclitan school system in Tennessee.
2 Subjects included only kindergarten through

fifth grade standard classroom teachers and art, music,

and physical education teachers.

3 The survey was limited to a three-day response

time.



Methodology of the Study
——————=——-2JY Ol the Study

Public records of each elementary school principal's
prior teaching experience were noted with the assistance
of officers in the bersonnel department of the school
system's central office. Questionnaires were constructed
in such a way as to rate teachers’ responses using a
five-point Likert Scale of agreement. The questionnaire,
which served as the instrument for this survey, was
pretested with a group of subjects selected for
characteristics similar to the target population. Weak
and ambiguous items will be improved or eliminated once
they have been identified by the pretest group’s
comments. This revised instrument was used to determine
the subjects’ perception of the value of teaching
experience prior to assuming the principalship.
Elementary school teachers were randomly selected from
the school system’s complete personnel list. Teachers'
names were sorted according to school of employment.
Additional permission was obtained from appropriate
school principals once investigator’s intentions were

disclosed. Questionnaires with removable name labels

were delivered to previously selected elementary school



Upon hand

delivery to specific subjects who had been randomly
selected, questionnaire name tabs were removed to
prescive confidentiality, Subjects were instructed to
seal the Completed, anonymous questionnaire in its
envelope and return it by a predetermined date to a
collection envelope held by the school receptionist.
Collection envelopes were retrieved from each school by
the investigator or a neutral designee. Results of the
study obtained by data analysis methods summarized below
were presented to Austin Peay State University and the
school system’s central administration office. The

central office makes research results available to

individual schools.

Data Analysis

The variety of administrative and teaching staff across a

soclo-economically diverse county can be expected to
provide a broadly representative sample for this region
of the country.
a city-county school system as a target population.
Analyzed data will finally be reported and summarized in

written descriptions of findings supported and clarified

by graphs.

This supports the rationale of selecting

11



Definition of Terms

The following operational definitions will be
applied to terms used in this study:
i Career path -the education, years of practical
experience, and order, frequency and type of positions

held in an advancing career.

-

o Elementary principals -building level instructional
leaders or assistants who formally observe and evaluate
teachers or curricula for students in kindergarten
through fifth grade.

3. Elementary teachers -teachers of students in
kindergarten through fifth grade, whether maintaining a
typical classroom and curriculum or specialized
instruction for physical educatiocn, the arts, or special
education.

4. Experience -accumulated years as a practicing
professional in education.

s Non-standard teaching experience -employed by a

~

school to teach subjects such as art, music, physical

education, or special education.
o Observation -formal or informal viewing of a

teacher’s work with a class of students, the purpose of
which being to evaluate or offer professional

development.



T School System -the unified city, county, or
consolidated city-county system of public schocls for
kindergarten, elementary, and secondary students.

6. Teachers -instructional staff who teach in standard
and non-standard classrooms.

9 Teaching experience -employed on a faculty as a
classroom instructor in such subject areas as reading,
writing, language, mathematics, science, and social

tudies.

n

13
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CHAPTER IT

Review of the Literature

Literature relevant to elementary principals’ prior
teaching experience, teachers’ perceptions of the value
of classroom experience of the principals, and policy and
career patterns in preparation for elementary
principalship will be presented within this chapter. The
focal issue, stated as the perceptions of elementary
teachers regarding prior teaching experience of
principals, will be approached from a broader set of
literature topics which form a logically ordered review
foundation. The sequence will culminate in literature
most directly related to the topic and limitations that
reveal the need for further study.

Although past and current data on the topic indicate
that only in rare cases are principals appointed having
no teaching experience, and greater than 90 percent of
elementary principals possess elementary teaching
experience (Doud, 1998), policy changes have been
proposed for great reduction in or “elimination of

teaching experience as a requirement for principal

certification” (Scott, 1989). What, after all, is S0

difficult about running a school that a person with a



degree in business management or public administration

. :
couldn’t accomplish? Teachers have strong opinions on

this issue as revealed in nhumerous surveys of the various
aspects of educational leadership.

National rates of attrition in the principalship
were projected near the 50% mark for the 1990s (Anderson,
1989; Klauke, 1990). 1In hindsight the national data for
the decade almost fulfilled the predictions at 42%
turnover in the principalship (Doud, 1998). The
projection of 40% attrition for principals has already
been made for the final decade of this century (Doud).

In the late 1960s outstanding Oregon schools were
headed by “principals who most commonly did not intend to
become principals. Most indicated that they.had intended
to teach but were encouraged to become principals by
their superiors” (Becker, 1971). This level of
recruiting may be needed now, some thirty years later, to
place quality educational leaders.

Another option to expedite the replacement of
principals has surfaced in some of the areas.

Authorities have chosen to lower or eliminate certain

requirements of certification. In a university survey

interview in the Northwest, one official stated:



We’;e accu§tomed to only getting 35- to 45-year-old
re51du§ going into our Principalship program. Our
Screening procedures are devised only to rescreen
theselpeople. We should throw out the three-year
teaching requirement for admissions. Being an
outstapding teacher may well not be an appropriate
Criterion for assurance that this same person will

become a successful public school administrator
(Becker, 1971, plieé).

Other more radical proposals received serious
consideration and, in some cases, were adopted into
policy. Administrators from noneducational backgrounds
may now be certified as school administrators in New
York. No teaching experience is required to be fully

certified in certain building-level administrative

positions. It was found that these noneducators “brought

superior finance and budgetary skills to their new jobs,
but had some difficulty exchanging a profit qrientation
for a service and people-oriented bottom line” (Murphy,
1997) .

To remove teaching experience as a principalship
certification requirement, which has also been proposed
in the state legislature of New Jersey, is little worse,
in the short term, than many rural schools’ common

practice of waiving certification requirements 1n a

staffing erisis. Indsed, 34% of principals surveyed

across the nation in 1997-98 reported that alternative or

16



nontraditi © s )
tional Certification licensure were either

available or being discussed (pouq, 1998)

mpari E -
comp S0n to another untraditional solution that has

found its place in opinion and policy. Citing teachers’

loss of confidence in the instructional leadership of

principals, a rationale for schools with no principals

has been advanced.,

Teachers, by and large, quickly loose confidence in
the ability of most administrators, including
principals, to fully comprehend the realities of
teaching...To designate as an evaluator of teaching
someone who once taught but has now chosen to avoid
it i1s offensive. Teaching is both complex and
contextual enough that nonteachers wandering around
with evaluative instruments collecting generic
effective behaviors can help no one but the absolute
neophyte or the classroom failure(Saken, 1988, p.
669) ,

The solution offered by Saken is for capable teachers to

(D

a term in leadership and either return to working

S5e

=
®

AV4
with children in a classroom or seek a position 1n the

central administration office. If the proposal to

replace the tradition of career principals in schools

stems remote te most of the natiem, it 15 & foregone

conclusion for others. V“For example, the Minnesota

s i ,
legislature has established the right of local schoo

17



districts :
= Lo determine whether their schools should h
ave

principals” (Bussler, 1998)

Trust and Trustworthiness

The d I
ynamics of trust ang trustworthiness among all

stakeholders in the nation’s school reform efforts seem

to be more highly valued thap faultfinding and assertions
of power. Identifying terms in the literature such as
trusk, acceptance of authority, confidence, and
competence resound in the literature. A basic challenge
to trust which is inherent in human socialization is the

“them versus us” mentality.

Teachers, by and large, quickly lose confidence in
the ability of most administrators, including
principals, to fully comprehend the realities of
teaching. The principal then becomes a member of a
second group within the building: the non-teachers

(Saken, 1994).

Principals maintaining close and frequent contact with

teachers and demonstrating compatible beliefs and

behaviors with regard to instructional supervision

contributed significantly to teachers' confidence in

their leadership (Keaster, 1990). Teachers place

“pedagorical sonfidange”™ in orincipals whom they perceive

to have power, responsibility, and instructional valldity

(Martin, 1990). Power is demonstrated in principals who

use their knowledge and skills to positively affect

18



A princji ¥ '
Principal’s responslbility in attending to

The degree to which

teachers perceive g Principal’s decisions to be in the
best interest of the instructional Program contributes to

their level of confidence inp the Principal

According to teachers’ berception surveys in South
Carolina, the characteristics rated most desirable in
principals Closely paralle] those rated highest by
business employees toward managers. The top ranking
characteristic was honesty and competence followed
closely (Richardson, 1992). The reciprocal nature of
Crust requires that it permeate the whole climate of a
school, This is most likely to be initiated by a
trusting and trustworthy principal who has merited the
respect of teachers (Bulach, 1998). Competency among
instructional leaders and classroom instructors will be
developed as a major theme of this study.

Educational research efforts to reform or transform

. . initiatives
this nation’s schools have focused on several init

from “return-to-basics” to “improve the teacher” to use

of higher technology. Disintegration of the traditional

American family and the eroding values of society in

, thi
general have been frequently cited (Doud, 1998). In 15

' e weakness in our
ongoing search for key areas of

19



educational System,

scriutinized.

orieies for B certifying, and appointing

principals have been adjusted. Practices e

Instructional leadership have been reviewed and reformed.
Performance based funding has forced a more direct
connection between principals’ effectiveness and student
achievement in states such as Pennsylvania and Kentucky
(Goldsberry, 1984; Cline, 1988).

The critical lack of mutual trust at all levels has
become painfully clear in many of these efforts. From
this array of school reform efforts, however, the cloud
of confusion has begun to lift. A logical and desirable

pattern of promising solutions has begun to emerge.

A pivotal issue; which will be presented in related

literature, is the perceived role of elementary

principals. Prior to answering the question of

trustworthiness of principals, some level of agreement

must be reached on the expected role of the principal.

No simple answer presents itself in the literature due,

in part, to the multifaceted nature of the principalship.

' ] ial role
A major factor in defining the principal’s essentla



The origin of a title is a reasonable, albeit

-I . . ) .
limited, avenue of information about sz given role or

position of responsibility. The “principal” title finds

1t exigln In the Histery of the principal teacher. This
seemingly trivial reference to public school history

&L

=
M
Q

ins relevance to the central topic, and bears
mentioning. During a period of transition from the one-
room, public school to the familiar, present organization
of classrooms, hallways, and offices with teachers and
building administrators, there was a “head teacher” role.
European school principals retain the title “head” of
school whereas “principal teacher” became the title of

h e for instructional leaders in the United States.

0)
O
-
0

The head or principal teacher retained classroom-teaching
responsibilities during this interim period of
development in the evolution of public educational

organization. Supervision of fellow teachers,

administrative duties and some building maintenance fell

to this practicing teacher.

it has been said, was concelved 1n a

Indeed, for many Yyears, the
teacher,’ first among

the duties of thg

1y of teaching, record
f maintaining school

Principalship,
halo of chalkdust. !
principal was ‘principal
equals. Prior to 1850,

principalship consisted large
keeping, and a modest amount O



property, and disciplin;i
howeesr,  tl relatigilnlng students. By 1900,

A ly un '
principal changed” (Laze, ?ggz?uous roles of the

As the weight of other responsibilities required

priDElpal Feschere b relinquish classroom duties, they

assumed a new level distinction from teachers.

“Historically, the research literature has reflected

the principalship as a position with a great amount
of ambiguity, chaos, and diversity. Modernistic
programs must prepare future administrators to be
more than glorified custodians responsible primarily
for building maintenance. The stereotypical view of
the principal as administrative manager will not be
sufficient to meet the increased demands for
instructional leadership. The current literature is
now illustrating the key role played by principals
in building and maintaining effective schools”
(Cline, 1988).

The professional roles of teacher and principal are
now clearly differentiated. What must be revisited is
the degree of interdependence the two roles retain in the
school mission. Neglect in addressing the value of this
relationship may lead to hiring policies and career

patterns that undermine mutual trust among teachers and

their building level leaders.

To what degree do teachers and principals agree on

the primary roles of the principalship? This question 1S

; l ©f
fairly well represented in the literature. The leve

on this issue

incipals
agreement between teachers and princilp

2
(8]



seems to be tj :
time ang location dependent (Larsen 1987)

-

A survey of Georgia Principals ip the middle 1980s

indicated 54% view the idea] role of principals to be

primarily instructional leader. only 313 of the
3 same

group reported they practice instructional leadership as
their primary function. In reality, 25% of them find
they primarily operate as school managers (Davis, 1986).

Of the rural teachers Surveyed across Tennessee, 81%
indicated they felt that principals should be
instructional leaders. The implementation of this role
in the late 1980s, however, resulted in a strained

working environment.

In many instances, instructional leadership roles
with teachers have not created collegial
relationships. Rather, instructional leddership
roles with teachers have created wide barriers
between principals and teachers (Martin, 1990).

As a direct result of teaching reform efforts, teachers

became alienated from their principals. An adversarial

(D

coexistence ensued producing a counterproductive
atmosphere in schools where principals were under a

mandate to facilitate teacher effectiveness.

oncluded that instructional

ly more control over pheir

t principals and find them
find it difficult to

Many teachers have C
leadership roles imp
teaching. They mistrust E
unsupportive, while principals
lead teachers (Martin, 1990) .



he irony of : ;
T Y SUCh a situgtign lies in the agreement among
teachers and principals “that the bPrimary goal of

evaluation was improver
en
t of the teacher’s classroom

performance” (Kiley, 19gs). Net all studies indigate

teacher agreement on this point (Goldsberry, 1984)

A deceptively Simple solution to the suspicion

to remember what it was like to be a teacher. Granted
that a principal’s “role Orientation differs radically
from that of a teacher... (the) principal role contradicts

and overrides that of the earlier eXxperience in teacher

n”

role. “"Principals inevitably forget what it is like

being a teacher” (Erickson, 1979). Yet, if the manner
and severity of evaluation were tempered with'empathy,
the process would not alienate the best of teachers nor
eject those within reach of positive intervention. The

empathy element requires that principals possess an

adequate background in the classroom. Those who do not

adequately fulfill this expectation compound the

mistrust (Erickson, 1979, p.240).

How can prospective educational leaders best be

. - ‘ hi
equipped for the principalship? An obvious relationship

; ] ne about
exists between this question and the previcus ©

] this
roles studies that cite principals' responses to

' ipalship
question emphasize the need for princilp



with the most

prevalent career paths of elementary Principals indicate

a strong tradition of jF b £ v Leaching experience followed

by tormal degrees in preparation for administration.

(Doud, 1988;1998) A berception that large numbers of

coaches and physical education instructors are being
appointed directly into the principalship has not been
broadly supported in the literature. No more than 10% of
principals nationally have been found to have a direct
path from the gymnasium to the front office. (Schools and
Staffing Surveys, 1983-95) There is evidence of localized
trends among male principals having begun their careers
as physical education instructors.

Although the percepticn of teachers is not the most

substantial concern of a principal’s career, this
indicator is directly related to trust and competence

(Richardson, 1992). It is likely to play a significant

role in the initial effectiveness of a principal with the

i mHE i ipals’ authority
faculty in a new appointment. The "principa

must be accepted by the faculty” (Wilkes, 1989). For a

principal who has had years of successful or unchallenged
' ' ' 11
experience, the issue of authority is practically

s or those facing new pProcesses of

settled. New principal
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to establish trustworthiness

Usih i -
g an Instrument orlglnally developed by Chester

Barnard in 1948, teachers’ acceptance of principals’

authority has been measureq Lo reveal what fosters a

principal’s influence of teachers (Wilkes, 1989).

Authority from principals to teachers must be earned in

somewhat different ways now, Acheson argued that

"instructional leadership Changes are inevitable during
the 1990s.” His research at the threshold of the last
decade of the twentieth century indicated that the
principal must be viewed by teachers as a “trusted
confidant/analyst possessing unconditional regard for the
teacher potential” (Acheson, 1990). Barnard’s “Zones of
Indifference” instrument measures teachers’ response to
directives from their principals. If a directive is
ignored or delayed, it constitutes a low acceptance of
authority. Directives that cause conflict, but are
carried out by teachers are measured as indicators or

high acceptance of authority when they are followed

without conflict. Principals for whom such directives are

: : £
followed are translated as having high acceptance o0

; i ween higher
authority. A direct correlation bet

' ' ears of experience 1in
acceptance of authority and higher y

' . 1289) .
the principalship has been demonstrated (Wilkes



Contradi i ]
Ctory flndlngs Challenge and confuse any

topic of study, but they reveal 5 need for more and

different studies. Such is the case for prior teaching

experlence among principals, Focusing on five

instructional leadership behaviors, Smith finds a

negative relationship between Prior teaching experience
and principal leadership behavior (Smith, 1990).

A strongly positive finding in favor of principals’
prior teaching experience seems to contradict the Smith
study. Teachers’ assessment of their principals’
performance on instructional leadership revealed a number
cf types of career experiences that did not raise
performance ratings. “The only experience associated
with higher performance ratings is teaching egperience
(Rallou, 1995). The two previous opposing studies
indicate a need to clarify teachers’ perceptions of which
characteristics and behaviors foster trust in school
leadership. Perhaps more significantly, they call into

question the alleged need to professionalize the

principalship through advanced degrees and principal

internships. An older study of leadership practices

“princi had the
among principals affirms that “principals who ha

; i vide the
greatest amount of formal education did not pro

i ir teachers”
greatest professional leadership to theil

(Blumberg, p29,1965).



Teachers’ percept:
Ptions regarding the Principal have

been studied from ‘
@ Variety of angles. Scheool climate

instructional metheds, Principals" effectiveness have

been the focus of many (Goldsberry, 1984; Larson, 1987:

Righardson, 1892y Patriek, 199s; Evans, 199¢)
’ .

Principals’ use of Transformational Leadership, an

alternate strategy for influencing excellence within

crganizations through goal sharing, has been rated by

Michigan teachers in 1996 (Evans, 1996). This study
indicated that as principals’ years of service increased
at a single school, they could be expected to exhibit
more transformational leadership style. Teachers’
percepticons of the principal's administrative style were
measured in correlational studies of school climate.
Teachers indicate a positive correlation between their

preferred leadership styles and overall school
climate (Patrick, 1995). Qualitative data were collected

from 1000 Pennsylvania teachers on their perception of

the effectiveness of supervision the principals provide.

Teachers agreed that the principals were able to effect

ulite
positive instructional change, but responses were q

i . : i
reserved (Goldsberry, 1984) . Teachers 1R it RSN

- i ' Led
schools and low achieving schools in California rd

. hi
their principals’ on six instructional leadership

d that teachers' views on

behaviors. The study foun



instructional .
leadershlp behaviors correlate positivel
Y

with high achievement (Larsop, 1987). Teacher p t
' groeptions
translate to more than statistics. “Teachers have the

power to implement or foi] the best goals plans, and
’ ’

mandates when the classroom door 15 closad” (Richardson,

1992 »

Teachers Prefer Instructional Leader Role

A rural Tennessee survey found that teachers “felt
that principals should be instructional leaders” and
regard them as professional mentors who earned teachers’
confidence (Martin, 1990). This study cited other
literature, which found that teachers mistrusted leaders
and viewed them as the adversary during the zealous 1980s
reform efforts. According to Davis, teachers, as a rule,
view the principal’s primary role as something other than
instructional leader (Davis, 1986). Studies show they

frequently value the administrator as a support in

' ' d
discipline challenges. The role of instructional leader

is more frequently named as a principalship identifier by

principals or superintendents than by teachers.

lenged

Instructional Leader Role Chal

gard the principal as

Teachers do not all highly re

ader. Some of the

V 5 N e
primarily an instructional 1



lirerabure stafss that teachers tend to vView th
=

principalts idsal role as primarily a support for

discipline Or a mana
ger of he or = S .
g i1zation'’s various

operations (Davis, 1986) . This perception, at least at the

elementary and intermediate levels, contrasts with the

most recent national ten-year study of kindergarten
through eighth grade principals (Doud, 1998) .
A leader of a major national professional

organization for principals offers the following

rationale:

The principal relies significantly upon his or her
experlences as a teacher when performing tasks in
five major areas of responsibility. These include
employing teachers, supervising instruction, leading
and managing teachers, understanding and working
with students, and conferring with parents
(Thompson, 1989).

Principals at all levels are expected to possess a

personal understanding of the skills and challenges of

teaching. This opinion is held within the school as well

as among parents and the extended community (Pellicer,

1988) .

Guidance counselors/Teaching Experience

' : i ' heir
Principals favor prior teaching experience in t

ini tors 1in
guidance counselors. A survey of administra

' ' ] idance
Montana schools revealed that pr1nc1pals pbelieve gul
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counselors need four %
(@) Seven i 4 K S
Prior vyears of eXperience

in the classroom (Nowlin, 1995) . A larger study t
! WO

years earlier found that administrators consider it a key
to effectiveness for counselors to have teaching
experience. The same study indicated that those
principals whose guidance counselors had no prior
teaching experience stil] rated them as effective

(Olson, 1993).

Certification Requirements

The value policy makers and policy influencers place
on various facets of principalship preparation may be
interpreted from changes in certification requirements.
If a state department of education retains their minimum
three years of teaching experience for principalship
certification while raising the university degree
requirements beyond the Masters level, this indicates a
confidence in formal preparation. In such a case,
aspiring principals in the state of Ohio must only teach
Their course work requirement, however, 1s

three years.

68 hours. The M.Ed. is typically completed in 54 hours.

The remaining 14 hours may be fulfilled as an Educational

' ' f an
Administration Certification Sequence Or as part o

Ed.S. program(Cleveland State University Graduate

Bulletin, 1996-1998). For more than 30 years the

i ears
majority of colleges have required no less than two y
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of the School of Education’s Department of Educational

Foundations and Administration at Texas Christian
University in Fort Worth, Texas has been Very outspoken
on the futility of I®quiring teaching experience (Saken,
1994} |

Georgia, as other states in the South, significantly
raised certification Standards during the middle 198(
reform efforts. Prior to these changes 909 of
superintendents reported they had no published policy or
guidelines for recruiting or selecting principals. The

recruitment and selection of principals nationally was an

=

informal process. At that time 203 o elementary

principals in Georgia held only a Bachelor of Elementary

Education, and 55% had completed a Masters degree in

Administration and Supervision (Davis, 1986).

Furthermore, the policy review of the Professional

Standards Commission for Georgia certification specified

that elementary principals be required to have teaching

experience at the elementary level.

Texas teachers, in 1975, strongly supported raising

. — o
the teaching experience minimums for principals to fo
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five years. The 1997 Texas “Advisory Committee op the

Principal ¢ 1 £ "
p €rtificate only recommended two vyears

classroom teaching €Xperience at any level for Principals

AR
SO as to better understand the Needs, concerns, and

demands placed upon the Classroom teacher,” California
is among the States which reformed administrator

requirements in the mid—19805(Bartell, 1994) . These

Leaching exXperience,

Citing a National Association of Elementary School
Principals (NAESP) professional resource entitled
Proficiencies for Princgipals, 1996, Doud offers the
following rationale for principals to have prior teaching

experience:

We know that Leaching experience is essential in
helping the principal develcp “the levels of skill
and the practical understandlng'that coTe from -
working directly with students in the classroom on a

day-to-day basis.” (Doud, 1998).

The Principal Preparation Program of the Danforth
Foundation Program for the Preparation of School
Principals was the focus of a self-study in Missouri in

' Lned '8 hi
which teachers surveyed said their principal’s leadership

“Findi Indi that
was significantly effective. Findings indicate

' ignificant
formal school-leadership preparation makes a signi
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difference in leadership, ang that good theory is of

considerable value to school leaders” (Leithwood, 1995)
; :

Advanced degrees were not highly valued by teachers’
assessment in a Massachusetts survey the same

year (Ballou, 1995). This study echoes the perspectives

collected by Arthur Blumberg in 1965: “Principals who had

the greatest amount of formal education did not provide
the greatest professional leadership to their teachers.”
Blumberg also observed: “More experienced principals do
not demonstrate greater executive professional
leadership... (and) Neither type nor length of previous
teaching experience discriminated among principals as to
their executive professional leadership” (Blumberg, 1965).
This low regard for the value of previous tea;hing
experience is not isolated. Twelve years after the
publication Blumberg’s book, the American Educational
Kesearch Association hosted a report that more years

teaching experience contributes to 1, principals who are

less ineclined to attempt innovative techniques, and 2,

principals more accepting of the status quo of upper

leadership, facilities, and students (Kohr, 1977). Higher

yvears of previous teaching experience has been negatively

related to a desirable instructional climate (Smith,

1'990) .
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Teachi ' ]
Ng experience Prior to becoming @ principal is

not a high reform Priority according to some Studies of

the principalship. of Seéveral administrative concerns

surveyed among California educators in 1993, there was no
record that respondents mentioned the need of more prior
years of teaching experience for principals(Bartell,
1994) , Concerning the Progression from the classroom to
the principalship, one researcher makes the point that
there are “vast differences for which teaching does not

prepare principals” (Lane, 1984). He cites the following

contrasts: Teacher

n

can bring most daily tasks to
closure, whereas principals are involved in more
centinuous tasking without daily closure. Principals may

take their vacations only to return and find that work

kept piling up in their absence. Teachers are not
usually responsible to the school for the entire summer

sreak after which they make a fresh start. Teachers can

typically predict their general tasks for the day, but

principals are confronted daily and hourly by unforeseen

tasks. Success in one area; teaching, is not considered

indicative of a good prospect for the other area; the

principalship(Lane 1984). Saken finds it offensive to

' or of teaching one
teachers “to designate as an evaluat

who once taught but has now chosen to avoid 1it.
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administrate the larger Organization. The transition

takes place in a variety of ways. Opportunities to serve

as staff leaders without reducing the Leaching

responsibilities allows teachers to distinguish and equip

themselves as leaders.

Principals are generally chosen from three populations of
edu;ators: classroom teachers, teacher-leaders, and
administrators...Candidates from each population have
different socialization experiences. For example,
teachers who seek authority and influence beyond the
classroom traditionally look toward the principalship

(Peterson & Finn, 1985). These prospective leaders have
been socialized and encultured into administration from
thelr experiences as teachers. Consequently, traditional

education administration preparation programs rely on a
rather standard view of the socialization process of
prospective administrators as classroom teachers. These
candidates typically come to preservice programs from the
classroom with a wealth of expertise in teaching but with
little experience and knowledge about the larger
organizational context. At best, some of these teachers
have limited management experiences in part-time
leadership positions as department heads (Goldring,
1993] .

Training programs such as “LEAD” prepare teacher-leaders
as well as principals and assistant principals (Beasley,
1993). Favoring the suitability of equipping teachers as

leaders, Siroinik praises simultaneous experience 1in
teaching and leadership:
r leadership is most potent

fessional development level.
ms can also be good

A curriculum for teache
at the inservice cr prol
Good principal preparation progrd
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Goldring adds that “Empowered teachers, or teacher-

leader ' ' ]
eaders bring these diverse €xperiences into educational

leadership training programs as they prepare to be

principals—in—charge”(Goldring, 199%)

Career Patterns

Critics of the prevailing manner in which the principals
of this nation’s schools were placed a decade ago cited

systemic inadequacies.

Current methods are often ill suited to developing
and employing outstanding leaders. Traditional
avenues to the principalship including university
course work, teaching, and administrative
experience, have not proved satisfactory(Anderson,
1989 .

The preservice preparation for principalship is a
professional opportunity, which, if inadequate, 1is not
likely to be recovered in practice. On-the-job
experience and coursework study for a basic knowledge of

the art and science of teaching is found to be a poor

substitute for adequate immersion in the profession prior

to leadership appointment. “wreaching experience, de

facto and de jure, is an important ingredient in the

career patterns of the principalship”(Pellicer, 1988) .
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Ten percent of their
principals came directly from pPhysical education/coaching
(Davis, 1986). This phenomenon has been broadly
€Xaggerated in teachers? opinions on Surveys (Stoker,
1275). On 3 national level] 52% of all Principals serveq

as athletic coaches in their careers, but were either

principalship in the interim(Pellicer, 1888) .

Although prior teaching experience continues to be a
characteristic of principals, by 1987 a national survey
showed only 209% had gone straight from the classroom to
become principals(Pellicer). It is likely that the 809
reported in Georgia was both high for the national
average on direct classroom to principalship patterns and

received much of the attention in policy changes in this

educational reform climate.

Principals asked to evaluate their own .
administrative behaviors report that thglr
continuing years of experience as princ1pa; ‘
do not seem to produce a significantly positive

effect (Mitchell, 1997).

A somewhat dated study of elementary schools in Oregon
found that 13% of principals rated teaching experience at

the elementary level as the most significant training for
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elementary principalship(Becker, 1971} Doud’
. S most

recent study found th ° : -
at 89.2% of PEincipals say theis

” :
cXperiences as a Classroom teacher “were of much

lmportance” (Doud, 1998). These values are Very similar

to national Studies of the Past 20 vears

Gender Issues

Patterns related to Principals’ gender involve age
at first appointment, elementary versus secondary level,
Characteristic leadership behaviors, professional degree
attainment, and prior years of classroom teaching
experience., A study focused on elementary teachers'
perceptions will need to consider some gender factors.

It 1s common knowledge that the vast majority of
elementary level teachers are female, 75% in 1988, and
66% 1n 1998 (Doud, 1998). What may not be widely known is
that a long-standing trend among elementary principals
has reversed in the last decade. This gender-focused
change brings with it a strong trend toward increased
prior classroom teaching experience.

One nation-wide longitudinal study of principals in
metropolitan schools tracked a gender element from 1949

through 1973. Demographic data in the five

administrations across these 24 years revealed female

principalship declined from 55% to 19.6%. This trend
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longitudinal study. This ten-yaar Study series Spanning

from 1928 to 1998 reporteq @ 2.2 percent increase from

1879 to 1988 (Doud 1988) .

The most recent study, “The K-8 Principal in 19987,
shows an even more dramatic increase in the Ccurrent
decade. 1In 1988, 20% of Principals responding to the
Survey were female. Female pPrincipals in the subsequent
1898 survey made up 41.9% of the respondents. The report
corresponds well with the 41.1% female principal
sletistic of U, 8, Department of Education’s Office of
Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) in their 1997
report on Public and Private School Principals in the
U.S.: A Statistical Profile(Doud) .

The female principal in elementary schools, as
Statistically compared to males, is older at first
enters with more teaching experience and

appointment,

more school committee leadership. She has less

experience in work-related leadership, athletic coaching,

and non-education union membership. Typically she moved

out of her teaching district and spent fewer years as an

administrator (Soranno). Specifically male principals in
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Yeéars than thej
Y an their male ¢
ounter ]
bParts. They had lncreased
1n teachi ; ] ‘
N teaching €Xperlence over the females of
an
administration of the
; '€ Same survey 11 v '
S Y€ars earlier (SASS
SASS,
1995). Fe ' Lpa
, Female Principals’ ranges of years of teaching
exXperienc ) lrvey vy
p ence by Survey year and gender reveal a significant
difference.
The communicatic '
tlon process, so vital to SO many aspects of
the princi hip s ati
p Clpalship and the relationship between teachers

l1tive. It

&)
M

n

gender sen

0]
tt

O

(

and principals, appear

el

surfaces in surveys of teachers’ perception of

pPrincipals’ effectiveness, closeness to teachers,

d

(D

gree of attention given to teachers (Hutton, 1993).
Female principals tend to fare better than males in their

dssessed leadership. Erickson summarizes:

A final explanation for women’s generally positive
performance as educaticnal leaders, particularly in
elementary schools, 1s related to...the general
career pattern of the female teacher-principal...
women are more effective as elementary school
leaders because of their many years experience in

the classroom.
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He further clarifies that:

gth of time Spent in the
process of teaching, but the whole commitment to the
Classroom and the world of the school duri

teaching years that helps make women
administrators(Erickson, 1979) ,

Although surveys of Ceachers’ attitudes toward female
principals continue to show that characteristics
assoclated with women are preferred, women are
underrepresented in the principalship (Hudson, 1996).

If current trends continue, the principalship will have a

new female majority by the next ten-year national study

of the K-12 principal in 2008.

Elementary Level Unique

There are statistical tendencies uniquely associated with
the elementary level. Their teachers consistently
respond more positively on questionnaires when asked
about their “attitudes toward students, parents, fellow
staff, and school administration” (Kohr). Their

principals were often appointed with no teaching

' but this
experience at the elementary level in the past, Dbu

998) .
now occurs in only ten percent of cases(Doud, 1 )

] o hold
“Elementary principals are particularly prone t

] inistrative
that position for the duration of an adminils

Care 7



Elementary Principal: National Profile
—————————o 8. National Profila

By analyzing the data from the most recent in a
series of ten-year national studies by the National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), a
Cheoretical profile of the typical elementary level

principal in America has been constructed.

o nthe “typigcal elementary principal” in 1998 is a
SO-year-old white male. He earns $60,285 as a full-
time principal of a single suburban school that
enrolls 425 students. An educator for 25 years, he
has been principal for 11 years(6 in his current
position.” “Opinions about his performance are most
often furnished by the superintendent and by
himself.” “This principal spends most of his time
1n three areas: contacting and supervising staff,
interacting with students, and discipline/student
management. He chooses his teachers and has primary
responsibility for their supervision. He has
established a formal process for involving teachers
in the development and evaluation of the
instructional process, and he is }ikely to sha;e
responsibility for instructional improvement with
the teachers. He holds a masters degrge from an
NCATE-approved program.” “He values his experience
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i; a p;incipal and as a teacher highly
1s major professional development neeés are

understanding and a i
pplying tech : ‘
staff performance(Doud, 1898)? nology and lmproving

and feels

Of all elementary level principals 98.7% had taught
an average of 10.6 years before taking their

administrative position. Principals of higher ages had

more years of teaching experience (Hammer, 1993).

Teachers' Value of Principals' Teaching Experience

Georgia teachers rated their principal’s effective
teaching ability with 53% indicating they were mostly or
entirely satisfied(Davis, 1986). Texas elementary
teachers’ ideal elementary principal, according to their
collective opinions on one state-wide survey, would have
been a 38-year-old male with 4-5 years of elementary
classroom experience (Stoker, 1975). Most of them
reported their principals were more likely to have had
secondary experience rather than elementary level. In

larger Texas school systems the elementary principal was

far more likely to have been an elementary teacher rather

than secondary (Stoker) .

Most states require only two Or three years of

teaching experience, yet:

h more than 15 years of teaching

Principals Wlteived higher ratings from their

experience rec
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teachers on seven areas

t ‘ of performance including
helps improve teaching

in general” (Ballou, 1995).

Teachers express their views of common weaknesses in the

principalship. Teachers are critical if their principals

“lack educational priorities” (Bulach, 1998).

Teacher respondents commonly complain that some
school principals do not have a knowledge base in
curriculum and instruction. Such administrators are
seen as managers/administrators of the building,
with little knowledge of the instructional process
or the curriculum being taught (Bulach).

Researchers in various regions and at various
periods of time continue to find conflicting teachers'
perceptions about what makes a good principal. Teachers
are not consistently concerned that their principals are
inadequately educated, too young or too old, or even the
wrong gender. The only characteristic or experlence
consistently “associated with higher teacher performance
rating of their principal was prior teaching

experience" (Ballou, 1995) .

Summary

' iews of
Authorities from all levels exXpress their vie

p ' p ‘ Y and
i i . P

f Education
procedures descend from the U. S. Department ©

e

t e i i m dardS fOI‘ rili
(l. a mlnlmu
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desirable Candidates.

The voices of teachers are consulted in surveys that
loosely contribute to policy. Regardless of such
information, there 1s no evidence that their expressed
desires to be Supervised by experienced former teachers
1s being translated into state-level certification
policies. The value teachers placed on prior teaching
experience of principals must be gleaned and interpreted
from surveys that often give vague or only cursory
interest to it.

An assumption that principals will always be
recruited by way of the classroom is being challenged.

The authority or control granted to any administrate once

the classroom doors are closed, ultimately depends on how

the teacher trusts his/her instructional leadership. If

the teachers view that the principal as an impostor

rather than trusted colleague, the necessary trust 1s

dangerously compromised.
Teachers’ perceptions of the principal carry

significant weight in a climate of educational reform.
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the teachers. Their opinions and perceptions should be
continuously sought on this topic as long as there is a
challenge to the necessity of principals to be
instructional leaders.

Contradictory study results on the preferred role of
principals and the value of teaching experience and
professional degrees reveal the need for research focused
on these issues. A desire for instructional leadership
that is insightful and valid has been established among
most stakeholders in the instructional process. The
perceptions of teachers as to the source of such virtues
have not been fully addressed. If nation-wide
certification minimums for principals’ prior teaching
experience remain at two to three years in a period of

high attrition, the quality of instructional leadership

is likely to decline, at least in the opinions of

teachers.
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CHAPTER ITY
Analysis of Data
Procedure
The research Procedure for this descriptive study of

teachers’ Perceptions tegarding principals’ pPrior years
of teaching eXperience included development of a
questionnaire, This instrument utilized a five—point,
Likert—type scale of agreement. Seven demographic items
and 24 statements were developed following a review of
related literature. The questionnaire was piloted and
revisions were made to weak items. The Survey instrument
was then distributed to 3 randomly sampled population of
elementary level teachers on a metropoclitan Tennessee
school district. Of the 160 questionnaires delivered to
the 16 elementary schools within the district, 112 were
collected. This constitutes a 70% return on first

attempt, thus the level of response was abundant to

conduct the study. No follow-up efforts were made to
secure a higher response. Data were transferred to a
digital medium, electronically stored, and analyzed.

One respondent bypassed the prescribed collection
method and sent her sealed questionnaire directly to the

university after the collection deadline. There was,

' h
however, no way to identify the group from which the

] hin
survey was taken without corrupting methods or breac g



" . . . .
promised confldentlallty. The individual questionnair
o e

was not 1included in this data analysis or the general

survey.

Demographic Data

Demographic data were collected in seven items of

the survey (see Appendix A). Data on principals’ actual

years of teaching experience prior to becoming principals
in the surveyed school system were acquired from local
public records. Each school was identified both as a
group number, and the number of years the principal
taught prior to becoming an administrator.

The accessible population for this study presented
only female principals at the elementary level. The
range of prior teaching experience among principals was
12 years with a minimum of 11 years and a maximum of 23
years. This produced a mean of 16.536 years of prior

teaching experience for principals of teachers in the

study.

Issues regarding gender of teachers, which may

produce some interesting observations, are weakened by

the fact that only five of the subjects were male. This

i n
four percent male gender representatlon negates any

versal
significant generalizable results. The recent re

: : i Q38
in the trend of gender in the pr1nc1palshlp(DOUd, 1 ) g
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Suggests more studies are needed to focus on

1SSues for teachers’ ang Principals.

certified teaching €Xperience for teachers inp the

study indicated that 149 of respondents were new teachers

with two or less Y€ars completed. Three to five years
experience were Lepresented by 189 of the subjects, 169
of teachers Surveyed had taught six to nine years, and
another 16% indicated they had taught between 10 and 15
years. The highest Category, greater than 15 years, was
represented by 369 of teachers Surveyed. Exactly 40 of
the 112 teachers were in this highest range. The mean of
teachers’ years of certified teaching experience fell
within the range of six to nine years. The teachers’

years of experience from zero years to 15 years were

quite evenly distributed as described in figure 3.1.

40%

5% O % of respondents

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

o 0-2 ’ ' 3 5 years 6-9 years 10-15 years >15 years
-2 years -

experience levels

Figure 3.1 Responding teachers
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Having such a significant Iepresentation of teachers with

experience beyond 15 Years, (40%),

skews the mean
sufficiently to render any further analysis of this item

inaccurate.

Sixty-four percent of teachers in the study were

hired by their current principal. Thirty-six percent of

teachers indicated that they were placed before the
current principal received the position. There would
seem to be information opportunities for a teacher who
was in place before the installation of a new principal.
Among these would likely be teaching experience of the
incoming principal. Teachers hired by or transferred to
work with an established principal seem less likely to
have opportunities to hear of that principal’s prior
teaching experience. These are issues addressed 1in the

first five items of the present questionnaire, and will

be discussed below.

Primary instructional responsibility of subjects was

manipulated before randomization to include only

classroom teachers of one grade level, school-wide

] i ion with
instruction in one subject area, and specializat

i ] IEP) .
students assigned an Individual Education Plan )

' incipals
This eliminated principals, assistant princip /
' odians, and

guidance personnel, teacher assistants, cust ;
in the personnel directory

others who might be 1isted
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without primary instructional responsibilities onl
: b
three respondents indicated their instructional

responsibilities were other than the three included

categories. Upon closer examination of their responses,
all three were found to be clearly Within the specified
group. One of the three “other” respondents is a school-
wide music teacher and the other two are assigned to work

with students who have an IEP.

Standard, grade-level classroom teachers made up

[5)

©.0% of the sample population. Specvial curriculum area
teachers such as art, musie, and physical education
instructors, serving all grade levels within the school
made up 8.9% of the sample. The remaining 4.5% of the
sample are assigned specifically to students who have an
IEP. This final group is often referred to as special
education teachers, but includes inclusion teachers.
Teachers are formally supervised through lesson plan

checks and periodical observations. The teaching

experience principals, assistant principals, other

supervisors, and leader teachers bring to such

supervision practices falls within the focus of this

% espondents
study. It should be noted that 10.7% of resp

erson who

indicated that the principal was the only p

% i ] that the
checked their lesson plans. only 7% indicated

' ' tional
principal exclusively svaluated thelr instruc



skills, '
Only five of the 16 Principals were found t
o

exercise exclusj e T
Sive Lesponsibility over Some teach !
S ers

lesson '
plans or evaluation of instructional skills Two

principals in the district have at least one teacher for

whom they exclusively Supervise both instructional skills

and written lesson plans. Principal’s preference for

delegating supervisory tasks seems to be indicated more
than teacher characteristics such as level of experience.

Supervisory responsibilities are shared beyond the
principal and assistant principal for lesson plans in 83%
of cases and for instructional skills in 93% of cases.
This would indicate that either central office
supervisors of instruction, university supervisors, or
building-level teacher leaders share these supervisory
responsibilities with principals.

Information about the experience level of teachers

may offer insight into the value they place on

] ] ' ' 3 ' i Eileal™
principals’ prior teaching experlence. Who came

to the school may effect how information on the

principal’s background is available to a given teacher.

Type of instructional responsibility categorizes teachers

in ways that may effect how they identify with thelr

r experience. The significance

principal’s type of prio

icipation in the supervisory process

of principals’ part

. achin
may effect the value teachers place on prior te g
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experience of Principals. All of these have been

addressed in the demographic section of the study

Questionnaire ltemized Report
——————°_ -~ -témlized Report

The Likert scale of agreement on the 24 items of the
questionnaire consisted of SA:Strongly Agree, A:Agree,
N:Neutral, D:Disagree, and SD:Strongly Disagree.

Each item below will be assigned a (+) if its statement
positively values prior teaching experience for
principals. 2An item below assigned a (=) indicates a
statement which does not positively value prior teaching
experience for principals. Agreement with items which
positively (+) value prior teaching experience for
princlipalship effectiveness will be indicatedvby higher
frequencies on “SA” or “A”. Higher frequencies or
percentages of “D” or *8D” on positive items will
indicate disagreement with the general perception that
prior experience is to be valued in principals.
Conversely, higher frequencies of di sagreenent WiLa

negative (-) items will indicate support for the

‘ 1 1 =
perception that principals should accumulate significan

prior experience as a teacher.
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Agreement L

evel with Statements Positive ang Negative

Questionnaire Item 1: (+)A teacher should be aware of

his/her.principal's prior teaching experience.

This item produced strong agreement with 33% (37) of

the respondents and agreement with 55% (62)

r therefore

Q Qo
80 o

of elementary teachers in this sample positively
identify with the statement. Only one respondent
disagreed with this statement, but 11% of subjects (12)
remained neutral toward the item. The standard error was

0.002 for item one.

~

Questionnaire Item 2: (+)I believe teaching experience is
of vital importance to a principal’s preparation.

The strongest agreement of the survey was found on this

X b 1 y S
item, 84% of respondents (94) strongly agreed with thi

statement. An additional 14% (16) agreed, while only cne

respondent disagreed and one indicated neutral. An

] aching experience 1s
overwhelming 98% agree that te g

I inci ip« The
vitally important to preparation for principalship

standard error was 0.045 for this 1Len.

. W .

[ [ rience.
teachers about his/her prior teaching expe
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Among the strongest agreement scores, this stateme .
) n

found agreement with 90% of respondents Of those i
: L8

agreement, 39% (44)strongly agreed. Remaining neutral

toward the statement were 9% (10). This item vielded a

standard error of 0.063.

Questionnaire Item 4: (+)A teacher should feel free to
inquire of the principal about prior teaching experience.
Yielding a response very similar to the previous
statement, this item found positive identity at the 90%
level with 37% (41) strongly agreeing and 53% (59)
agreeing. As in the previous item, 9% (10) indicated a
neutral position on the statement. For this item the

standard error of measurement was formulated at 0.065:

Questionnaire Ttem 5: (+}A Teacher should feel free to

inquire of others about the principal’s prior experience.

L <
Respondents seemed more reluctant to express positively

cr negatively on this item than on the previous four.

This is determined DY their 29% (32) neutral response. A

o )

majority 59% agreed with the statement, but only 20% (22)
; Ty ¢
of the sample strongly agreed. The first significan

e ; on this
disagreement with a positive item was found

incipal’s
practice of inquiring of others about the princip

' ' thod of
experience. 19% (21) disagreed with this me
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acquiring information. A looser Standard error of

measurement, 0.101, was found on this item

Questionnaire Item 6: (+)A Principal’s evaluation of

teaching outside his/her areas of experience is valid.
Responding teachers tended to perceive this to be g true
statement. 63% (71) agreed with the item, but 26% of the
remaining sample were neutral, This left slightly over
10% in disagreement with this first statement on the type
rather than amount of experience. The standard error for

this item was 0.078.

Questionnaire Item 7: (-)Non-standard teaching experience
such as school music or physical education is unsuitable

for preparing instructional leaders.
Addressing the type of teaching experience again, this
first negative statement received a minority agreement

response. Only 29% (33) agreed that “special area”

elementary teaching was unsuitable experience for

principalship preparation. Disagreeing with this

statement were 47% (53) of responding teachers.

' d
Remaining neutral were 239 (26). The highest standar

ent of the 24 items, 0.112 was found 1n

error of measuremnm

this item.
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Experience simij '
p Ceé simllar to ones own is perceived to be more

conducive to supervision accord]

1ng to 78% (87) of
responding teachers. Among those agreeing, 35% (39)
strongly agree with this Statement Although none
strongly disagreed, 129 (13) disagreed and 112 (12)
indicated neutral The standard error of measurement for
this item was found to be 0.09]
Questicnnaire Item 9: (-1 Principals with only standard

classroom experience are unlikely to offer valid

supervision to special area teachers such as art or music.

This item is designed as the counterpart to 1tem seven.

It is also designated as a negative value for prior
isagreement with this

experience for principals. Dilsag

ement constitutes a positive value for prior

wn
=t
Q
t

experience toward the principalship. A majority of

632 (71), disagreed with the statement.

(o]

respondents,

Agreement with this statement registered with 13% (14),

while 24% (27) remained neutral after reading the
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. tdt m - ] i
] emen This ltem’ s standard error o measurement
< L L o VA\\.Iq

was
formulated at 0.081,
Questionnaire Item 10: (+)My principal respects my
expertise in areas outside his/her prior experience.
The first of three statements turning the attention
directly to teachers’ current principal, this item found
7€ (65) agreement and only 4% (5) lisagreement in this
sample. Choosing neutral were 20% (22). The standard
error of measurement for this item was 0.082
Questionnalre Item 11: (+)Most instructional skills

evaluated by my principal are common to a wide variety of

teaching experiences.

tem was 95% (106), among which 34%

-

Agreement on this

(

38) indicating strong agreement. Only one

¥ O s, I (<) £ )
disagreed with this statement, and 4% ()
This item showed a standard error of me

the “tightest” item of the survey.

i the
Questionnaire Item 12: (+)I would hesitate to trust

' ' ' less than
instructional leadership of a principal with le

1 ience.
three years of prior classroom experil
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‘,’]O lt‘v ] g ' e (& VI-.[

e l() ed. rS < ‘dea A q

with minimal years of experience, found 839 (93)

agreement with more than half of those 432 strongly
agreeing. 10% (11) of respondents disagreed on this
item. Neutral toward this statement were 7% (8) of the

teachers who responded.

Questionnaire Item 13: (-)I would tend to trust the
instructional leadership of a principal with a doctorate
degree 1n 1instructional supervision regardless of minimal

teaching experience.

}_J
cr

h tru

wn
0

This second statement dealing wi t factors place

formal, professional degrees over experience.

Disagreement with this item supports a positive value for

L 3 4 o v 1 ¥ 1 g 2 > ) 1) ( ‘tS
prior teaching experience for principals. Responden

agreed with this statement 12% (14) while 9% (10) were

neutral. A heavy majority disagreed with this statement

at 78% (88) with 13% (15) of those strongly disagreeing.

ent was 0.081.
This item’s standard error of measurem

(+)My principal’s support for my

Questionnaire Item 14:
needs of
class demonstrates & keen awareness of the

students and teachers.
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Item 14 is a third item focu

sed on subj
ubjects’ current

prinCip . . ] i i N e
a S e ! d(

o dte s = -

St e
S, Sl b

dgrv 4 g J ~ gA — g — = =
e O ! = L men

to 88% ls s
8 (99). This statement found disagreement with 43

(5) while 7% (8) r
° &8 utre F '
ponded neutral. For this item the

standard error of measurement was 0.078

Questionnaire Item 15: (+)Principals with less than three
years of classroom teaching experience usually lack the
insight to properly support teachers.

An item designed to identify the teachers who more

strongly value prior teaching experience for principals,

this statement received strong agreement at 27% (30) and

agreement at 39% (44) . Slightly over 10% (12) disagreed

with this statement. The -eal of this statement may have

contributed to 1its 239 (26) neutral response. The

standard error of measurement was 0.089.

(+) The best principals are those

Questionnaire Item 16:

] L om.
who sorely missS their years 1n the classro

Vil o}
This item distinguished itself as the statement drawlng
(42), to indicate neutral.

the most respondents, 37%
an that were the disagreelnd

Only slightly higher th

6l



teachers at 399 (44)

alue ( )} £ xr 10r eac n e lenc o ~
v + O Prior teach 9 exXperience pals
| | r prin
B4 dl
1s 1tem was weakest. 23% (;‘) ddreed h the
i o ceda wi
st;atement.

S _). 1--’

although some questio

Questionnaij : '
) lonnalire Item 17: (+)Principals should frequently

take time to pPlan lessons and teach in the Cclassroom

Res di g ' '
ponding teachers berceive this as a positive statement
JUS 1 L v \\"Vci_‘;).wl~-.j,,
in ©h2% 58 £ ez 1 S4 '
o (38) of cases. Disagreement is indicated in 279
30) o 21%
(30) f cases. 219 (24) chose neutral on this item.

.1t hon X = # 4 bR
Although by no means a significant weakness, one of the
higher standard errors, 0.107, was calculated on this

1t

0]

m

Questionnaire Item 18: (-)Once an educator assumes a

position of administration, he/she usually ceases to use

the knowledge and skills of a teacher.

This negative item yielded 59% (66) disagreement. 26%

(28) of respondents agreed. There were similar levels of

strong identity on both extremes. Strongly disagree and

strongly agree were 7% and 62 respectively. Neutral
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24T eryr v &
for this ltem was 0.1¢C A
LUE lonnaire Item 19 ~
4 Y - i Se S - M_Y prlma
Iy need of a Principal

1s disciplinary support,
IS ¥ \“Av 1 ‘(< 1 P ¢ r :, +
y P T — ) ,

nt, £

‘0 {1 4 13 ¥ . A4 >
Y Y ¥ ¢ v r .
i SFo I L s T

) nnalre Item 20: '+, Principals with extensive

4

classroom experience often make "“"classroom friendly’

decisions regarding budget and schedule.

2 ] (-) It has been my experience that

Nuestionnaire Item

‘ f the
principals tend to be out of touch with the needs ©

teachers and students.

' ' ] indical
] ‘ ' n indirect 1n
This negative item 15 a

-
D

=3

10))]
O
-~

current principal wit
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he .

teachers all w 4 ]
ork with Principals with pri
J Cr teachin
g

this item w ' ]
as 1ndicated by 69% (77) of respond
spondents. 19%

(.’_1) ]
- 1el~

experience /hi
» While more than 12.59% (14) wer
> were neutral on

S l E?I“. Ih‘v Sta.ldard eIIOI CA I“edsuIEAueIA_ LIOr LI1) 8

item was 0.092.

Oue ] a] 2
Questilonnaire Item 22: (-)A school with competent

teachers can run effectively without a principal

Hh
O

This controversial statement found agreement with
i < L =2 {88 =p i B o

slightly 20% (2 ) 3 '

ghtly over 20% (23) of teachers responding to the
questionnaire. 75% (84) disagreed with the statement.
Only 4% (5) remained neutral after reading the statement.

The standard error of measurement for was 0.105.

Questionnaire Item 23: (+) “Principal teacher” 1s a

fitting title for my current principal’s style of

practice.

Teachers responded with majority 54% (60) agreement.
Although no one strongly disagreed, 26% (29) disagreed.

Remaining neutral were 20% (23). For this item the
as found to pe 0.100.

standard error of measurement W
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Questionnalre Item 24: (+)I believe principals should b
e

required to teach a minimum of 5 years before being
certified in educational leadership.

Drawing on an arbitrary preference of five years

experience teachers have indicated in literature on the

J

topic, this item found strong agreement at 8

2e 132) .

Exactly half of those agreeing, 41% (46) strongly agreed
Nearly 2% (2) strongly disagreed, while 3.6% (4)
disagreed. 12% (14) were neutral toward the statement.

The standard error of measurement on this item was 0.086.

(]

4 items contributes a

In isolation each cof the

N

speglflc element toward answering the problem of this

¢

)]

tudy. The following chapter will further develop the
interpretation of the data derived from the above items.

| 1 =S40l 1 = -1 111
n effort has been made to combine 1tems in a meaningftul

:1\3

: 2 1 ivwed format
way by toplcs rather than the mixed forma

questionnaire was designed for the survey.
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CHAPTER IV

Summary and Conclusions

Th
e purpose adopted for this study was determini

= ng
elementary teachers’ perception of principals’ prior

teaching experience. Guided by a review of literature

. ; , . &
panning thirty years, the research questions were

developed into a questiconnaire for a teacher survey.

Data were collected and analyzed to measure teachers’
agreement with statements both negatively and positively
valuing prior teaching experience for principals.
Interpretation and clarification of the findings from the
data are the purposes of this chapter. Conclusions will
pe drawn from this information which may contribute TO
individual careers; lJocal recruitment, and broader
policies affecting the certification and selection of

principals.
The format of this chapter will group the 24 items

by sub-topilcs and reveal trends in the perceptions of the

subjects. analysis of this type will pe supported by

figures and summary. Groups of items relating to a

itive 1in value, will be

toplie, whether negative Or pos

summarized together.

prior teaching experience

3 J «
Disclosure of pr1nc1pals

3, 4, and 5. The statements
r

was the focus of items 1,
of such experience.

were all positive in their value



Teachers in the Sample overwhelmin

gly agree that the
should be given information on thei
_allon on their princins
1€l principal’s pPrior
eachi i
teaching experience, Item five drew the highe
W the hilghest neutra
response. Teachers were not as wWilling to ag Lt}
S 1nQ » dgree with

seeking a secondary source to

the principal’s Prior experience,

disclosure of principal's teaching experience

LDSA BA O0ON QD -so}
60 e e ]

50

20 +

response frequency
w
o

10 4

tem 1 tem3 ki N

] i ' inal’s prior experience
Figure 4.1 disclosure of principal’s prio [

Items 2, 12, 15, and 24 directly assessS the value
4 LY

teachers place on years of prior teaching experience

among principals. Of these statements, 1item 2 produced
the highest frequency of strong agreement and the lowest
sagreement of the study. BY

frequency of neutral or di
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The need for : . ,
prlmarlly disci :
Pline support in j
item 19 was

a divided issue amon h h
g the teachers of
this sample
| | . 'This
is consistent with literature on the topic Teach
. chers

value ] i ] ' n in u

their principals as primarily an instructional

leader and administrator in 55% of cases according t
g to

this item in the present study. In the present surge of

apathy or defiance displayed by some students at every
level and their parents toward teachers, the principal
may be sought primarily as a support for disgipline,

This dynamic may explain the nearly 30% agreement with

the primary need for discipline support on item 19.

Item 16 has been reported in the previous chapter as
the most neutral item. The neutral option may have been
selected for numerous reasons including lack of clarity

and lack of significance. This statement has been

designated positive (+) 1in support of prior experience

for its implication that the principal had been a

successful teacher. It was intended to portray an

administrator who remempers her teaching years with great

fondness. This item was the only positive item to

Thie statement may be

produce a majority disagreement.

fer
interpreted to indicate teachers do not pre
g to return toO the classroom. This

administrators who lon

' 17,
ported DY th L

: e results of
interpretation is sup

s second
(+) statement. LS

: Number 1
another positive

12



only to item 16 as a Split indicator. a Slim majority of

respondents agreed with Statement 17, Principals woulg

certainly be frustrated by this sentimental notion given

the demands already placed upon them. Principals might

make a token ébpearance as a teacher to make a point,

bat, as a frequent bractice, few could Tustity i,

A common theme unites items 16; 17, and 73. These
three statements call into question the distinction
between principals and teachers. Item 23 joins the other
two as an item about which teachers were least
enthusiastic, According to this study, teachers reject
an effort to blur the line between classroom instructors
and educational leaders. The responses on item 18 show
teachers perceive that principals continue to-use
knowledge and skills acquired in the classroom. This
would seem to support a parallel theme with item 20.
Teaching experience enhances the insight needed to

effectively make many budget and scheduling decisions, as

well as lead the instructional program. As cited earlier

in related literature, item 22 contains a controversial

proposal If this sample is representative of a broader

mind set, the principalship will not soon be eliminated.

Experiments to operated schools without a distinct leader

ire
have not met with broad appeal. Teachers desi

Xperience.
instructional leaders who draw on adequate exp
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Questions and Hypothesis Answered

According to the data, teachers have answered the

problem questions of this study. The following section

will apply the findings of this study to those questions

1 Should teachers be aware of the Principals’
prior teaching experience? Teachers indicated a strong
desire to know this information they consider so vital to

effective instructional leadership.

2, To what degree do teachers eXpect principals to
have teaching experience similar to their own? Teachers
do not reserve their approval of principals who taught in
areas dissimilar to their own. They perceive that
various teaching areas share in common the skills and

methods of good instructional practice.

3. Should teachers confront the principal about
issues related to prior teaching experience? Teachers
believe they should feel free to approach the principal

about his/her prior teaching if this information is not

forthcoming. They were not as willing to acquire this

information through more informal or indirect sources.

4. Do principals with non-typical teaching

experience (physical education, special education,

guidance, art, or music) have a disadvantage when seeking
= 4
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to gain teachers’ trust and Cocperation? The data
indicated that teachers are willing to trust and
Cooperate with a Principal with non-standard classroom

experience if the experience was of adequate duration

5. Are teachers more willing to take Criticism or
direction from a principal if they know the leader’s

background includes similar Cteaching experience?

6. Do teachers in non-typical classrooms believe a
principal with standard classroom experience can
effectively supervise their teaching? Teachers, both
standard and non-standard reject the idea thaf principals
frem standard teaching settings are ill equipped to
supervise the instructicn of special area teachers.

There is strong agreement that special area teachers can

be effectively supervised by principals from standard

teaching backgrounds.

T Do teachers feel their expertise is considered

and utilized by the principal regardless of prior

teaching experience? Teachers in this sample strongly

agree the principal demonstrates professional respect,
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and properly regards the individual Strengths they

contribute to the Organization

8. Do teachers fee] their teaching can be fairly
evaluated by a Principal with dissimilar teaching
exXperience? A very high percentage of teachers agreed
that most instructional skills evaluated by the principal
are non-specialized. These skills are common to a wide

variety of teaching areas.

Teachers strongly believe teaching experience to be
vitally important for a principal’s preparation. They
expect the information about the principal’s prior
exXxperience to be forthcoming, preferably from an
cfficial, primary source. Teachers see the
organizational need of a leader apart from thé team.
They prefer that their leaders come from among teachers,
but remain distinct. The content area of prior teaching

experlience 1is not nearly as important to teachers as the

longevity of the experience. Teachers are not willing to

substitute formal preparation at high levels in the place

of time spent functioning at the lower levels. They
perceive the two or three years minimum experience

requirement inadequately low for principal certification.
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Hypothesis Rejected
—+E--CS51S Rejected

Hypothesis: There Will be no leasurable difference
between teachers’ Perceptions of Principals with
extensive prior teaching experience and principals with
minimal or no prior teaching experience, The case
against this hypothesis has been abundantly demonstrated
in the current study. Powerful and consistent responses
collected in this descriptive study of teachers’

perceptions regarding principals’ prior teaching

experience lead to the rejection of the hypothesis.

By combining the findings of this survey with purely
scientific methods of research on related topics, the
concepts suggested may influence hiring policies and
practices for the principalship. Those districts
considering the recruitment of administrators from
unconventional career paths may be 1ll advised to ignore
the perceptions of this sample of teachers. Those
aspiring educational leaders in training may be well
advised to take the recommendation of the teachers in
this study and become a seasoned teacher before seeking

to lead an organization of seasoned teachers.
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l. My total,

0-2 years L, 3-5 years

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

- e . .
ertified teaching €Xperience as of May 1999 falls withi
9 in:

j 6-9 yea -
(n =16 14-) (n = 20 18~) (n = 18y16{7 — 1-15 years L >15 years
(n = 18 16') (n = 40 36.)
2. My current building principal:
W ' ;
as 1n place when I was hired at my current school. (n = 72 64+)
1 bec ’ : ;
ecame our school’s principal after I was employed. (n = 40 36+)
3. My principal’s gender is: | female (n = 112 100~) _ male (n = 0)
4. My gender is: female (n = 107 96~) . male (n =5 4-)
5. My primary instructional responsibility is:
with one grade level - teaching several subject areas.
(n = 97 86.6-)
 with one subject area - school wide, over several grade levels.
(n = 10 8.9-)
] with students who have an Individual Education Plan, (IEP).
(n =5 4.57)
6. My lesson plans are checked by:
' | my principal only. (n = 12 10.7%)
(] the assistant principal only. im= -37)
"] the principal and/or others. (n = 93 83%)
Te My instructional skills are evaluated by:
| my principal only. (n =8 7%
[ | the assistant principal only. (n = Bl
thers. (n = 104 93%)

]

L=

the principal and/or ©
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Please place a ‘/ in the most appropriate

(B

Survey of Elementary Educators’

. Percepti
of the Prior Teaching Experience -

of Principals

to complete the statements below.

- My total, certified teaching experience as of May 1999 fa]] within:

=2 ¥ '
0-2 years 3-5years | 6-9 years 10-15 years >15 years

. My current building principal:

was in place when I was hired at my current school

became our school’s principal after [ was employed.

- My principal’s gender is; female male
. My gender is: female male
- My primary instructional responsibility is:

with one grade level - teaching several subject areas.
with one subject area - school-wide, over several grade levels.

“with students who have an Individual Educational Plan, (IEP).

~other
My lesson plans are:  checked by my principal only.
~ checked by the assistant principal only.
_ checked by the principal and/or others.
" only checked by someone other than a principal.

| never checked.

My instructional skills are: " evaluated by my principal only.
"I evaluated by the assistant principal only.

" evaluated by the principal and/or others.

" evaluated by someone other than a principal.

" never formally evaluated.
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Please respond to all items below with a O i teoel of agreement

SA-Strongly Agree, A-Agree, N-Neutral, D-Disagree, or SD-Strongly Disagree:

1 A teacher should be aware of his/her

principal’s prior teaching experience.

7 1 believe teaching experience is of vital

importance to a principal’s preparation.

3. A principal should share with teachers

about his/her prior teaching experience.

4 A teacher should feel free to inquire of

the principal about prior teaching experience.

5 A teacher should feel free to inquire of

others about the principal’s prior experience.

6. A principal’s evaluation of teaching

outside his/her areas of experience 1s valhd.

7 Non-standard teaching experience such
as school music or physical education 18

unsuitable for preparing instructional leaders.

8 Teachers are typically more willing to
accept criticism or direction if the observing

principal’s prior teaching experience 15

similar to their own.

(Please continue with item # 9)
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SA-Strongly Agree, A-Agree, N-Neutral, D-Disagree, or SD-Strongly

SA A

9. Principals with only standard classroom
experience are unlikely to offer valid
supervision to special area teachers such

as art or music.

10. My principal respects my expertise

in areas outside his/her prior experience.

I'1. Most instructional skills evaluated by
my principal are common to a wide variety

of teaching experiences.

12. I would hesitate to trust the instructional
leadership of a principal with less than three

years of prior classroom experience.

13. I would tend to trust the instructional
leadership of a principal with a doctorate
degree in instructional supervision regard-

less of minimal teaching experience.

14. My principal’s support for my class
demonstrates a keen awareness of the

needs of students and teachers.

15. Principals with less than three years
of classroom teaching experience usually

lack the insight to properly support teachers. .

16. The best principals are those who
sorely miss their years in the classroom.

(Please continue with Item # 17)

N

D

Disagree

SD
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SA-Strongly Agree, A-Agree, N-N

I'7. Principals should frequently take time

to plan lessons and teach in the classroom.

18. Once an educator assumes a position of
administration, he/she usually ceases to use

the knowledge and skills of a teacher.

19. My primary need of a principal is

disciplinary support.

20. Principals with extensive classroom
experience often make “classroom friendly”

decisions regarding budget and schedule.

21. It has been my experience that principals
tend to be out of touch with the needs of the

teachers and students.

22 A school with competent teachers can

run effectively without a principal.

23 “Principal teacher’ is a fitting title

for my current principal’s style of practice.

24 1 believe principals should be required

SA

to teach a minimum of 5 years before being

certified in educational leadership.

Thank you for your time and thoughtful responses.

A

N

D

eutral, D-Disagree, or SD-Strongly Disagree

SD
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MEMORANDUM

To: Mark Russell
c/o Dr. Dolores Gore, Education

/ [

—

i Y
From: Gaines Hunt, Chair _ T
Human Research Review%)n:nmittee,é'l/c/‘

Date: March 9, 1999

Re: Human Research Proposal #99056

| have received your human research proposal "Perceptions of Elementary Teachers Regarding
Principals' Prior Teaching Experience,” which has been assigned protocol #99056. My initial review of your
proposal determines that this project is exempt from the requirement of committee review. You are free to
proceed with this research project without any further action on the part of the Committee.

If you modify your project significantly, changes may trigger the need for reconsideration of this
exemption by the Committee. We advise, therefore, that you consult with me in planning any changes. You
are obligated to notify the Human Research Review Committee immediately if you significantly modify your
protocol, or if adverse events occur during the conduct of this research project,

This approval is valid only for a period of one calendar year. Should your project extend beyond that
time period, you will need to obtain an approval for continuation.

If your proposed research will be used to fulfill requirements for a graduate degree, you will need to

provide the Graduate School with a copy of this memo.

Thank you for your cooperation n the Human Research Review Process. Please accept our best

, : i lease
wishes for successful completion of this research project. If the Committee can be of further assistance, p

let us know.
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AUSTIN PEAY STATE UN
IVERSITY
CHECKLIST FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBJECTS

DATE: 3-1-1999

Project Title: Perceptions of Elementary T

A each ' incipals’ Pri -

3 . dl_ng Source: Indupendent y ers Regarding Principals’ Prior Teaching Experience
Principal Investigator: Mark Russell

Sponsor: Dr. Dolores Gore Department:  Education

1. Give a brief description or outline of
your research procedures th
human subjects. This shoull Daclude: P as they relate to the use of

a) a description of who the subjects will be; Elementary school teachers employed in a public school
system

b) ir_nstrug:tiom‘ given to the subjects; Subjects will be asked to complete a voluntary, confidential
questionnaire of four personal/ professional identifiers and twenty (20) Likert agreement items. They will then be
instructed to seal and deposit completed questionnaires into an envelope held by their school receptionist.

¢) activities in which the subjects will engage; Only pencil and paper responses requicsted.
d) special incentives; None
e) tests and questionnaires to be administered. Complete questionnaire with instructions attached.

If new or non-standard tests or questionnaires are used, copies must be attached to this form.
Note if the subjects are minors or otherwise “yulnerable" (e.g. children, prisoners, mentally

or physically infirm, etc.)
The attached questionnaire is original to the investigator. Subjects are adult professionals who are currently

employed as educalors.

2. Does this research entail possible risk of psychic, legal, physical or so4fial harm to the
subjects? Please explain. What steps have been taken to minimize these nslfs'.' What .
provisions have been made to ensure that appropriate facilities and p.rofessmna.l. atientl'on
necessary for the health and safety of the subjects are available and will be uhh?ed-. It is :
conceivable that social and professional risks t0 teachers, principals, schools anfil gcbool systems e;.xst in labnl.; study.
Were names of subjects, principals, schools and school syslem_s disclosed, certam lpwmremu9an;;wlit;m;eccn "
perceptions of subjects may place affected parties at odds. Social and professional risks assocl

confidentiality have been minimized by anonymous, sealable qucstionnaires. Reported references to the sampled

population and their school system will be generic, rendering data virtually untracable.

i i cwelgh
vity to the subjects and to mankind in general outwelg

justified by the following: Suggestions, mwfprc.:matli;)ns. and

. £ . cipals.

inform authonues who hire elementary pan . .
s benefit from the perceptions of teachers regarding prior
/ clarify, and establish their valucs concerning

3. The potential benefits of this a.cti
any possible risks. This opinion 1s
recommendations resulting from this study may ¢ b
Individuals seeking a career as an elementary pnpap
teaching experience ofprincipals. Subjects in this study may analyze,




y to sh minimum lev i
d. . g ape levels of €xpenence for prospective school

4. Will legally effective, informed consent be obtaine
authorized representative? Describe consent procedures
documents. Method of informed consent will be stated in the c
which will be included on the cover of each COpy questionnaire.
compromising subjects’ confidentiality,
informed consent.”

d from all subjects or their legally
and attach a copy of consent
. onclusion of the instruction sheet, (attached),
oh o Pfatha than ool!ecting signatures and
¢ simple acts of completing and returning the questionnaire will constitute

s. Will.the confidentiality or anonymity of all subjects be maintained? How is this
accomplished? (If not, has a formal release been obtained? Attach.) Confidentiality and/or
anonymiey of all subjects will be maintained.

a) If the data will be stored by electronic media, what steps will be taken to assure
confidentiality/anonymity? Data will be collected by a non-electronic medium and transferred 10 electronic
media for analysis and storage. Non-networked machines will be used to store data, and all analysis will either be
stored to removable media or destoryed before time of publishing. Standard software security passwords will be used
where appropriate and will remain exclusive to the investigator and his supervising professor.

b) If the data will be stored by non-electronic media, what steps will be taken to assure
confidentiality/anonymity? Confidentiality/anonymity will be assured by the method of distribution and
collection to the satisfaction of the subjects and the investigator. Questionnaires on a standard paper medium will be
hand delivered to schools by the investigator or a ncutral designee for general distribution to all teachers. Where
allowed, teachers’ memo boxes will be used by carrier. Instructions for confidentiality using standard, permanent-
scal envelopes will accompany the questionnaires, (attached). Instructions for sealed envelopes (o be deposited into a
large envelope at a reception area will be included. Collected envelopes will be hand retreived by the investigator or
a ncurtal designee.

6. Do the data collected relate to illegal activities? If yes, explain. No.

7. Are all subjects protected from any future potentially harmful use of the da.ta collc'ected in
this investigation? How will this be accomplished? Every effort will be made to avoid any direct or

indirect harm to subjects as a result of their participation or non-participation in this survey and the future use of the
collected data. Names of subjects, principals, schools, and the sampled school system will not be reported at any

time. References to each entity will be identified in generic terms.

INYESTIGATOR'S CERTIFICATION:

Policies and Procedures on Human Research and
the Human Research Review Committee any
nts as they relate to subjects.

I have read the Austin Peay State University
agree to abide by them. I also agree to report to
significant and relevant changes in procedures and instrume

Date

M/ 3777

Investigator's Signature

W/




2112 Richview Place
Clarksuville, Tennessee 37043
January 16, 1999

Dr.
Board of Education Offices

Dear Dr. Hodgson:

| 'I am preparing a field study in partial fulfillment of an Education Specialist Degree
in Administration and Supervision. It is my intention to seek proper permission from your
ofﬁge after providing pertinent information and a copy of the questionnaire which will be
the instrument for my survey. Prior to submitting a proposal to my graduate committee in
the School of Education at Austin Peay State University, I would like to obtain informal,
preliminary permission to proceed.

The enclosed abstract has not yet been submitted to my graduate committee for
approval. I am providing it to you in advance partly as a courtesy, and partly as an effort
to avoid delays and reversals later in the approval process. [ will fully inform your office
at appropriate steps in the approval process. Please let me know of any initial concerns
which might be obstacles to having the study approved by your office. I will need to be
provided with any instructions on special procedures which may be unique to this School
System for a survey of this type and the use of data

Please be assured that this study is neither motivated by nor seeks to engage in any
ill will toward the PR3 EMEET ' County School System or persons associated
with it. My intentions will be expressed 1o you in greater detail after I have hea.rd from
your office, and once my proposal has been approved. At that time I will submlt a.forrlnal
request for your permission to proceed. Thank you for your thoughtful consideration in

this endeavor.

Respectfully yours,

Mark E. Russell



FILE: IFA - RESEARCH

Procedures for conducting research projects:

1,

A written proposal shall be presented to

the Director of Instructional, Rescarch and
Development.

All initial contacts with schools and/or persons to be involved shall be made from
the office of Instructional Support, Research and Development, and the school or
schools in question must be willing to participate in the project.

There shall be a minimum of class ime interruption.

A specific group of students shall not be involved in more than one project during a
school year,

Notification of approval shall be made from the office of Instructional Support,
Research and Development.

The office of Instructional Support Research and Developrent shall receive two
copies of all project results and/or data, after which he shall prpvide one copy to the
school or schools involved and one copy to the appropriate services or area
SUpErvisor.

Iast Policy Revision/Adoption: July 28, 1992



INFORMED CONSENT FORM

I give my consent to the inclusionof elementary school
(school name)
in Mr Russell’s spring 1999 survey provided all school board adopted guidehnes are

followed, confidentiality 1s maintained at every level. and teachers retain the nght of

individual. informed consent

(principal’s signature) (date)
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