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ABSTRACT 

The problem of this field study was to obtain, organ

ize and present data of a stratified random sample from 

graduates who were in the administration and supervision pro

grams at Austin Peay State University, in order to determine 

the effectiveness of academic preparation in public school 

administration and supervision as perceived by the programs' 

graduates. 

The purposes of this study were to: (1) ascertain 

the extent to which the graduates perceived the courses of 

instruction in their academic preparation as relevant to 

subsequent educational administrative functions and roles; 

(2) obtain perceptions from the graduates concerning their 

acquisitions of competencies and useful professional know-

ledge while pursuing a degree in administration and/or super

vision; (3) examine relationships between certain demographic 

groups and their perceived competencies and curricular 

evaluations; (4) present conclusions and recommendations 

based on the findings that assist the education faculty in 

their continuous evaluation, revision, and improvement of the 

administration and supervision programs; (5) provide data for 

t h e self-study committees of SACS and ~CATE; and (6) provide 

a questionnaire and follow-up model by which t h e department 

o f e d uc a tio n Ii1a y :::iaintain communicatio n with its a dministration 

a nd su perv ision graduates. 
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To obtain this information, a cover letter and a 

questionn aire, along with a stamped, self-addressed return 

envelope, were mailed to a selected random sample of one 

hundred graduates. Sixty usable responses were received 

and analyzed, and the data were included in this study. 

This research resulted in the following findings: 

(1) All sixty respondents had M.A. Ed. degrees while only 

thirteen or 21.7 percent had Ed.S. degrees; (2) thirty-six 

or 60.0 percent of the respondents were males and twenty

four or 40.0 percent were females; (3) a majority of the 

respondents had earned two or more endorsements which were 

mostly initial endorsements in the areas of secondary 

principal and secondary supervisor; (4) twenty-nine or 48.3 

percent of the respondents taught at the elementary or 

secondary level while only seventeen or 28.3 percent of the 

respondents w2re employed in administrative or supervisory 

?Ositions. Of those respondents employed in administrative 

or sup~rvisory positions seventeen or 76.5 percent were men; 

(5) most of the respondents had eight to t~elve years experi

ence in education while the rest were scattered among the 

three other categories; (6) school law, school and community 

leade rship , and supervision of instruction were rated the 

most inportant courses t h at contributed t o the res pondents' 

p r ofessional development, while ~esearch, trends and strategie s 

in evaluation , and behavioral s tudies outside of the education 

department wer e the courses per ceived a s contributing least 

to the respondents' professional cevelopmen t; (7) the competenc ies 



f or bo th t h e principal and supervisor were rank ed above 

average as perceived by t h e respondents; and (8) the six 

hypothe ses tested, using Pearson's Product Moment Coef

ficient Correlation, were not rejected at the .05 level of 

significance. There were no significant relationships 

found between type of degree, gender, practicing and non

prac t icing administrators and supervisors, or levels of 

e xperience when evaluating the program competencies or the 

cour ses in the administration and supervision curricula. 

The major conclusion drawn from this study was 
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that the education department has sufficiently met the over

all goals and objectives of the graduate programs in adminis

tration and supervision in effectively preparing students 

academically, to meet the challenges and demands of the public 

school administrator or supervisor. 
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Chapter I 

RATIONALE FOR THE STUDY 

Evaluation of educational programs at the graduate 

level has been important and necessary to meet the needs and 

demands of today's changing society and better prepare 

students to meet those challenges. New insights have evolved 

into changing curriculum, through re-evaluating and rede

fining of objectives, improving teaching methods, and by 

providing better physical facilities and resources. This 

has been a philosophy that the Department of Education, 

Austin Peay State University, adheres to and it has continu

ously re-evaluated its programs to meet the perpetual 

changes in the educational environment. 

One method to evaluate graduate programs, facilities, 

equipment, and instruction has been to use the follow-up 

study . This particular type of study has been a direct 

illethod by which an institution may evaluate the effective

ness of its educational program through its product--the 

graduate. An important aspect of a follow-up study was 

that graduates of a particular program have attitudes toward 

and feelings about certain aspects of the program from which 

t h e y graduated. These graduates have revealed serious 

wea knesses as well as beneficial streng ths t hat hav e been 
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inherent in a program. They have been able to offer direct 

assistance leading to the redesigning of a course, develop

ment of new courses or the emphasis and/or de-emphasis of 

certain aspects of the program. It should be further stressed 

that former students of a particular program had the advan

tage of hindsight and could more objectively critique the 

program and evaluate the contribution, or lack thereof, 

of the courses offered in a specific curriculum. 

Statement of the Problem 

One of the major problems facing institutions of 

higher learning today, is that of measuring the effective

ness of an educational program. The problem of this 

investigation was to obtain, organize and present data 

of a stratified random sample from graduates from the 

Department of Education, who were in ad.ministration and 

supervision programs at Austin Peay State University , in 

order to determine the effectiveness of academic preparation 

i n public school administration and supervision as perceived 

by the progr ams' graduates. 

Purpose of Study 

The purposes o f this study were: (1) to ascertain 

t h e ex t ent to which t h e grad uates perceived t he courses o f 

in s t r uction i n their academi c p r eparation as rel evan t t o 

s ubsequent e duca t i onal admi nis tr a tiv e fun c t i on and r o l e s; 



(2) to o b tain perceptions from the graduates concerning 

their acquisition of competencies and useful professional 

knowledge while pursuing a degree in administration and/or 

supervision; (3) to examine relationships between certain 

demographic groups and their perceived competencies; (4) 

to present conclusions and recommendations based on the 

findings that would assist the education faculty in their 

continuous evaluation, revision, improvement of the 

administration and supervision program; (5) to provide 

data for the self-study committees of the Southern Associ

ation of Colleges and Schools (SACS) and the National 

Council f or Accreditation of Teac her Education (NCATE); 

(6) to provide a questionnaire and follow-up model by 
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which the department of education may maintain communication 

with its administration and supervis i on graduates. 

Significance of t h e Problem 

Bates (1973) stated t hat the a d e quacy a nd effective

ne s s of a n i n stitution o f h i g~er ed ucation d e pend s upon a 

co~plex i ty of factors: e ducational experien ces in of fer ed 

c u rr i c u l a , teaching facult y , lear n i ng env iro~~ent and 

phys i ca l f acilities, and t h e natu re o f t h e stud e n t po pu

l a t i on . The mo s t sign if i can t f acto r, ho wever, o f t he 

ad equacy of p r og r am s a nd me asures of e f fe c tiv eness i s the 

universi ty 9r oduct-- the g r a d uate . Austin Peay State 

c ~ iversity a s well as o t he r u n i ve r sities a nd c o ll eg es , 



should be aware of the status, adequacy, and success of 

their product. Consequently, there are many institutions 

which periodically survey their graduates on a regular 

basis and use follow-up studies. Such surveys provide a 

means for close contact between alumni and the institution 

to improve programs of higher learning (Bates, 1973). 

The survey instrument used in this specific study 

was designed to help Austin Peay State University's 
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graduate education department appraise its present adminis

tration and supervision programs. Therefore, this study 

may be of value in the following ways: (1) the courses 

most effective for the administration and supervision 

programs may be identified; (2) courses which are less 

effective may be identified; (3) this study may contribute 

additional research in an area where research was needed; 

(4) this study may reveal competencies which are weak as 

perceived by graduates; (5) research suggests that follow

up studies on a year-to-year basis of graduate education are 

necessary if an institution of higher education is to 

retain a reputable professional status (Henard, 1978): this 

study may provide data to accrediting bodies such as NCATE 

which require follow-up studies of graduates; (6) this study 

may serve as a basis for revising the administration and 

SU?ervision ?rograms. 
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Methodology 

The first step was to review the related literature. 

Next, the names and addresses of all administration and 

supervision graduates from the Department of Education, 

Austin Peay State University, for the period, June, 1971, 

through December, 1979, were compiled through the Graduate 

School, Office of Admissions and Records, and Austin Peay 

State University Alumni Office. There were a total of 

two hundred and ninety-seven graduates and from that 

population one hundred graduates were randomly selected 

using a table of random numbers. From this sample an 

attempt was made to determine how the graduates perceiv ed 

the effectiveness of their academic preparation for either 

t h e supervisor or principalship. A questionnaire was 

used for this purpose. 

Th e questionnaire and a cov er letter explaining 

t h e purpose of the study were sent to each o f those one 

hundred randomly selected graduates. A two-week t D~e period 

wa s allowed f or t h e return o f t h e ques t i o nnaires. At the 

end o f t hi s period a follow-up letter was sent t o t hose 

g raduates who h a d not responded the f irst time. Si xty-six 

(66%) questio nnaires were returned , bu t only sixty (60%) were 

usab l e as s ourc e s of d a ta f o r t his study . 

As c ofilp leted q ue s t i onnai r e s c ame in , the data we r e 

rec o r d e d i n d esc ri p ti v e , tabu lar and s t atistical fo r m. 



Hypotheses 

The survey was designed to test the following 

hypotheses: 
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1. There is no significant relationship between 

males and females in responding to the program competencies. 

2. There is no significant relationship between 

practicing principals or supervisors and non-practicing 

principals or supervisors in responding to the program 

competE~cie~. 

3. There is no significant relationship between 

graduates with more experience than graduates with less 

experience in education in responding to the program 

competencies. 

4. There is no significant relationship between 

Ed.S. degree recipients and M.A. Ed. degree recipients in 

resp onding to the program competencies. 

5. There is no significant relationship between 

practicing principals or supervisors and non-practicing 

principals or supervisors in evaluating the administration 

and supervision curricula. 

6. There is no significant relationship between 

Ed .s. d egree reci p ients and M.A. Ed. degree recipients in 

e valuating the adrainistration and supervision curricula. 



Statistical Analy sis 

By using coded v ectors in conjunction with the 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficient of Correlation, the 

hypoth eses were tested at the .05 level of significance 

u s ing a two-tailed test. 

Assumptions 
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In conducting a study of this nature, certain basic 

assumptions were necessary . Survey instruments are some

what unreliable and the data are significant only to the 

d egree they are handled accurately. Therefore, after the 

r e lated literature and research stud ies were reviewed, the 

f i nd i ng s of this study are based on the following assumptions 

without testing: 

1. Anonymity of the questionnaire allowed graduates 

to a n swer the questions freely and honestly without 

t h reaten ing re percussions. 

2. The questionnaire was a valid means of measuring 

the p r ogr am e f fectiven e ss. 

3. The questionnaires returned (60% ) were a 

re p r e s e ntative sample of the total population as well as 

the total sample population selected. 

4 . All q uestio nnaires no t retu r ned by th e U. S . 

Post Office reac hed t he g ra d uates. 

s . All the r esponden ts unde rs tood the questions 

~s k ed . 



6 . The graduate administration and supervision 

prograras have been in existence long enough and have had 

sufficient graduates to adequately evaluate the programs' 

overall effectiveness. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations were placed upon the 

study: 

1. The population for this study was limited to 

one hundred randomly selected graduates from the adminis

tration and supervision programs from June, 1971, through 

Decamber, 1979. 

2. The survey was limited to the objectives of 

the study. 
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3. The information received from any questionnaire 

designed to collect data was dependent on the accuracy of 

the responses. 

4. The items of the data collecting instrument 

were limited to those areas which have relevance to the 

following: demographic characteristics of each graduate, 

the graduate's rating of courses in a specific curricul1.J.r.1, 

and the perceptions of the role competencies in each 

p rogram by the graduates. 

s. The preparation, distribution, collection, and 

summarization of the data from the questionnaires wa s 

li~ited by the amount of time , mon e y , and energy available. 



6. The preparation and distribution of the question

naires were limited by the ~aterial available. 

7. The personal limitations of the researcher 

affected the analyzation, interpretation and summarization 

of the data received. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are provided for a 

better understanding of certain words used in this study: 

APSU. In this study, reference to APSU or University 

means Austin Peay State University, Clarksville, Tennessee. 

A & s. This refers to the graduate programs in 

Admi~istration and Supervision offered in the Department 

of Education, APSU. 

Faculty. Faculty in this study was used in refer

ring to faculty in the Department of Education, APSU. 

Follow-up. This is a survey to learn what former 

students are doing after their academic preparation and 

school experience (Oppenheim, 1966). 

Graduate. In this particular study, reference to 

graduate means the person who completed all requirements 

in an administration and/or supervision program which 

culminated in a Master's degree in education or an 

Education Specialist degree from Austin Peay State Univer

sity, :or the period June, 1971, t hrough December, 1979. 

nonrespondent . The graduate who did not r etur n the 

questionnaire . 



Population. This was t he total group f rom wh ich 

the s amp le was selected (Weisberg and Bower, 1977 ) . 

Questionnaire. A set of questions for obtaining 

statistical l y useful or personal information from former 

students. The questionnaire used in this follow-up study 

was composed of questions relating to the administration 

and supervision curricula. (See Appendix B for a copy of 

the questionnaire.) 

Respondent. The graduate who returned the question-

naire. 

Sample. A part of anything presented for inspection, 

or shown as evidence of the quality of the whole (Oppenheim, 

19 66). 

Survey . A survey is a form of planned collection 

of data for t h e purpose of descrip tion or prediction as a 

guid e to action or for the purpose of analy zing the relation

s hip between two or more variables (Oppenheim, 1966). 

Survey Instrument. The questionnaire used in this 

study . 

Organization of t he Study 

This study is presented in five c ha p ters. 

Cha p t e r I serv es as a rationa l e f o r t he study . I n 

it t he r e i s a s ection s howi ng the i n tr oducti o n , the sta t e~en t 

of the probl e~ , the ? Ur ?ose a:.c t ~e sisn ificance of the study . 

A~s o ~eve loped in Cha p ter I a r e the raethods by w~ich data 
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Chapter II presents a review of the related 

literature on evaluation of educational programs, tech

niques and methods in evaluation, the importance of follow

up studies, and academic preparation for educational 

a~uinistrators. 

Chapter III describes the instrument used in the 

survey, and the survey sample and setting. It also gives 

a discussion of the research procedures and design. 

Chapter IV contains the presentation and analysis 

of the data by using tables and expository passages. The 

findings are related to the hypotheses. 

Chapter V gives a s~tnmary of the findings, the 

conclusions, and the recommendations for further use of 

the survey. 



Chapter II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In attempting to become thoroughly acquainted with 

the available literature and research studies relating to 

g raduate programs in administration and s upervision, and 

t h e evaluation of them, the researcher first consulted the 

Thesaurus of ERIC Descri p tors, and then c hecked the follow

i ng indices under the headings of "administrator education," 

"curriculum evaluation," "educational administration," 

" evaluation," "follow-up studies," " g raduate survey s," 

" h i gher education," "p rog ram evaluation," "questionnaire," 

" research," and "survey ." The i ndices, dated 1970-1980, 

we re f ound in the Fel i x A. Woodward Library , Austin Peay 

S t a te Uni versity . 

Current Index to Journals i n Education 

Dissertation Ab stracts In terna tiona l 

Educa tiona l Admini s t r a t i o n Ab s t r a c t s 

Res ourc e s in Educat ion 

The Ecucat i on Index 

The Enc ycloped ia of Educat io nal Rese arc h 

~~e s e a r c h t h r oug h t he ca r d c a tal og unde r t h e c a t e -

so ri e s ne nti o ned a bo ve ? r o v i d e d t he nases o f s e v e r a l 

~ ~othe r sea r ch was ~ac e wh i c ~ wa s ~a t he r J :1: ~ ce ; 

t . · o f ~a ~a bas e s t h r our h t h e u s e o : a :1 "o n- l i r:. -2 " ,:e sc ann .:... ns - - ::J 

1 .., - '-



compu ter terminal. The computer operator also used the 

a bove categories to index three educational data bases 

wh ich were ERIC, DAI and Wilson's Education Index. This 

t horough computerized search provided a multitude of 

references. 

Although the researcher found no research study 

dealing specifically with the effectiveness of adminis

tration and supervision programs as perceived by former 

students, the literature did cite some closely related 

follow-up studies which provided bibliographies of research 

articles pertaining to t he evaluation of educational pro

g rams, surveys, and the construction and interpretation of 

questionna ires. The closely related literature ~os served 

as the theoretical framework for this study . In the liter

ature there have been many follow-u p studies conducted and 

pub lis~ed which were mostly concerned with demographic 

and descriptive data of an alumni rather than concent=ating 

largely on evaluation of academic programs. As a result, 

most of the studies were interested in job satisfaction, 

e ntry positions and salar ies, o pportunities for p r omotions, 

grad uate sc hools, etc., but very few studies evoked responses 

to evaluate the effectiveness of a particular p rog ram or 

p r og r an s ".!Sing statistical anal yses. In the re171ainder 

of this c hap ter t he writer will have di scussed educational 

evalua tion , surveys and fo llow- up studies , questionnaires 

a~c cu rren t acaden ic p r eparat ion fo r ac~in istrator s and 

s upe r vi s o r s . 



Educational Evaluation 

The need for continuous evaluation of administrative 

practices, curriculum development, and effectiveness of 

instruction in education is readily recognized by most 

educators. Planning, putting plans into operation, and 

appraising the results of e ducation activities are important 

educational o perations. Braden and Walker commented that 

"alraost every area of education today is in the a g ony of 

a ri g id analysis and evaluation." ?he goals , ~h e content, 

and the methodology in education are being scrutinized by 

individuals frora many fields. It is time for individuals 

who claim professional interest in teacher education to 

focus their attention on evaluating and i rap roving education 

?rograms (Braden and Walker, 1978). 

What is evaluation? Why is it iraportant in education? 

In t he literature, educators emphatically stated that there 

is a real need for evaluation toda y . Cwnmins (1976) stated 

in his article that "evaluation is, has been, and evermore 

shall be. Evaluation began in t he beginning." What was t h e 

starting po int for e ducational evaluation? Braden and 

i~alke r (19 7 8) suggested that Ralph Tyler was t h e initiator 

as he is recoGni zed by man y as the father of modern education 

evaluat i o n . I n hi s classic text, ?yler defined evaluation 

as "the p r oces s of d etermining to what extent the educational 

objec tives are actually be ing realized by the ?rog r an of 

curriculura and instruction " (Bates, 1 973) . 
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Tyler's emphasis on objectives led to the publishing 

of many "how-to" books. As educators scurried to write 

well-defined objectives, psychometrists sought new methods 

of measurement. By the early sixties, evaluation was termed 

"closely related to measurement" and early in the next 

decade evaluation became "roughly synonymous with measure

ment" (Worthen and Sanders, 1973). 

As applications of educational evaluation became 

increasi ng l y complex, efforts were made to simplify t h e 

process t h roush t h e design of general models. Stufflebeam's 

basic context, input, processi ng, a nd product (C I PP) model 

was gradually expanded by other sc holars, however, until 

t he number o f boxes, circl e s, he xagons, and arrows be g a n to 

ac h ieve a d izzy i ng effect (Brad e n and Wal ker, 19 78) . 

Boric h ar.d Brac kett (197 8 ) wrote, 

Th e fi e l d o f e ducational eval ua t i on ha s been i ncreas
i ngly comp licated in past years by t h e g r owth and 
devel op□ent of many evaluatio n mod e l s. Some o f these 
mode ls ~ a y onl y confuse eva l u ators by suggesting 
different a pproaches and by u s ing d ivers e t ermi 
no log ies p ur ported t o be a pp licable to t h e s ame kind s 
o f p r ob lems. 

The c ontinu i ng d e ve l opmen t of more highly s ophi s-

ticated meas ure ment tec hni ques l ed s ome writers to u se 

d is par aging p hras e s abo u t e v a luat i o n . Worth e n 's (197 3) 

de s c r ip t ion s o f eva l uatio n a s "someth i ng wh i ch i s u s ually 

inse r ted after the prog r aD ha s been i mplemented " r eflected 

t h is general d i ssati s faction . 



Today, it seems more and more, educators are 

becoming interested not only in collecting data, but in 

using the information to form judgments and select among 

alternatives. The role of educators as decision makers 

has assumed new importance (Borich and Brackett, 1978). 

So important was educational accountability that many have 

referred to evaluation as the " k e y to instructional 

effectiveness . " Perhaps most sign ifica nt was t h e change 

f r om the negative ego-shattering threat of enforced 

evaluation to more positive cooperative effort to seek out 

effectivene ss and worth (Hanes, 1977). 

Graduall y , t he emphasis on p r eci s e measurement 

ha s chang ed to a Qo re humanisti c point of view. Grobe 

(1978) presented a simp lified de s c ription of evaluation 

as "the process fo r de termining what works and what doesn't 

work , and revising that which doe s n 't." ~atczynsk i and 

Rogus (1979) in t heir article pointed ou t that evaluation is 

an act ive s ea r ch fo r information for the im? r overnent of t h e 

p roject; an ongoing process to imp r o v e s ome t h ing rather 

than to prove it; a p rocess de signing and re f ini ng . 

S t ill , t he controve rsies have linge r ed . The who le 

matter of evaluation ha s taken on different ove rto nes 

e ~encing upo n whether or.e i s an evaluator , the e v aluatee , 

o r a third pa rty . It s e e ms t hat it would be foolish to 

;::, rete i.d t hat the rel a ti o :1sr.i? o f t he eva_ 1atio n s y stem to 

t h e r e ,,.,, 2. r c: s tr u c t u :r e w a s a n u n i. _ o r t a n t c o n n e c t i o n . 

B d ' ,, 1 · ( 19 - " ) r-orru~1ente d t:1at t:-:e cia y is not yet r2.n er. a r.c 1~ a ,, e r I o - -



he re a nd n a y never come when most facult y me mbers will 

c heerfully agree to the assessment of an y thing in the 

teaching-learning process other than student performance. 

A wide diversity has continued to exist, even 

a~ong practicing evaluators, as to the appropriate 

definition, scope, purpose, and methods for educational 

evaluation. Costanzo comI!lented that "evaluation is the 
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source of more confusion, frustration, and guilt among 

educators than any other aspect of their work" (Braden and 

Walker, 1978). According to some pessimistic educators, 

They feel that there seems to be no evidence that 
evaluation, although the law of the land, contributed 
anything to educational practice other than headaches 
for the researcher, threats for the innovators, and 
depressing articles for journals devoted to evaluation 
(Braden and Walker, 1978). 

A glance at some of the adjectives applied to evaluation 

in these journal articles will have illustrated the point: 

formal, informal; subjective, objective; macro, micro; 

congruency, contingency; qualitative, quantitative; com

parative, non-comparative; heuristic, algorithmic; deter

minate, indeterminate; obtrusive, unobtrusive; acq uirement, 

accomp lishment; illuminative, judicial, transactional; and 

formative and sumrnative (Braden and Walker, 1978). 

It seems that for every advantage evaluation 

s pecialists may list, a contradicto r y statement is supp lied 

by its detractors. I t s ho u l d be e m? hasized to t h e r eade r 

not t o be ~ isled by t he dynamics of the poin t-coun t e r ~oi~t 



aspe c t of t h e c o ntrove rs y . On t h e one hand , if we want 

to know whether instructio n is working , we must evaluate. 

On the other hand, if one doesn't want the evaluation to 

"ro c k the boat," one must compromise. It should be 

stressed that both of these points are valid to those who 

ma k e them. 

Most recent definitions of evaluation have 

18 

re f lected the influence of the instructional development 

process wherein the evaluator is no longer an external 

crit i c bu~ has b~come an active member of the instructional 

devleopment team. At the beginning of the seventies many 

resp ected authorities on the subject of e v aluation concluded 

t ha t , 

evaluation was a process of delineating, obtaining, 
and providing useful information for judging decision 
alternatives, but towards the end of the decade 
evaluation changed to mean more of a communication 
p rocess, a political process which requ ired management 
skills (Braden and Walker, 1978). 

Gattman and Clasen (1972), in their book , Evaluation 

i n Education, have enumerated what e v aluators do when they 

evaluate. First, it must b e considered all t hat one should 

know a bout the subject. The eval uators ma y or ma y not 

ha ve collected add itional information and made a pprop riate 

a ss ump ti ons to fill t h e voids. Next, t h e y s hould have 

appli e d s ome s e t o f standard s, or te rm s of r efe r ence, or 

scale o f me a sur e i n co n junc t i on with t h e c o llected k now l edge . 

But the p r o c e ss doe s not e nd the r e --ba s ed on the information 



gathered , t h e evaluator needs to have completed the evalu

ation process by making a value judgment. 

Perhaps it was the seeming dichotomy of empirical 

and theoretical methods that has led to some of the con-

fusion and frustration in the past. Some researchers 

believe that measurement is a science and evaluation is 

an art. But it seemed to the writer, that is an over-

simplification. According to recent literature, evaluation 

is both a science and an art; it is the process that uses 

judgment as the crucible for mixing art and science, theory 

and fact, arbitrary criteria, and random samples (Matczynski 

and Ragus, 1979). 

Many research studies have pointed out that evalu

ation has been an ever-evolving process whose focus has 

changed dramatically in recent years. Concepts involving 

who is to be evaluated, what is to be evaluated, and how 

evaluations are to be made has evolved and will continue 

to evolve as educational practices continue to change. 

As technical capabilities become more complex, it should 

be stressed that one sho uld not lose sight of the human 

factor. 

In the final analy sis, it comes down to the 

questi o n po sed b y t h e writer in the beg i nning of this sub

top ic--Wh at is e va luation ? Obv i ousl y , evaluati on, as 

poi n ted ou t by t he litera t u r e , i s many t h ing s t o ma ny 

people . ?he wr ite r saw th e need to e mphasiz e educational 

eva l u atio n, even t ho ugh it has no t been a p a nacea f o r 



educational i lls; however, it has offered the potential of 

prescribing a more sophisticated treatment rather than the 

"home remedies" currently being practiced. 

The Survey Study 

An important type of evaluative method is called 

the research survey study which may be defined as an 

organized attempt to analyze, interpret, and report the 

present status of education, or a phase thereof, in a 

specific set of circumstances (Bessar, 1977). The survey 

study was designed to deal primarily with data involving 

a cross-section of the present. Information pertaining to 

the past has been commonly utilized only to give appropriate 

emphasis to the present. The fundamental purpose of the 

survey study has been to classify, generalize, and interpret 

groups of data so that proper guidance may be provided for 

educators in the development of sound policies and appro

priate practices in the immediate future. 

Surv ey studies have ranged i n scope from detailed 

analy si s of the status of one element of education in a 

single in s titution, to consideration of the total education 

offering in a state or in t h e nation (Wei sbers and Bowen, 

1977 ) . Th e subject ma tter of survey studies may have been 

- . r . 
related t o one o r more such phase s or education as ouJec -

t i v e s o f i n struction , curricular o ff e rings, a chievene nt o f 

stud e n ts ' teaching te=~nis ues , eval~atio ~ p r ocedures, 

? re parati o n of teache rs, and physical e q uipment . 



It seemed apparent today t hat the survey type o f 

res e arch study ma y be utilized successfull y under a v ariety 

o f conditions. According to Orlich (1978), "the survey 

study is effective for the accumulation, presentation and 

interpretation of data relative to education in all sizes 

and t y pes of institutions." 

Babbie (1973), in his book Survey Research Methods, 

pointed out many different values of survey studies that 

educators s hould be aware of, such as the value when it 

provided educators with an historical perspective. The 

nature of education has been such that a study of the status 

of conditions at any given time mi g ht well be repeated 

later. This has been especiall y true in t h e case of data 

pertaining to subject offerings, enrollments, and other 

i nformation obtainable in various parts of the country. 

S imilar studies hav e been conducted at specified intervals, 

c ompariso ffi h a v e been made and t herefo re, c hanges can be 

noted , a nd f uture d e v elopments can be more ade q uatel y 

guided (Babbi e, 1 97 3 ) . 

Babb i e (1973) sta t ed t h a t , " the survey tyµ e of 

s tudy is o f value a s it aid s i n the solv ing o f p ractical 

p r oblems in t he f i e l d o f e d uc a tion ." I t shou l d be po inted 

o~t t~at t h e s e stud i es d i d no t ac t ua lly s olve any o f t he 

pr ob l ems, ~oweve r , survey stud i e s have provided i nsight s 

i:1to r.eeden cha.:1 ; es in s uc h ele.r:1ents o f edc.cation as 

instructio n a l p r actic e , tes t i.:1 g p r o cedures , 

equ i ~~ent , and ove r all cur riculu~ matte r s . 

i ns tc.1 c ti0na 1 

It s hould be 



: u rther noted that since the survey study presented 

p r actica l information, it readily appealed to individuals 

who are trying to researc h realistic solutions to their 

immediate p roblems. 

Another important value of the survey study was 

that it has contributed to the establishment of norms or 

standards (Babbie, 1973). There have been numerous types 

of standards established which have been, and still are 

essential to good education. 

And finall y , Babbie (1973) emphasized that, "the 

survey study is especially valuable in education in that 

it lends itself readil y to description t hrough the use cf 

either verbal or mathematical symbols." Frequently in 

research it has been discovered to be necessary to rel y 

on v erbal or statement of fact, because precise q uantitative 

data ma y have been unavailable or inappropriate. However, 

bo t h quantitative and qualitative data h ave been utilized 

by research in studying the various factors that effect 

educa tiona l relat ion s hip s which g i ve a mo re accurate 

µicture . Be caus e the s u r v e y study h a s been found to be 

valuable in gatheri ng data relative to so ma n y facets of 

educat ion, and because it has lent itself to bo th 

q uanti tative and qualitative de scription , it has in the 

past constituted the bulk of a ll r e search i n t he fie l d of 

~ · · g radu ~t~ p ro r r am s i n educational e~uca t1o n , including O - • ~ 

ad@ i n ist ra ti on (We isbe r g an d Bowen, 1 9 77 ) , 



As previously noted, the survey has been employed 

widely and extensively in all areas of education, but as 

well, the survey study has been criticized as a method of 

research. It has been said, "survey studies lack depth," 

and certain educators have "frowned" upon the use of the 

survey procedures (Bates, 1973). It appeared, after 

reviewing much of the literature, that this may have been 

true only because fundamental principles in application 

of the survey study type of research have, in isolated 

cases, been violated. These violations seemed to be 

attributed to inexperience on the oart of the researcher 
~ 

or lack of adequate research supervison. 

Because this was a method of evaluation, and as 

was discussed earlier in the chapter, the pros and cons 
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of educational evaluation; there are also limitations 

inherent in the survey method. First, it should be recog

nized that no control would be imposed upon factors 

influencing the materials under investigation which was 

an obvious limitation in any type of study . The survey 

study has revealed only information relative to prevailing 

conditions in a specific set of circumstances. Thus, 

the data obtained had to be carefully evaluated and thought

ful ly analyzed before their true sign ificance fo r p ractical 

conc lusions could be discove red (Demaline and Quinn, 1979). 

Se c ond l y , survey s t udy da t a ha ve ~ot been suited to testi ng 

? rinciples o f educat i an unde r l abo r ato r y c ond itions . They 



d i d no t facilitate the development of fundamental laws 

concerned with the phases of education. 

In addition to the limitations noted above, there 

were certain problems commonly encountered in the use of 
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the survey study. Costanzo (1975) mentioned s ome limitations 

in surv ey studies such as locating productive sources of 

data. Most research workers in education were engaged in 

g r aduate study or were teaching at the time they developed 

plans for completing research studies. Thus they were 

located in areas which may not have been conducive to the 

production of appropriate data . 

Other problems were encountered as one endeavored 

to describe the results of a survey study. Costanzo (1975) 

d iscussed some of those problems such as : the inexper ienced 

individual would find it somewhat difficult to attain a 

satisfactory standard of writing . Objectivity was essential 

in the accumulation of survey study data and had to be 

maintai ned in the description of those data , but often , 

a very real pro blem arose in attemp ts to standard ize 

c er t ain types of survey study data, so they could be 

p res e nted in a l o gical and accurate manner. Als o , personal 

beli e fs and bias on the part of the author had to be 

avo i d e d i n the interest of acc u rac y . Fi nall y , t he write r 

o f a su r vey study must have a d e qu ate ly p r e sented a ll t he 

9e r tinen t f acts , and v a l ue judgments shou l c be ma de and 

p~e sented o n l y i n t e r ms of car efu l ly gua r ded s tatemen ts. 



The procedures involved in conducting a survey 

study would have been similar in any education field. In 

summa r y fo r m, Demanline and Quinn (1979) have listed 

eight steps in conducting a research survey study which 

are as follows: 

1. Formulation and development of the problem; 

2. Study of related research; 

3. Establishment of the basic survey procedure 

for collecting required data and making the final written 

report; 

4. Isolation of sources of data and completion of 

necessary steps to ensure the accumulation of an adequate 

supp l y of data; 

s. Collection, classification, and organization of 

the d a ta; 

6 . Analysis and interpretation of the findings of 

the s urvey; 

7. Development of conclusions and recommendatio ns 

based u pon the survey findings; 

8 . Preparation of the final r epo rt of the survey 

study . 

The literature has pointed out that there was a 

substantial d ifference between adequate research and the me re 

routi ne use of a method such as was involved in a survey 

study . Educa t o rs seemed t o j e inclined t o accept t he ir 

r epor _e d results without questi o n . One must co~tinually 

8e reminded that the conclusions and recommendations reached 



i n a survey study report should be based on reliable and 

v alid data . Finally , it should be noted that s urvey 

studies are important to all levels of educators and that 

the findings in most survey s tudies have been useful only 

after they have been carefully analyzed and interpreted. 

The Follow- Up Study 

Educators have said over and over again, "one of 

the major problems facing learning institutions today is 

t hat of measuring the effectiveness of educational programs" 

(Bates , 19 7 3) • In these times of rapid chang e and improved 

t e c h nolo g y , the methods a nd tec hniques of the past have 

no longer provided adequate training for the grad uate of 

tomorrow . One wi dely used means of securing data for use 

o f e v aluating an educational program is the "follow- up 

study." At the beginning of t h is study the writer construed 

f o llow- u p study as being a direct metho d by which an 

institution may e v aluate the effectiveness of its educational 

prog r a m t h r o ugh its product- - the g raduate (Headric k , 1979) . 

Although s uch a s t ud y was subjected t o s ome limitatio ns, 

t he se were more than outweigh ed by the advantages to be 

ga ined :ro m the use of t h is e v alua tio n method (H ead rick , 

1979) . 

Fo llow- up stud i e s ma y have been de si g ned f o r a ny 

ec.11 ca;.:. io r. a l leve _ o r g r ou:J , t h e selections of s ubjects fo r 

t le ? r o ject nay have beer: l i mited i n any one of a nunbe r 



of ways and this selection ma y have furt her been limited 

by the use of sampling techniques (Headric k , 1979). 

Albright and Fabac (1978) stated, "the major reason 

a college or univ ersity conducts a follow-up survey is to 

assess how well it has met its objectives." The goals 

a n d objectives of institutions of higher education have 

been multifaceted and, to some extent, vary among 

institutions. The process of delineating the institution's 

goals and objectives, and then defining the outcomes that 

are related to those objectives, has been a most useful 

antecedent of follow-up surveys (Albright and Fabac, 1978). 

Anderson (1977) pointed out, the Southern Regional 

Education Board project on follow-u p surveys bypasses the 

pr ocess of institutional goal setting, and proceeds on the 

assumption that most institutions share three major objec

tives to which follow-up surveys are a ddressed: 

1. Education for the transmission of knowledge and 

t he enhancement of liv ing and participatio n in society; 

2. Education as a means toward employment objec

tive s o f the coll eg e g radu a te; 

3. Education as prepara tion for a h i g her level 

of educati o n. 

Follow- up stud ies ha v e p r o ceed e d on t h e ass ump t i o n 

tha t t h e g raduate's own percep t ion of how well t he inst i 

t~tio n has fulfilled these o bjective s was one way of 

asses s in9 the at t ainment o f objec tives (Ande rs on , 1977) , 

Thi s tvoe o f asse ssme nt , which was used in thi s s tudy , wa s - ~ 



o nl y one among other i mportant tests that have measured 

ou t c omes. The use o f follow-up studies is an i mplicit 

r e c ognition that the graduates' own percep tions of how 

o b jectives have been met are important ingredients in the 

over a ll process of institutional self-assessment. 
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Bates (1973) emphasized that institutional follow

up studies requiring the participation of past students 

have p rov ed to be a very useful tool in t h e evaluation of 

g raduate programs in regard to curricula, faculty , and 

admi ni stration. Bates (1973) quoted Seymour 1·leis::nan, Alvin 

Sandows ky, and Estelle Al pert from t heir study in 1970 

wh ich stated: 

An institutio n d e d icated to continui ng e xcellence 
in h igher e d ucation s hould consult with its alumni 
when planning curriculum c ha nges. The g radu a tes, the 
"end p rod ucts" of t h e educational process, are uniquel y 
suited to determine t h e more stable a nd long range 
effects of an institutional prog ram. The y can best 
di scuss t h e salient strength s a nd weaknesses of an 
i n stitution and its c onstituen t d e par tments. 

Winkworth suggested t hat s y stema t i c e v aluation 

o: t h e e ducational p rog ram be made b y as k ing stud e n ts to 

as s es s t h e a pprop ria teness o f s peci f ic i n structional 

componen ts i n ass i sting t hem i n attaining t h e i r i nd i v i d ua l 

goals (Golde n and Lyons, 1976). 

Ac cord ing t o Golden and Lyon s (1 976) , " fo llow

up s t udies s ho uld be s y s tema t ic a nd cont i nuous. The 

follow - u p re s u l t s c an b e a bas ic determin a nt o: the 

t · 11 ~hey furthe r mer. tioned t:-1a t it was en i::e ? r o s ram. -

advantageou s t o s up p leme nt t he us e of t he ques t i onna ir e 



with i n d i v idual and group contact with graduates and their 

employers. The follow- up seemed to have given t h e graduate 

a feeling of belonging and has indicated an interest in 

him as an individual. 

Bates (1973) enumerated three indirect values of 

follow-u p studies in his study, which are: 

1. Alumni become more closely connected with and 

directl y interested in their alma mater• 
' 

2. College gains firm public relations materials; 

3. Data provide points for comparison with other 

universities. 

Gee (1977) in his dissertation, commented, "the 

teaching faculty is the primary factor in t he effectiveness 

of an institution." This statement has received reinforce

ment throughout the literature as being an i mportant facet 

to consid er in evaluating educational programs. The faculty 

was o n e measurement of the quality of a g raduate school 

pr ogram. Evaluation of faculty ne e ded not only to be 

co ns idered from p r of essional recogn i tion s uch as honors, 

citatio ns, research, a n d o t hers, but also f r om t h e stand 

poin t of o p inion (Gee, 1 97 7 ) . 

Ed ucational accountability has le f t its i mprint o n 

teacher educatio n . The pri ncip le, t hat t he sc hool is 

r es pons i ble f or its p r oduct, is a n acc e p ted f act. Fritsc hel 

(1 975 ) i n h i s a r t i cle wr ote t hat t h e ul tir.1ate c r iterion 

fo r judg i ng advanced p r og r ams was whether t he y p r oduced 

graduates who e nte r t h e p r o f e ss i o n a nd p e r fo r m eff e c t i vely . 



The institu tion evaluated its graduates at two critical 

points: whe n the y comp leted their programs of study , and 

after they entered the professional roles for which they 

had p repared. 

This follow-up study has appeared to be directl y 

related to the review of the literature. In order to 

e v aluate and improve the programs in administration and 

supervision, it has been necessary to study continuously , 

listen to, and plan with its products. 

The Questionnaire 

A technique that has been used in conjunction with 

the survey or follow-up study was t h e questio nnaire. 

Haller (1979) stated, "questionnaires are the most common 

data gathering procedure in grad uate student research on 

educa t ional administration." Not o n l y wer e questionn a i res 

t he ma j or source o f data, these data were t yp ica lly 

g e ne ra ted within a cross-sectional r e searc h d es ign a nd 

a na l y z ed u sing simple d e scri p tive o r b ivariate p r o ced ur e s. 

Hal l er (1 97 4 ) furt her stated in her articl e : 

Que s tionnaires ar e pe r ha p s bes t s u ited t o mea s uring 
atti tud es, o p inions, a nd valu es, f or collect ing _demo
g ra p hic informat i on, a nd f or g arner ing r a t her s i m? l e 
f a c ts abo u t a socia l s y stem. The y a r e i l l-sui t ed , 
ho we v e r, f o r asc e r t ain i ng i n t en t ions. 

Duckworth (1 973 ) em?hasiz e d that befo r e q ue s tionnair e s, 

als o c allee su r v e y instrufilen ts, we r e u s ed , t h e fo l low i ng 

cr i te ri a s ho uld ha ve be e n a p? lied t o t he instrumen t : ( 1 ) ?i o t 

gr oup try o u t and ana lysi s of p r elimi nar y f o r QS of t he survey 



instrument ; ( 2) e xpert judgment of the surv e y instrument 

be recog nized by research authorities or by advisory 

committee; (3) final careful revision and inspection of 

the surve y form; ( 4) special v alidity and reliability 
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checks; ( 5) editing of survey instrument re turns; ( 6) 

a n al y sis of the respondent population according to the 

returned surv e y instruments which were usable in the study ; 

(7) analysis of non-returns in each of the subgroup s of the 

po pulation surveyed; and (8) tabulation of the collected data 

and making an y needed statistical analy ses of such data. 

Clearly, questionnaire construction was by no 

means the first item in carry ing out a survey . According 

to Boynton's (1978) study which stated , 

The questionnaire is simpl y an orderly arrangement of 
t h e questions and information needed, with appropriate 
spaces provided for answers. But simple as t he 
questionnaire ma y be in finished form, it is the sub
ject of careful planning. It is, in a sense, the 
outline of the analysis of the p roblem. 

In addition, Oppe nheim (19 66) said, "a que stio nnaire is not 

just a list of questions or form s to be filled ou t. It is 

e ssent ially a s c ientific instrument for measurement and 

for collection of particular kinds o f d ata." 

As questionnai res for t h is study were being ma iled , 

it was of interest to note Oppenh eim's (1 96 6) remark s 

concer~ing the mail questionnaire. He listed four acivan -

ta 9 e s o f the ma il que stionnai r e : 

l . Th e c h ief advantage of t h e mail q uestio nnaire 



2. Often a much larger sample can be covered at 

a mo des t increas e in cost. 

3. The sampling can be more accurate, since the 

e n v elope can be addressed to a particular individual. 

4. Lastly , the fact that no interviewer is present 

means there will be no interviewer bias. 

One of the major problems that has faced the 

r e searcher is eliciting a maximum survey response rate. 

Historically, response rates have been rather mediocre 

(Matthews, 1979). Success or failure of a research study 

has hinged on the response rate of a questionnaire. 

Currently, in the literature, there has been emphasis 

placed on negating this problem. Basically, there have 

been three ways to distribute a questionnaire: mail, 

telephone interview, and personal interview. Each way 

has had its own merits, but whic h one will produce the 

max imu.rn response rate was an important answer to man y 

researchers. The average response rate in most studies 

has been between thirty-five and fifty percent, but a 

desired result was seventy -five pe rcent or better (Odom, 

1979). Odom (1979) further stated "even t houg h the mail 

que stionnaire has been the most po pu lar, telephone survey s 

are e vok ing a g r eate r res ponse ra te a long with using t he 

' follow-through ' r.iethod ." This method allo ws t he r e s earche r 

t o Dake c ontact with the incivicual ? ri o ~ to g r~duation 

t.· o · h . f · t 1.· s go i ng to transpi re in t ie future . a??r1.se ~ Ll o wna 

· ~o create a be tter r a??O r t between r esearcher This seer:1 s _ 
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and prospective graduate and consequently, a better response 

rate is educed (Matthews, 1979). 

No matter how the questionnaires have been dis

tributed and collected, once they are in the researcher's 

hands, the real job lies ahead. Before the report can 

be organized and put into words, meaning must be given to 

the information collected. Normally, the information 

collected consisted of facts, but facts alone did not solve 

a problem. If the problem were to be solved, the facts 

must have been summarized and interpreted as they related 

to the specific case. 

Oppenheim (1966) mentioned in his book the task 

of summarizing and interpreting data. He commented on the 

following: The purpose of the questionnaire and the survey 

as a whole is measurement. The final product is likely 

to consist of a series of tabulations and statistical 

analyses, together with a few selected quotations from 

the raw data, and these will be turned into a report show

ing in what way the findings bear on the hypotheses with 

which the researcher set out. During this process, the 

words and phrases spoken or written by the respondent will 

be processed; they will be turned into figures and symbols 

t h at will be counted and added up. In this way entries 

were obtained for the tables that were needed in order to 

draw cone 1 us i o ns a::d ma ke recor-u7le nd a tio ns. 



Administration and Supervision Programs 

In reviewing the literature, training programs for 

princi pals and supervisors have progressed from no formal 

p r ograms to modern, complex, sophisticated programs. Early 

princi palship programs were geared to meet the particular 

d emands p laced on the principal. These included a broad 

ge neral education, some history and philosophy of education, 

and c o urses involving the clerical as pects of the principal-

shi p (Horn, 1977). 

Toda y 's programs h a v e also developed from the needs 

o f t he principal, but hav e added a s pecialist, the super-

v isor. Not onl y does the p rinci pal and supervisor of 

tod a y ne ed a basic undergraduate program, but an individual 

in either area needs courses in law, supervision, curriculum, 

collectiv e negotiations, p lannin~ leadershi p , finance, 

ge neral a dministration , personnel, public rela t ions, and 

other rel a ted subjects. 

The review o f the literature also rev ealed t hat 

many of t h e methods a nd requirements f o r teach ing adminis

tr a tion a nd s uperv is ion courses h a v e remained unc ha ng ed 

t h rough t h e years (Horn, 1 9 7 6) • Ne w meth od s ha v e arise n, 

howev e r, primari l y t he case s t udy , simula tion, a nd t he 

i n te r n s h i ~ o r o rac ticum . 
C ~ 

Current l y , a majo r trend in 

pr epa r a ti on p r o g r a ms f o r p r inc i p a ls and supe r vi s o rs h a s 

been found t o b e c o~pe t e nc y - bas ed p r ogr a~ s . Th is wa s no t 

a new conc ep t , but one t hat s tud ents t hr o u gho u t t he c o un t r y 

wan t ed inp l emented i n to g r a d ua t e p r og r am s pe rtai n i ng to 
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administr ation and supervision (Silver, 1979 ) . Al so, 

there has been another trend to incorporate into the various 

programs social science, humanities, quantitative analy sis 

and statistics courses to better prepare the administrator 

to make good, sound decisions based on mathematical models 

and computer processing (Farquhar and Piele, 1972). These 

new methods and trends have offered a diversity in preparation 

programs and seemingly prepare the principal and supervisor 

more adequately. 



Chapter III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The mechanics for investigating some of the problems 

raised in preceding chapters will be presented in Chapter III. 

The basic purpose of this study was to elicit perceptions 

fr om g raduates in order to determine the effectiveness of 

the administration and supervision programs. 

No attempt was made to include all of the dimensions 

of administration supervision p rograms. Those considered 

were included and, according to Dr. Donald B. Lambert, the 

writer's major professor, were d eemed adequate to educe data 

which could be used to improve the administration and 

supervision programs. Such programs ma y benefit as a result 

of the fi nding s of the study . 

The research design req uired an investigation of 

grad uate prog rams in school a dmi nistration a nd superv is i on 

a nd evalua tion methods in order t o p r oduce t h e measurement 

by whi c h t h e ba sic d ata f o r t he study wer e c o ll e cted. 

In the remainder of this c ha p ter a re port of the 

me thod s emp l oye d in the study and t h e p rocedures by wh ich 

t hose me thod s we r e c onside r ed are prese n t. Wh e n r aw da t a 

wer e calcu l a t ed , on l y bas i c sta t emen t s which wer e ne c e ssa r y 

f o r interp reting t h e da t a we r e p r e s ented . 

3 6 



Background Procedures 

The review of the literature included pertinent 

aspects of the academic preparation for principals and 

supervisors, the mechanics of an investigation, and the develop

ment of questionnaires and evaluation methods associated 

with their validation and interpretation. 

After a review of the literature, the procedures 

for the study were divided into the following four steps: 

(1) development of the questionnaire, (2) the mailing 

procedures, (3) editing and tabulation of the questionnaire, 

and (4) analyses of the data. 

Development of the Questionnaire 

Concurrently with the development of the field 

study was the development of an instrument to assess 

graduates' perceptions of the effectiveness of the 

a ~~inistration and supervision programs. Instrumental in 

this process was Dr. Donald B. Lambert's guidance a nd 

suggestions and the available related literature in the 

AP SU library . 

As a result of this study, a questionnaire was 

c on structed as t h e survey instrument for t h e expressed 

pu r po s e of e licit i ng sel f - percep tio ns in c ourse e v alua tions , 

· · .c.c t · ess a nd '1 r og ra.rn conpetencies usi ng suoJec t ma t t e r e~ ~e c 1v e n t' 

t he :ollow i ns p r o c edu r e s: 



1. A sample questionnaire was constructed and 

p resented to Dr. Donald B. L~~bert for his comments, 

criticisms, and suggestions. From this constructive 

critique, a number of refinement procedures were incor

porated to improve the quality of the questionnaire in 

both content and style. 
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2. The new questionnaire was then checked against 

the following criteria suggested by Robert R. Dyer (1976) 

(a) items of information requested should be as compre

hensive, useful, and discriminative as possible; (b) when

ever possible, questions should require exact answers; 

(c) instructions accompanying the form should include 

special definitions, and directions for completion; (d) the 

questionnaire should avoid leading questions and questions 

that touch on personal prejudices or pride; ((e) questions 

s hould be constructed as to provide for ready transfer of 

information to punched cards, magnetic tape or magnetic 

disk for electronical data processing; (f) the form should 

include a built-in s y stem of double-c heck ing responses; 

(g) stick to the facts and ask only information that can 

be remembered; and (h) it should be possible to complete 

the form in a reasonable amount of time. 

3. The new questionnaire was then p re-tested by 

two faculty members and t h ree graduate students who were 

pr e sently in an administration and/ or s upe r vi sion program. 

Thei r comments co ncerning t he clarity of the que stions, 
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design a nd construction enabled the researcher to refine 

the questionnaire even more and then, he was granted final 

app rov a l for dissemination. 

4. The final questionnaire was designed to elicit 

info rmation in three general areas. The first area was 

use d to develop demographic characteristics about the 

respondents. The second area was intended for graduates 

to rate the courses in their specific curriculum. The 

third and final area was to educe perceptions o f graduates 

on how competent they felt in the area of admin i stration 

and supervision as a result of their formal training. The 

questionn aire was typed and t h en duplicated in the APSU Media 

Center for future dissemination. The final copy consisted 

o f t h ree sheets, regular-s i ze paper, and n i nety-seven items 

coded fo r the computer. 

of t h e questionnaire.) 

(See Appendix B for t h e final copy 

Ma i ling Procedure s 

The comp ilation a nd di stributio n p r o cedu r e s u s ed 

f o r t h i s study were as follo ws: 

1. Since a similar study h ad been researched prior 

t o 1 971 for NCATE, but perta i ned to all graduate p r ogr ams 

i n the de p a r tme n t o f e duca t i on, it was decid e d the p r e s e nt 

s tudy s ho uld incl ude t he g ra d u ate s f r om June , 19 71 , t h r o ugh 

Decembe r , 1 9 79 , p e r taini ng to p r og r ams in a dm i n istr at i on and 

· · h f tn' e e n ti r e populatio n of t h is study su pe r vi si o n . T e r e o r e , 



which contained all living graduates who were in adminis

tratio n and supervision programs, totaled two hundred ninety 

seven . However, total population studies are often impossible 

because of the vast number of the subjects involved. There

fore, in this study the writer chose not to survey the 

total population, but selected a random sample of one hundred 

graduates from the population. In the actual process of 

selection, t h e official graduati ng list in the Graduate 

School was u sed along with a table of random numbers. 

2. A list of these graduates and their addresses 

we r e p re pared from the of f icial graduating list from the 

Admissions and Records Office and t he Graduate School. 

Addresses we r e verified and up-date d if possi ble f rom 

vario us sources including the AP SU Alumni Office. 

3. After the questi o nnaires had been assembled 

and t h e mailing lis t established from the selected random 

s amp le, a cov er letter was written to accompan y t h e q u e stion

na ire. A stamped, self-addre ssed r e turn enve lope was 

i ncluded in the packet. Althoug h e a c h r e s pondent wa s 

assu r ed o f anonymity , each questio n na i r e was c oded ; this 

a l l owe d t h e writer t o d e t e r mine who ha d re p lied . 

4. Two wee k s after t h e f irst mail d istribution, 

follow-up l e tters were sent to t ho s e g rad uates who had not 

retu r ned t h e i r que stionn a ire s. 

Th e wr i t e r wa s disappoin t ed with the slowness and 

number of replies r eceived by :-lay 31 , 198 0 . In all 

probability , the dates of di sseminat i on may have contr ibuted 



to the mediocre response which was during the last month 

of school prior to summer vacation. 
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Of the one hundred graduates receiving questionnaires, 

sixty ( 60) or sixty percent (60%) responded. This repre

sented twenty and two tenths percent (20.2%) of the entire 

population. Consequently, this percentage allowed the 

writer to draw inferences only from the data, and only in 

relationship to the sample. 

Editing and Tabulation of the Questionnaire 

All questionnaires were mailed by April 28, 1980. 

As the sixty usable questionnaires were returned by the 

respondents, the following procedures were taken: 

1. The name of the individual returning the 

questionnaire was marked off the mailing list (coded 

questionnaire). 

2. The number of possible respondents were reduced 

f r om sixty-six to sixty because s ix questionna ires were 

returned ma r ked tt Address Unknown ." 

3. The data for the usab le que stionnaires were 

coded and p unched on an IBM (5081) punch card by personnel 

in the University's Computer Center. Two IB M punch cards 

were needed fo r each t hree- ?age questionnaire. 

4. After t he coded data on all returned que stion-

nai res wer e pun c hed on the IBi'-1 punch cards , t he data was 

transfer r ed to a ma gneti c tape b y using the I BM 360 / 40 



Compu ter and finally loaded on the V"AX 11 / 780 Computer 

a nd ? laced in the writer's director on a magnetic disk 

fo r future p rocessing. 

5. Finally, from the data being processed using 

t h e VAX 11/ 780 Computer, information was analyzed and 

tables of the study were constructed. 

Statistical Analyses 
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Computer programs using Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS) and "Psystat" developed by Dr. Garland 

E. Blair, Chairman of the Psychology Department, APSU, 

were used to provide general analyses of the data. SPSS 

?rograms provided the frequency distribution for each data 

item, the histogram based on the frequencies, the statistical 

measures of central tendency and dispersion, and correlation 

coefficients. "Psystat" programs provided factor analysis, 

~ultiple regression analysis, and correlation coefficients 

in the evaluation of various relationships in the study . 



Chapter IV 

PRESEUTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The purpose of this chapter was to report the 

findi ngs of the study. The collection and analysis of 

data for the stu ciy involved three broad tasks. The first 

of these was concerned with selecting graduates from t he 

administration and supervision programs to participate 

in t he study . A second major task in the study involved 

t he construction and distribution of an instrument adequate 

to measure perceptions of the sample population. 

tas k involved the analysis of d ata receiv ed. 

The t hi r d 

The sample population consisted of one hundred 

randoml y selected administration and/ or s uperv ision graduates 

from Austin Peay State University , for the period June, 1971, 

through December, 1 979 . Responses were div ided into three 

categories based on general data, c our se evaluations, and 

p r og ram compe tenc y assessments. 

The res pon ses for items we r e p rese nted by fr equencies 

and percentage s. The hypotheses were tested by the Pearson 

Co rrelation Coe ffi cient tec hn i que and they were not re jected 

at the . OS level of si gnificanc e . 

Demog raphic data were included to provide ba c k

g r ou nd inf o r matio n a bo ut t:ie sanp le po pulatio n wh ic h g a v e 

g r e ater mea n i ng t o t h e statistical anal y sis. Ther e were 

4 3 



sixty-s ix questionnaires returned, but only sixty or 60 . 0 

?ercent were usable from the sample population. 

General Information Concerning Res pondents 

The data contained in Table 1 illustrated the number 

of graduates , and the number and percentage of question

naire s returned by degree and y ear in eac h of t h e nine 

ye ars cov ered by the study . The questi onnaires were sent 

t o a samp le population of eigh ty-three Master of Art s in 

Education deg ree recipients and to the total population of 

seventeen Education Specialist degree recip ients. There 

were a total of sixty que stionnaires or 60 . 0 percent 

returned in wh ich all sixty respondents had masters deg rees 

and thirteen or 21 . 7 percent of t he se s ixty respondents 

also had education s pecialist degrees. 

The data c ontained in Table 2 illustrated the areas 

of endorsements the res pondents have earned in a dministration 

and supervision at Austin Pe a y State Un iversity for the 

period June , 1971, throug h December , 1 979 . It s hould be 

pointed out t h e table re flec ts more than on e endorseme nt per 

res pondent because an indiv idual ha s t h e oppo rtunity to 

ear n ei t her one. The area with the greate st number of 

endorsemen ts ea r ned wa s t he initial seconda r y pr inci pa l 

with t hi rty - one of the sixty r espondents of 51 . 7 pe rcent . 

7he initial seconda r y su pervis o r endo r sement was t~e next 

la r ge s t number earned wi t h twenty - seven o f 45 . 0 ~ercent of 

t he respondents . Tl e initial elementary p r incipal endo rsement 
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Yea r 

TABLE l 

i'.H]MBER OF GRADUATES COi·ITACTED BY DEGREE AND 
QCESTION!JAIRES RETURNED BY DEGREE Alm YEAR 

1971 - 1979 

{"1. A . Ed . 
Con tacted 
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Re tur ned 
Gr aduated I % of Population % of Re turns 

1971 
1972 
1973 
1 97 4 
1975 
1 9T5 
1 977 
197 8 
l ~/9 
TOTAL 

Yea r 
Gradu ated 

1 97 1 
1 9 72 
1973 
1974 
1 a ~ ,.. 

✓ I :J 

1 976 
1 977 
197 8 
1979 
TOTAL 

N % N I N = 83 
9 10 . 8 7 8 . 4 
9 10 . 8 7 8 . 4 
9 1 0 . 8 7 8 . 4 
9 1 0 . 8 9 14 . 3 
9 1 0 . 8 6 7 . 1 

1 0 12 . 0 7 6 . 0 
9 10 . 8 5 6 6 . 0 
9 10 . 8 5 6 . 0 

Hl 12 . 0 6 I . l 
83 100 . 0 60 100 . 0 

Mean : 74 . 503 
Mode : 74 . 000 
Me dian: 74 . 250 
S t andard Devia t ion : 2 . 664 

Contacted 

ti % 
0 0 . 0 
0 0 . 0 
0 0 . 0 
0 o. o 
l 5 . 8 
4 2 3 . S 
4 23 . S 
3 17 . 6 
5 2 9 . ➔ 

17 10 0 . 0 

i'lean : 
~lode : 
.'-1edian : 

N 
0 
0 
0 
0 
l 
4 
l 
2 
:::) 

13 

% 

I 

Ed . S . 

of 
N 

Returned 
Population 
= 17 
o. o 
o. o 
0 . 0 
0 . 0 
5 . 8 

23 . 5 
5 . 8 

11. 7 
29 . 4 
76 . 4 

77 . 53 3 
7 9 . 000 
78 . 000 

stand a r c e v iatior. : 1 . 7 6 _ 

N = 60 
11. 7 
11. 7 
11. 7 
15 . 0 
1 0 . 0 
11.7 
10 . 0 

8 . 3 
10 . 0 

100 . 0 

"· of Returns ,, 
,, = 60 ,, 

0 . 0 
o. o 
0 . 0 
0 . 0 
1. 7 
6 . 7 
1. 7 
3 . 3 
8 . 3 

21. 7 

I 

! 
I 
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and t he i n itial elementary supe r visor endo r sement both had 

fifteen or 25 . 0 pe r cent earned by the r espondents . The 

advanced endo r semen t s earned in administrat i on a nd super

vision were cons iderab l y le s s than the i n i tia l endor s ements 

due to the fact the r e have be e n fewe r educati on s pe ciali s t 

deg r ees awarded over the nine - year period c ove r ed in thi s 

study. The advanc ed elementary principal and the advanc ed 

secondary p r incipal had thirteen or 21 . 7 percent and twelve 

o r 20 . 0 pe r cent ear ned respectiv ely . Eight o r 13 . 3 perc ent 

of t h e responden t s have ear ned t h e advanced elementary 

supervisors endorsement while only a mere s ix or 1 0 . 0 percen t 

of the res pondents have earned an a dvanced endorsement a s 

a secondar y supervisor . The table also indicated a 

mal e / female ratio for a better de scripti ve anal ysis . Of 

the sixty respondents in t hi s s tudy t h irty - six or 60 . 0 

pe rcent were males and twenty - four or 40 . 0 percent were 

female s fo r a three - to - two ( 3 : 2 ) r a tio . 

The data c ontained i n Table 3 depicted the p resent 

positions held by each of t he res pondent s . Twenty - nine o r 

48 . 3 pe rce~t of t he res pondents we r e holding teaching 

positions at either the s e c ondar y o r elementar y level . 

The re we re o nl y seve n teen o r 28 . 3 pe rcent of the res ponden ts 

who were ac tuall y ho l d ing ac:.minist r ative o r supe r v isory 

po sitio ns , wh ile f o ~rteen o r 23 . 3 9e rcent of those gr aduates 

we r e e~plojed out side t ~e areas listed in t he table . 

tab_e wa s also broke n ~own by g e n~e r fo r furt her coDparis o n s . 
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TAB LE 2 

EcWORSEl1ENTS OF AD1UNIST RATI ON AND SUPERV IS OR GMDlJATES 
EARNED AT AU ST I N P EAY STATE UN I VERSITY 

1971- 197 9 

Tota l 
Sex Resp o n ses 

Area of En d orsement* !-lale % FeITLale % N= bO % 
Elemen tary P r incip al , 

I n i t ia l 9 15 . 0 6 1 0 . 0 1 5 25 . 0 
Elementary Su pe r v iso r , 

I n iti a l 7 11. 7 8 13 . 3 15 2 5.0 
Se c ondar y P rinci p al , 

I n i t i a l 22 3 6 . 7 9 15 . 0 31 51. 7 
Sec ond ar y S u p erv iso r , 

Initial 1 9 3 1. 7 8 1 3 . 3 27 4 5 . 0 
Elemen tar:/ P r i n ci pal , 

Adv a n ced 1 0 1 6 . 7 3 5 . 0 1 3 21. 7 
EleITLen tar y S u perv iso r , 

Advance d 5 8 . 3 3 5 . 0 a 1 3 . 3 
Se c ondar y Princi p al , 

Advan c ed 1 0 16 . 7 3 5 . 0 1 3 2 0 . 0 
Se c onda r y Superv isor , 

i'.c.van c ed 4 6 . 7 2 3 . 3 6 10 . 0 
* r. d rsement . .L Respondent s ma y h a ve mo re t han one a r e a o e n o 

Pr e s ent 
Po s i t i on 
Elementa r y 

Teache r 
Seconda r y 

~eac:1er 
Elementar y 

Prin c ipal 
Second a r y 

Pr inci ;ia l 
Elementa r y 

Supervisor 
Seconda r y 

Su;:ervisor 

TABLE 3 

PRE S D1T POSI T I O 1S HELD BY RESPONDE iTS 
1 97 1 - 1979 

To t a l 
Sex Respon s e s 

:-1 % F % :,1- Gq % Comparison s 
I 

4 6 . 7 6 1 0 . 7 1 0 I 16 . 7 4 8 . 3 % in 
Teaching 

11 1 8 . 3 8 1 3 . 3 1 9 31. 7 Po s ~tions 

3 . 3 7 1 1. 7 5 8 . 3 2 
28 . 3% in 

6 1 0 . 0 1 l. 7 7 l. 7 ~c.:1in~s -
t r a t ive o r 

1 1. / 1 l. 7 Superv isory 0 0 . 0 I 

~o sitio n s 

I 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 
I 0 0 . 0 I ~ 3 . J 

I 
I 
! 

s ;ie r-int en 'ent I 2 3 . 3 I 
I 2 3 . 3 ~ ou tSl QE 

I 
. 0 1-l ! 23 . 3 lis1:eci c.reas 

J t:-i e r I 
,.., 13 . 3 6 1 ·:> l OJ . O L~O . Ot 

:'O':" .~ i, 36 60 . 0 2 -! ~o. c 60 



The data contained in Tab l e 4 ind i c a ted the number 

of y ears the respondents had been employed in t he f i e l d 

of education . The table wa s b r oken down in t o f o u r l eve ls 

of experience and by gender wh i ch resulted in a total of 

thirteen or 21 . 6 perc ent hav i ng one to s even years exper ience; 

twenty - three o r 3 8 . 3 percent having eight to twelve years 

of experience; eleven o r 1 8.3 percent having thi r teen to 

seventeen years experience; and eleve n o~ 18 . 3 pe r cent had 

ei gh teen or more y ears of experience in the field of 

education . There were al s o two ind ividuals or 3 . 3 percent 

that had no experience in education . 

TABLE 4 

RESP ONDEUTS' EXPERIE ~KE H I ED UCATI ON 

~~umber ot Sex Res pon ses 
Yea rs Male % Female % N= 60 % 

1 - 7 years 1 1 1 8 . 3 2 3 . 3 13 21. 6 
8 - 12 y ears 14 23 . 3 9 15 . 0 23 3 8 . 3 
7 3- 17 years 6 1 0 . 0 s 8 . 3 11 1 8 . 3 
1 8+ yea rs 4 6 . 7 7 11. 7 11 1 8 .3 
no experience 1 1. 7 1. 7 2 3.3 
TOTAL 36 60 . 0 24 4 0 . 0 60 1 00 . 0 

Pe rc epti on s of Admi nistra tion and Supe r vi sion Cours e s 

The d ata contained in Table 5 p r e sented the total 

~ t h e res pondents ' perceptions t o the t wenty - ei gh t r ank i ng or . 

cours e s i r. a dministr a ti on and supervision . The res por.dents 

evaluate on ly t ho se c ourses c oDpl eted in their prog r am 

c f study . ~he s r 2duates we ~e t o r a~~ t ho s e courses o n a 

sca l e f ~om one to ~ive : five being t he highe st o r g r eatest 

f ou r , s ome va lu e pe rc e i ved ; three , noDinal 



value perceived ; two, little value perceived; and one, n o 

value perceiv ed. School law received the highest ranking 

wi t h a samp le mean of 4.915. All but six respondents felt 

t hat school law was of great value to those who had taken 

t h e course. The lowest ranked course was the behavioral 

studies outside the education department with a sample mean 

of 3. 08 1 to place it twenty-eighth. Howev er, it should be 

po i n ted out that between the highest and t h e lowest ranked 

c ourses was only a 1. 8 34 difference in the sample mean which 

essentially ranked all courses average or better. 

The data contained in Table 6 indicates the three 

most important courses which contributed to t he respondents' 

pr o fessional development. Forty-eight or 80 . 0 percent of 

t he res pondents perceived the most i mportant course to be 

sc hool law which corresponded with the ranking of school law 

i n Table 5. The second most important course perceived by 

twenty -four or 4 0 . 0 percent of the graduates was school and 

community leadership . I n comparison, sc hool a nd community 

lea ders h i p ranked fifth in Table 5 and sc hoo l p lant rank e d 

seco nd . Supervision of instructio n was rated t h ird mo st 

i mportant c o urse by fifteen or 25. 0 percent of the res pondents. 

Th is c o urse was rank ed eigh t h by t he samp le mea n in Table 5 

wh i le g r o u ~ dynamics was rated t h ird. 

The d a t a c o ntain e d in Table 7 illu strated t he t h r e e 

c o ~r s e s wh i c h c on tri bu ted l e ast tc t he r e s ponde n ts' p r ofe s

sional d e v elo pmen t. The cou~se ? e rc eived by twenty - f i ve o r 

~1 . 7 ?e r c en t o : t he res µond ents as c ont r ibu t i ng t he l eas t wa s 
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l'L:RCEl''l'UAL RANl<INGS OF' l\DMINI S 'l'RATI ON l\ND 
S UP ERVI SO R COURS ES BY THE RESPONDENTS 

Rankings 
5 4 3 2 

Great Some Nominal Little 
Cour se Value Va lue Va lue Value 
Sc hoo l La w 536 54 6 0 0 
Sc hoo l Plant 633 19 13 2 1 
Gro up Dynamics 630 20 13 3 1 
Sc hoo l & Community 

Leadersh ip 510 31 23 3 .2 
Cl assroom 

f'la n age rn e nt GUO 18 8 4 1 
rl'h eo ri~ in 

Leaders hip 620 17 9 3 0 
Practic um 590 21 21 3 1 
Su µer visio n o f 

In s tru c tio n 532 2 4 30 4 1 
Personne l 

,'\l1m ini s tra tion 610 13 1 2 1 2 
AcfrnTnistra tio n of 

L:l/Scc Sch oo l G60-70 15 23 4 0 
Sennna r ln El / Sec 

Principa l ship 661-71 1 6 17 3 2 
Cu rr iculum Deve l opment ; 

t:l c 1n 501 8 11 4 0 
Fi e l d S tuuy 699 7 2 2 l 
Semin ar in 

Supervi s ion 632 14 18 4 2 
Semi nar in 

7\ drn inistratio n 6 0 3 6 4 2 1 

1 
No 

Va lue 
0 
0 
0 

1 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
1 

0 

0 

X 
Mean 
4 . 915 
4 . 429 
4.417 

4 . 407 

4 . 387 

4 . 367 
4.348 

4.30 5 

4 . 286 

4 . 262 

4 . 237 

4 . 174 
4 . 1G7 

4 . 158 

4.1 5 4 
V1 
0 



Cour~ e 
Orr-Jan J zation a nd 

/\ c1m.:i ni stra tio n 53 1 

5 
Great 
Va lue 

21 

TABLE 5 (Continued ) 

4 
Some 
Ve lue 

25 

3 
Nomina l 

Value 

8 

2 
Little 
Value 

1 

1 
No 

Value 

1 

x 
Mea.n 

4.14 3 
PJ~-a.c ti c um G 9 0 
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TABLE 6 

RANK I NG OF TIIE THREE MO ST EFFECT I VE COURSES 

Cour s e Rank N % of Return s 

Sc hoo l Law 536 1 4 8 80 . 0 
Sc hool & Community 

Leade r ship 510 2 24 40 . 0 
Su pervision of 

Instruction 3 15 25 . 0 

TABLE 7 

RANKHIG OF THE THREE LEAST EFFEC TI VE COURSE S 

Cours e Ra nk H Q. o f Re t u r n s ·o 

Re s e arc h 500 1 25 41. 7 
Tr e nc s a n d S trate g ie s 

in Eva luation 52 0 2 20 33 . 3 
Behav i o r a l S tud i e s 

Ou ts i d e De p t . of r:: d . 3 1 8 30 . 0 
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research. In comparison with Table 5, research was ranked 

twenty- fi rst or eighth f rom the bottom with a sample mean 

of 3 . 778 and behavioral studies outside the education 

department ranked last. Trends and strategies in evalu

ation was t he second least important course. Twenty or 

33 . 3 percent of the respondents felt it did not contribute 

to their career development. Table 5 trends and strategies 

with sample mean of 3.568 was evaluated twenty-fifth or 

fourth from the bottom as compared to seminar in behavioral 

studies (Ed. 601), which was second to last. Eighteen or 

30 .0 percent of the respondents rated behavioral studies 

outside the education department as the t hi rd least course 

which did not contribute to professional d e v elopment. In 

comparison with Table 5 this course was ranked last or 

t we nty -eigh th by the respondents as ha ving the least amount 

of value in any administration or s upervi sion program. Its 

sample mean was 3.081. History of educational thought was 

ranked t hi rd f r om the bottom or twenty-sixth in Tab le 5 . 

The data contained in Table 8 indicated the reasons 

why the res ponde nt s selected the three most importan t 

course s which contribute d to t hei r profe ssional development . 

The four basic reasons were instructor, course content, 

value to me as a o r ofessional , and other . 
~ 

The rest of t h e 

mb . · · f t 'nose fo ur Tn' i'rty - nine o r reas o ns were co ina~ions o - • 

6 - or- t h e res " ondents i nd i c ated t he c omb ination J . 0 p ercer.t ~ 

instru cto r, c o urs e c o ntent , an d value to □e as a p r ofe ssion 



54 

were the biggest factors that contri buted the mo st to their 

professional development. 

TABLE 8 

PERCEIVED REASO-N FOR SELECTION OF MOST I MP ORTANT 
COURSES IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Response 
Reason t~ 60 % of Response 
1. Instructor 2 3.3 
2 . Course Content 3 5.0 
3 • Va lue to Me as Pro fe ssional 2 3.3 
4 . Other 0 o.o 
5 . I nstructor and Course 

Content 6 10.0 
6 . Instructor and Value 3 5.0 
7 • Instructor and Other 0 o.o 
8 • Course Content and Value 5 8.3 
9 • Course Content and Other 0 o.o 

1 0 . Va lue and Other 0 o.o 
11 . Instructor, Course 

Content, and Va lue 39 65.0 
12 . Instructor, Course 

Content, and Othe r 0 o.o 
13 . In structor, Value and 

Other 0 o. o 
14 . Course Content, Value 

and Other 0 o. o 
15 . Instructor, Course Content, 

Value and Other 0 0 . 0 
TOTAL 60 1 00 . 0 

The data contained in Table 9 displays the perceiv ed 

reaso ns why t hose t h ree courses contributed least to t h e 

r e s pondents' professional development . The four basic 

r e aso ns were instructo r, course c o ntent , value to me as a 

pr o fessional , and other . The rest o f t he reas ons were 

c ombi~ation s of t ~o s e fou r . Fourtee n o r 23 . 3 perce n t of t h e 

r es po nd en ts i nd ica t ed t ha t cours e conter. t ar.d va l ue to ~e 
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as a profe ssion we r e th e two negative factors that contri-

buted least to their professional development. 

TABLE 9 

PERCEIVED REASONS FOR SELECTION OF LEAST I MPORTANT 
COURSES IN PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Reason 
Response 

1. Instructor 
N 60 % of Response 

4 6 .7 
2 . Course Content 12 20 .0 
3 . Value to Me as Protess1.onal 6 10.0 
4 • Other 0 o. o 
5 . Instructor and Co urse 

Content 7 11. 7 
6 . Instructor and Value 6 10.0 
7 . Instructor and Other 0 0 .0 
8 . Course Content and Value 14 23.3 
9 . Cour se Content and Ot her 0 o.o 

1 0 . Value and Other 0 o.o 
11. Instructor, Course Content, 

and Value 11 18 . 3 
12 . Instructor , Course Content , 

and Other 0 0 . 0 
13 . In structor, Value ana 

Other 0 0 . 0 
14 . Course Content , Value and 

Other 0 0 . 0 
15 . Instructor, Course Content , 

Value and Other 0 0 . 0 

TOTAL 60 100 . 0 

P r ogram Competency Perception s 

The d ata contain e d in Table 1 0 illustrated t he degre e 

o : p roficiency perc e i ved by t h e r e s ponden ts as to how com

?e t ent t hey fe lt in t h e role of an administrator a s a 

r esult of t heir fo r ma l training . The r e we re five deg r ees 

of p r o ficienc y t he respondent could choose fr o~ in rating 

eac h c ompe tency statemen t in the role as a p rinci pa l . ~he 
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Overal l !lale I 
i'l.an.ltino ~ean x 

3 I 4.392 

I 

4 Ll62 

l 4.405 

I 

6 4. 059 

7 3. 326 

: 

I 
2 4.405 

I 

I 

s I LlJl 

l Fi:t,~ne res~onde:ics had t~e ? ri:ic i?a!.'s endor sement: and ~i:ie respon dents 
did ::ot ha·,e t."le 9r ::.."lc i ;:,al' s e~dor semen t . 

ciieC:, 

2s ee Af:pendix 3 . 

3campe ce:1cy Ra:iic i ng s: 
2 • iit:.!.e com?etency, 

5 = 11ery com;,ete!'l~, ~•some com~e t2ncy , J 2 '..l.."'lde
a~d: • ~ot compe~e~t4 



five deg rees we r e : 5 , very competent; 4 , some competenc y ; 

3 , undecided; 2 littl t , e c ompe ency; and 1, not competent. 

The r e were seven roles and twenty comp etency 

statements in the section for t hose respond ents who had a 

principal 's endorsement. Role one, general administration, 

had two statements pertaining to general administration 

that had an overall sample mean of 4.392 which gave it a 

t h ird place ranking out of sev en. Four statements in rol e 

two pertaining t o curriculum and instruction were ranked 

fourth with an overall sample mean of 4 .162. Role t hree, 

school and conununity , consisting of three statements was 

ranked numbe r one by the respo ndents with an overall sampl e 

me an of 4.4 053. Two role stateme n ts about learning environ-

ment made up the fourth role whi c h was rank ed sixth with a 

4 . 0 59 overa ll sample mean. Role five had three questions 

which a pp lied to support services in which the resp ondent s 

ranked it last wi th a sampl e mean of 3.826. The second 

ranked r ole was r ole six, pupi l per s onnel serv ices, with an 

overal l sample mean of 4.4050. The last role in the p rinc ipa l 

s ec tio n whi c h had three role statement s per taining to staff 

pe rsonnel was ranked fifth with a 4 .131 overall s ample 

mean . Fifty - one or 86 . 7 percent of the res pondents e v alu -

ating t h is section had an administrative endor semen t which 

meant t he r e we re only nine o r 15. 0 pe rcent t hat did not 

evaluate t h is section . 

The c ata i n Ta u le 11 cepicted t h e second 9a rt of t h e 

t . which a·, p_lied t o t hose res pond ents pr og ram co0pe tencies sec i on t' 
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TABU: ll 

?ERC:::::v tn PROGRAM C:)MPE':'!:::-IC"! ?..ES?CNSES :OR 
:'::!OSE ;.mo ::AITZ ·" SUP!::R'/ISOR~ :::m:cas:c:z-~:IT 

Ccmpetencv ?.ank inqs 3 
?.c 1 e · - . 

,Comp~tency
0 s ~,~emencs-'- - - ~ I I J I ' I I :, . 

I ! 
I 

L. !nst-..-uctional 56 11 I 26 7 4 l 3.357 I Ser1ices 57 12 

I 

22 I 10 ) l ).354 ! 
58 lJ 28 I 7 I ~ 0 4. 0 82 : 
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t hat h a d a supervi sory endo rseme n t. There we r e fi v e r ole s 

cr.d sixteen c ompetency s t atements t he res po ndents were t o 

eva uate as to d e g r e e of competency perceiv ed as a result 

of thei r fo rmal training in supervision. Rol e one had 

four statement s that applied to instructional services. 

The respondents evaluated this role fourth with an overall 

s ample mean of 4 . 020 . There were four statements which 

pertained to curriculum development in r ol e two. This r o le 

was ranked third with a 4.022 overall sample mean. The 

res pondents ranked role three, instructional staff, number 

one with an overall sample mean of 4 .11 7 . Two statements 

applying to learning process, r ole four , with an overall 

saopl e me an of 4 . 062 was ranked second. The final role, 

evaluation , experimentatio n, and researc h was also ranked 

last by the res pondents with a 3.722 overall sample mean . 

The r e were fo rty-nine respondents or 81 . 7 percent that 

eva~ua ted t hi s section which meant there were only eleven 

o r 18 . 3 percent that did ha v e a s upervisory endor sement. 

Di scussion of Hypo t he ses 

Thi s study was designed to test six hypotheses. 

Descri p tive , probability , and inferen tial statistics were 

used to de termine if the r e we r e any significant r elation-

s hi?S at the . OS lev el using a two-tailed test . Ta b les 12 

and 13 were des i gned to te st t he fi rst four hypothe s es u si ng 

· ~ .. at_r _ix , 0~ n .. a' ~ult i·1 _e r eg r es sicn a.alysi s, ?ea rso~ ' s cor r elct- o . ... - t' 

·-,e re an y significant r elationships to ce termi ~e i f t he r e ~ 



be~ween c ertain demogra p hic d a ta and t he pe rceived program 

c ompetencies fo r the administrator and superv isor. The 

f irst f o ur hypothe ses we re as follows: 

1. There is no significant relationship 

between ma les and females in responding to the program 

competencies . The data contained in Table 12 tested the 

program competencies f or the role of the principal. The 

table indicated there was no significant relationship 

between males and females in rating this administrative role. 

There must have been a correlation coefficient greater than 

. 276 with forty - nine degrees of freedom at the . 05 level 

and t he probability of less than .05 before there could be 

a signif icant relationship between males and females rating 

the competencies. 

The data contained in Table 13 tested t h e program 

c ompetencies for role of the supervisor . To be a significant 

relationship between males and females there must h ave been 

a correlation coefficient greater than . 283 with fo rty- seven 

deg r e es of freedom at the . 0 5 level and the probability must 

be less than . 05 . There were ve ry few coefficients g reater 

than . 283 or probabilities less t han . 05 found in Table 13. 

H . o · 2 • There is no signif icant relationship between 

practicing p rincipal s o r s upervi s o rs and non - practici ng 

J rinci pals o r supervisors in res ponding to the p r og r am 

c omL"et er.. cies . The da ta c o ntained in Ta b le 12 tested th is 

· · b p ract _i c1.·ng pri nci pals and no n- p racticing ~ypo thes1.s . etween 

:ninci pa ls . Lh e correlation coefficient mu s t ha ve bee n 



greater than .2 7 6 with fort y-nine degrees of free d om at 

the .OS level and the probability of less than .OS before 

there could be a significant relationship between the 

practicing and non-practicing principals in responding to 

the prograr.i competencies. There were very few coefficients 

greater than .276 and probabilities of less than .OS. 

The data in Table 13were to test the second part 

of the hypothesis between practicing and non-practicing 

supervisors in responding to the program competencies. 

There were very few correlation coefficients greater than 

.282 or less than the probability of .os. This indicated 

there was no significant relationship between the practicing 

and non-practicing supervisors in their perceptions of 

those particular program competencies. 

H
0

: 3. There is no significant relationship 

between graduates with more e xperience t han graduates with 

less experiences in education in responding to the program 

competencies. The data contained in both Tables 12 and 13 

tested this hypothesis at four different levels of experi

e nce: 1-7 years, 8-12 years, 13-17 years, and 18 or raore 

years. Table 12 was used to test the four level s of 

experienc e in res ponding to the administrative corapetencies. 

The san e cri~eria was used to test this hypothesis in 

' ' ~f ' ' Table 12 which r esu lted in very few co rrelation coe~_icien ts 

t ~h 27 r and ~robabiliti e s of less t ha~ . OS. g r ea er __ , an . o 1 I::' 

~o test t he four levels o: ex?erience in education 

· · t nci· es Table 13 was use d . The with the s u?e rvisory compe e • , 



same criteria was used in Table 13 to determine if there 

was any significant relationship in this hypothesis. Again, 

the coefficients greater than .283 were minimal as were 

the probabilities less than .05. 

Ho: 4. There is no significant relationship be

tween Ed.S. degree recipients and ~.A. Ed. degree recipients 

in responding to the program competencies. The same tables, 

12 and 13, along with the same criteria, were used to test 

this hypothesis. The data in both tables indicated that 

there were very few correlation coefficients greater than 

.276 in Table 12 or .282 in Table 13. There were very few 

probabilities less than .05 in either table. 

The remaining two hypotheses were designed to 

ascertain if there were any significant relationships 

between certain demographic data and the evaluation of 

courses i~ administration and supervision. Table 14 was 

d esigned s pecifically to test these two hypotheses. Proba

bility and Pearson's correlation coe f ficient analy sis were 

u s ed to determine if there were any significant relationships. 

~h e last two hypotheses were as follows: 

E
0

: s. There is no significant relationship be

tween p ~acticing principals or supervisors and non- practicing 

princi 2als or supervisors in eva l uati ng t h e a ~~i n istration 

and supervision curricula. The data contained i n Table 1 4 

tested thi s hypothe sis at t h e . OS leve l of sign i f ic anc e . To 

oe a s i g nif ican t r e lation s h i ? jetween ? r acticing a nd no n

? r acti c i ng p~inci ?als or s u?ervisors, t he p roba b i l ity must 
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be l ess t h a n . as. In th ' · is particular correlation matrix 

the d e g r ee s of freedom depended on how many respondents 

evaluated eac h specific course because not every one took 

t h e same courses in their program of study. Therefore, 

t h e d e g rees of freedom may have varied from course to 

course. There were very few probabilities less than .as 

whic h indicated there was no significant relationship. 

H . o· 6. There is no significant relationsh ip between 

Ed .S. degree recipients and M.A. Ed. degree recipients in 

evaluating the administration and supervision curricula. 

The data contained in Table 14 tested this last hypothesis 

at the . OS level of significance. The probability measure

ment a n d Pearson's correlation matrix were u sed to determine 

t h e significance between degree recipients in evaluating 

t he courses in administration and supervision. As in 

testing t h e other hypothesis, the degrees of free d om varied, 

but the p robability still had to be less than .OS to be 

s igni fica n t. Consequently, there were very few c oefficients 

or p roba bil ities that met the criteria. 

In t h e fina l a nalysis, after testing all six 

hypothes e s t h e data indicated t hat there were no signi f ican t 

r elationsh i p s to refute an y o f those hypotheses. 

Fa c to r Analy sis of t h e Pr og r am Competenc ie s 

A distinctive c ha r acte r i s t i c o f f acto r analy s i s 

- · ~ab ility Give~ an a rr a y of has been its da ta- reauct i on ca~ ~ • 

cor r elat i o n coefficients fo r a s et of varia b les , facto r 
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ana l y t i c techniques hav e enabled th , e researcner to see 

wh e t r.e r some underly ing pattern of relationships existed 

s u c h that t h e data ma y be "rearranged" or "reduced" to a 

smaller set of factors. Th ' t is ype of analysis would assist 

another researcher in the replication of this study to 

dete r mine if the survey instrument could be rearranged for 

better analysis. Therefore, the data contained in Tables 

1 5 a nd 16 were designed to analyze t h e p rog ram competencies 

and determine if there were relationships t hat existed 

between the competency statements and the respondents. 

To use this t ype of analysis a correlation matrix 

fo r t he p rogram competencies was con s t r u c t e d to compute 

the e i g envalues. Five eigenvalu es were f ound to be greater 

t han one which were used as the new loading f actors for t h e 

f actor matrix. Finally , a varimax rotatio n of those five 

f actors was used to compute t h e new f ac to r matrix. 

The d ata contain e d in Table 1 5 dep icted t he n e w 

fac t o r matrix d esigned to d ete rmi ne which competen c y state

ments pertaining to the role of t h e prin c ipal tend e d to 

" hang " tog e ther as a resu lt of t h e res pondents' perc eptions . 

To asce r tain i f t here were a ny rel a t i o n s h ips , t h e coeffic ien ts 

ha d to be g r e ater than .S O to s h ow a c or r ela tion between 

t.he factor s a nd t h e s ta t emen t s. In fa ctor one, ther e wer e 

f our s t a t emen ts whic h " hung " t o ge t h e r to fo r m a r el a tions h ip . 

,.,.,:-:o s e statement s we r e 3 6, 37 , 4 5 , a nc SO (see Append ix .a) . 

· ~ t hat 1.· f a n'.1' o ne o f t ho s e s t ateme n ts :C: s sent ~a _ ::.. y , t h .is :nean1.. • 

in t h e patte r n a bo v e were rated h i gh o r l ow, t h e s ame r ating 
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was given to the other statements because of certain per

ceived relationships (by the respondents). Statements 40, 

42, 43, 44, and 54 loaded on factor two and there were 

five statements, 47, 48, 49, and 55 which "hung" together 

to load on factor three. Factor four had statements SO, 51, 

52, and 53 show a pattern while factor five had three 

statements, 38, 39, and 41, "hang" together. 

The data contained in Table 16 illustrated basically 

the same information that was depicted in Table 15 except 

the competency statements and factors pertained to the role 

of the supervisor. The same criteria (> .SO) was used to 

determine if there were any correlations between the factors 

and the statements. In the first factor there were two 

stateme nts, 67 and 68, which "hung" together. Statements 69, 

70, and 71 loaded on factor two to form a pattern. Factor 

three haci four statements, 57, 58 , 61, and 65, that " hung " 

together and statements 56, 62, and 66 "hung" toge t he r to 

load on factor four. Factor five had t h ree statements that 

"hung " toge ther, 59, 63, and 64. 
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Chapter v 

FINDI NGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECO1-L.'-1ENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter was to present a summary 

of the findings, conclusions and recommendations of this 

field study. 

The problem of this investigation has been to 

obtain, organize and present data of a stratified random 

sample from graduates who were in the administration and 

supervision programs at Austin Peay State University, in 

order to determine the effectiveness of academic preparation 

in public school administration and supervision as perceived 

by the programs' graduates. 

The purposes of this study have been: 

1. To ascertain the e x tent to wh ich the graduates 

perceived the courses of instruction i n t heir academic 

preparation as relevant to subsequent educational adminis

trative functions a nd roles. 

2. To obtain perceptions from t h e graduates con

cerning t heir acquisitions of competencies and useful 

professional knowledge while p ursuing a degree in a dminis

tration a nd/or supervision. 

3. To e xami n e relations hi p s between certain d emo-

gra phic g roup s and t h eir perceived competenc i es a nd 

curr i c ular e val u a tions. 

7 3 



4. To present conclusions and reco~~endations based 

on t h e findings that would assist the education faculty 

in t heir continuous evaluation, revision, and improvement 

of t h e administration and supervision programs. 

5. To provide data for the self-study committees 

of SACS and NCATE. 

6. To provide a questionnaire and f ol l ow-up model 

by which the department of education may ma intain communi

cation with its administration and supervis i on graduates. 

To obtain this information, a cover letter and a 

questionnaire along with a stamped, self-addressed, return 

e nvelope was mailed to a selected r andom s amp le of o n e 

hundred graduates. Sixty usable r e s po nses were received 

a nd analyzed, and the data were included in t hi s study . 

Find ings 

This field study supp l i e d data needed fo r in sight 

in t o how graduates from Austi n Pea y State Univers i t y per

c e i v e d t h e graduate progr ams i n a dmin istration a nd s uper

vi sion. Th is research resul ted in th e followin g finding s: 

1. Thir ty-six o r 60 . 0 percen t of the s ix t y r e s po n 

dent s we r e me n an d twe n t y - four o r 40 . 0 pe rc ent we r e women . 

2. Al l six t y r e s po nd e n ts had a Ma s te r of Ar ts in 

Ecuc at i on deg r e e whil e only thi r teen o r 21 . 7 percen t of 

t he responden ts ha d an Edu c a t ion Specialist deg r ee . 

3 • Mo s t of the respondent s had earned two o r 

mo r e endorsemen ts. The r e were twice as many initial 



endorsements earned as advanced, with 51.7 percent of the 

respondents earned an initial secondary principal endorse

ment and 45.0 percent earned initial endorsements in secondary 

supervision. Also, there were 51.2 percent more endorse

ments earned by males than females. 

4. Twenty-nine or 48.3 percent of the respondents 

taught at the elementary or secondary level while seventeen 

or 28.3 percent of the respondents were employed in adminis

trative or supervisory positions. Thirteen or 76.5 

percent of those individuals employed in administration 

or supervision were males. Also, there were fourteen or 

23.3 percent of the respondents gainfully emp loyed in other 

positions beside the ones listed in the questionnaire. 

S. Twenty-three or 38.3 percent of t h e respondents 

have had eight to twelve years of experience in education. 

Thirteen or 21.7 percent have had one to seven years of 

experience. There were eleven or 18.3 percent of the 

respondents in both levels, thirteen to seventeen years 

and eigh teen or more years, that had educational experience. 

There were only two or 3.3 percent without experience in 

education. 

6. of the twenty-eight courses evaluated by the 

respondents, school law was rated the most valuable course 

~ 4 915 wn· 1.· 1e behavioral studies which had a sample mean o ~ • , 

~ education , with a sample mean of outside the department or 

tn. e least valuabl e course in the 3 . 08 1 , was rated as being 

a~~inistrative and su pe rvision curricula. However, there 



was only a 1.834 difference 1.·n h t e two sample means in 

rating the entire curricula. 

7. School law, school and community leadership, 

and supervision of instruction were listed as courses which 

contributed the most to respondents' professional develop

ment. 

8. The three courses that contributed least to 

the respondents' professional development were research, 

trends and strategies in evaluation, and behavioral studies 

outside of the education department. 

9. The perceived reasons why 65.0 percent of the 

respondents rated the three courses which contributed the 

most to their professional development was due to the 

instructor, course content, a nd value to me as a p rofessional. 

10. Course content and value to me as a professional 

were the two responses most given for courses contributing 

least to the respondents' professional develo pme n t. 

11. The competency statements t hat perta ined to 

t he role of the principal were perceived with some d egree 

o f competency . The respondents perceiv ed ro l e 3, sc hoo l and 

community with the highest degree of compete nc y i n perform

i ng those s pecific tasks. The overall sample mean was 

4 . 40 53 . The role that t h e res pondents felt leas t competent 

i n per f orming was role S, suppor t i ng services with a n 

1 f 3 826 However, there was only a ove r a ll s amp e mea n o . • 

.227 differ enc e i n t he mean f r om the most compe ten t ro l e 

to least competen t role as perce ive d by t he res pondents. 
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12. The program competency section pertaining to 

the supervisory role was also perceived by the respcndents 

with some degree of competency. The role that the respon

dents felt most competent in performing was role 3, instruc

tional staff, with an overall sample mean of 4.117. The 

role the respondents perceived as having the least amount 

of competency was role S, evaluation, experimentation, and 

research, with sample mean of 3.722. Again, it should be 

pointed out there was only a .345 difference in the two 

roles. 

13. The six hypotheses tested, using Pearson's 

Product Moment Coefficient Correlation along with proba

bility and multiple regression analysis, were not rejected 

at the .OS level of significance using a two-tailed test. 

There were no significant relationships found between 

type of degree, gender, practicing and non-practicing 

principals or supervisors, or levels of experien~e in 

evaluating the program competencies. The coefficients had 

to be greater than .276 or .282 depending on which compe

tency the respondents were evaluating and the probability 

had to be less than .OS to show any significant relation

ships. There were also no significant relationships found 

between typ e of degree or practicing and non-practicing 

principals or superv isors in evaluating the a dministration 

a nd supervision courses. Ag ain, t he p r obabilities ha d to 

be less t han . OS to re port any significan t relati ons h i p s. 



14. A factor analysis was used to determine which 

co mpetency statements for the role of the principal "hung" 

tog ether to form pattern relationships. The findings were: 

statement 36, 37, 45, and 50 loaded on factor one; statements 

40, 42, 43, 44, and 54 "hung" together to load on factor 

two; statements 47, 48, 49, and 55 loaded on factor three; 

statements SO, 51, 52, and 53 loaded on factor four; and 

factor five had statements 38, 39, and 41 " hang" together. 

15. A factor analysis was also used to determine 

which competency statements tended to "hang" together per

taining to the role of the supervisor. The findings were: 

statement 67 and 68 loaded on factor one; statement 69, 70, 

and 71 loaded on factor two; statements 57, 58, 61, and 65 

loaded on factor three; statements 56, 62, and 66 "hung" 

together and loaded on factor four; and statements 59, 63, 

a nd 6 4 loaded on f actor f i v e. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings and insights drawn f rom t h is 

study , the conclusions were as follows: 

1. ~ore men than women have been pursuing degrees 

in administration and supervision. 

2 • Most of t h e endorsements earn ed were init i a l 

· f ondary a dministratio n and e ndorsements in the areas o sec 

s upe r v isio n. 

t ha ve be e n i ncr ea se i n g r adua t e 3. Ther e seems o 

t h e Educa t ional S?eciali st deg ree in s tude n ts pursu i ng 



order to earn the advanced endorsements. 

4 • There were an abundance of individuals certified 

in both administration or supervision, consequently only 

a few individuals had jobs in these areas. 

5. Of the individuals employed in supervisory or 

administrative positions, over three-fourths were men. 

6. The majority of the courses in the adminis

tration and supervision programs were perceived by the 

graduates as having at least some academic value. 

7. There were some differences as to the three 

most effective courses and the three courses which contri

buted least to the graduates' professional development. 

8. Overall, the respondents felt after their formal 

training some degree of competenc y in performing certain 

roles and tasks associated with duties of the principal 

and su pervisor. 

9. A major weakness perceived by t h e res pondents 

in t h e program competencies was the role pertaining to 

e valuation, exp~rimentation, and researc h . 

1 0 . Even t h ough t h ere were no sign i f ica nt relation

s n i p s f ound in the study , there were tende ncies for Ed.S. 

recip ients and practicing administrators a nd s upervisors 

to r a t e some of the a dministration and s uperv ision 

cou r se s h i gher t han t he i nd i v i d uals who d i dn 't ha v e thos e 

C!"'.a r acte r i s t ics. 

1 1. 
h we r e a l s o t e ndenci e s fo r ~a le , pract i ci~; ? . . e r e 

· t wi t h mo r e e x~e r i e nce , an d t ho s e admini s t r a t o rs, r e s ponc en s · • 



with an Ed.S. Degree to feel some what more competent in 

rating some of those program competencies pertaining to 

both the administrator and supervisory roles, than the indi

viduals that did not have those particular characteristics. 

12. The education department has sufficiently 

met the overall goals and objectives of the graduate 

programs in administration and supervision in effectively 

preparing students academically to meet the challenges 

and demands of the public school administrator or super

visor. 

Recommendations 

The following recomnendations are presented for 

consideration: 

1. Research studies should be continuously developed 

so as to be sure that the graduate programs in administration 

and supervision are fulfilling their goals and objectives. 

2. The findings of this study should be discussed 

with the faculty involved in the graduate programs in 

a dministration and supervision. 

3. Maintain the twenty-eight courses of instruction 

wh ich p resently comprise t h e programs in a dministration and 

supervision but incor porate more practical app lications 

s uc h as case studv simulation s and semi n ars g i v e n b y experts 

i n t he fie l d of adm i n istration and s uperv ision. 

4 . 2x t end t he p r e s ent p ract i c un f r om seven t y - f i v e 

hou rs t o cove r a n e n t i re quarter whi c h wo ul d enab le t he 



studen t to have a more meaningful as well as practical 

experience. 
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5. Introduce into t he curricular, elective courses 

in quantitative analysis, statistics, and computers to 

enhance the graduate student to become better prepared in 

the areas of evaluation, experimentation and research as 

well as becoming a more effective decision maker. 

6. Administration and supervision follow-up 

studies be made every three to five years using the same 

or similar survey instrument. 

7. The program competency section in the survey 

instrument should be rearranged using the data from the 

factor anal y sis found in this study. 

8. In replicating this study, consideration should 

be given to the selection of another type method to dis

tribute the survey instrument. Some methods for consideration 

could be the "follow-through" method, telephone or personal 

interview in lieu of the mailed questionnaire to enable 

t he researc her to elicit a much higher response rate. 
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APPENDIX A 

~usriN PEAY 
rATE lJNiVERSiT)' ClARksvillE,TENNESSEE }704 

).pr i_ 7 , l.980 

Jear 

: ~e 0epart~e:1t :: ~ducation at Austin ?eay S-+:.ate University is tc be 
~-.-a::.. •1a':.e i o~r :,~,e '.:2.ti:::>r1al Council : :::> r Accredi :.at i on o : ~eacher ~c.ucatio n 
~:: ::..92 ::. . ':'he 3e:'..:' - 3tudy a:1d nope:ully cont i :1ued accreditat::.on is i:!!por 
:a::: :' :::: r A;.:.s-.; i:1 '?e2.:r a .. d : or J O as a graduate -::;: tr:e Ac..:'.ini3trat :;.e r: and 
2•.:~~:-~,-::..s::.. •) :--_ pr ,-.. ,:--r •.:H'l'l • 

::::: : ::..ose'i is 'J :1e c : seYeral se::i..: - s--c,udy -::_;.1es':.ionr:aires ·..;hic:1 wi:1..l oe ser:t 
: : s 2.:r:,::- ::..es -:: :' c 1.1r grajuates . '{our cc cperati :::> n in respond. i n~ p r c'"'pt::..y 
~~::..::.. ;.1a~e it ~~ss i ~:1..e t o draw co r:c:1..us i c ns and set directicns : o r the 
:'·~-::: 1re 9.3 ·.,e::..::.. as prc ·riding data f ::i r t:1e se:1..:- stuc.y . Only 20 ;.1inutes 
: ~ ;:~r :i~e ~i.::..::i.. ~e r equi red . Yo ~i::.::. ne t be i denti:iei in :.:1e study, 
:-: c•.-e·rer, :::e J_•..:es-s i :: r.:12.ires have been : oded sc that we :nay :::iake : J L:.ow '..lPS . 

- ·,. ,. ..,..., 



APPENDIX B 

iJll ).?? R.A E AL C? } 5'_:1_=:,UATE PROGRJiJ,1S IN P..DMI:E3T?.ft.•~ION AND SUPERVISI OJ 
A~ A ·s TI ~T PEAY S~A'IE l1lI VEPSI1'Y 

GENERAL DATA 

De gree ( s ) . 
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a . year earned b . Ed . S . year earned 

2 .. /'\.rea ( s ) o: endo rsement ear ned at Aust~n ?eay . 

a . 
b . 
c . 
d . 
e . 

g . 
h . 

tlementary Principal, Initial 
~l~mentary Supervi s or, Ini tial 
Sec on dary Principal , Initial 
Secondary Supervi s or, Initial 
Elementary Principal , Advanced 
E_ementary Supervis o r , Ad-r:,:.nced 
Seco ndary ? r incipal , Advanced 
Secondary Supervis or, Advance d 

3 . Present ~osition . 

a . Elementary Teacher e . ---
b . Secondary ':'eacher f . 

c . :S::'..e:.1.entary ?rir.cipal g . 

Elementary s ,..:pervi so r 
Sec ondary Supervi_ or 
Superintendent 

Sec ondary Principa2. ':1 . Other ( speci :y i:1 . \ 
d . 

:nargin , 

~ - ~~erie:1ce i n ~ducation . 

a . 
'.) . 

5. Se:<. 

5. • 

1- ~ fears 
3- 12 years 

?e:.12.l e 

---

c . ___ 1 3- 17 y ears 
d. . 1 3+ yea-:s 
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:::::..22.se evaluate onl/ the S'J.-Djects y ou completed i n your admini s tr'3.ti on 
ar:c. sup e :c

0

risi on ::9 r og:-am . Indicate by placing the letter in the marg~n 
•..;:":::.ch !'.lost nearly describes y o ur op~ni on o : the caurse : 

::: 

- C: 
- ,, ' . 

- ') 

;;:res. t value (d ) o: little value 0: s ome val 1.1e ( e ) no value perce i ved 
nomiri.al v al·.1e 

"7· -4 ~u . 500 
Ed . 501 
T;' -~a . 505 
~d . 506 
Ed . 5:::.. 0 
Ed . 520 
2d . 531 
Ed . 532 
Ed . 531.i 
:Sd . 536 

2esearc::-i. . 
C·.rr r i culum Deve_opmen t : ~lementarJ . 
Curric11lwn De 1relopment : Secandary . 
~isto ry o : Educati ori.al ~hought . 
Schoo l 2...'1 d Community Leade :csh ::.p . 
~rends an t Strat e g ies in ~79._ uation . 
0r gani zat i::-n and Ad.ui:1is-cr9.-: i cn :i :' ?·c1blic School . 
Supervisi on o f Instructi on . 
School 3us iness :-'!anagement . 

~d . S ✓ O ?~~c~icum i:1 il.ppr o p~i2.t.e . .l.. :'ea . 
~d . 632 Seminar in ~ -..ipervis i on . 
:::d . 660 / 670 )JJ..mi::1::.strat i::l r: o f ~:::..ern . / ':-ec . Sc:1Co l . 
~c . 661 / 6~1 Se!'.linar ::. n E:lem . / Sec . Schoo l ?rincipa lsiip . 

- . ,.., .._ . - .. . J -,~ rier. - ~c- -:;-.-.UC"-'-. :in ~e-,.,·=·ri ,_:> ~a 1 ct ,·r- :..es ~UvSlJ.e •.. e e"'Jc-... ~- · '· ~- -'-'- - v- ·· · 
:c~- 6~1 - S;m~:1;; =-~ 2eha'li ora S:i~nces : : :c ~j··ca~ic n 

6J2 

Ad."'T!:..~istr'3.tion l ? ~ l i t::.c~l S_ ience , Socic l -:> ~r , 
an i sc c n.:mi :s ) 
~e~:::.~ar in 3e :1a'l i ~r a: Sciences : : r ~~~ca-ci : n 
Ac....7inis trs.ti or. ( ?syc:10 :::.. c ~r , ?:1i:::..::s ophy and 
.bt:1r o~o ~:,€::r ) . 

~i . 6G3 3e~~ ~ar ~ ~ Ai~~i3~~at : J~ . 

;:: .-...c 
.._) ,._, _,' 

~ 1 0 
- .J.. ~ 

a . 

c . 
=~~~es~c rsry :~eas =~ ~j ~:a:~ =~ 
?e:--s : r_~e~ .~-j_~:.::.is:.:--2..t.:. ~:--;. . 
~~ ,.: ~:. es : : ... =-.e:.. :e :-- 3~. :.? . 
3e:.".:.:12. ~ ::---. ~~ : ·..:;- =-:,-:,.a.:.:..cs . 

6 ~~ 3 :~ :c ::.. ?:~~: . 
:: ,.., 3:, :~ : - :·..:::.:..:r 2._ 

6cO 
: ·.:~i .: ·~ •:.. =~py- ':) ·te::..e~: . 

C::.. s.3S :" ':>:r. >~a::2-~e~e~t . 
. ' - ...- - .... .,... ...... .: -~ -- F> ? :- ~ ::, :. 2 . :..::-. : :-: .-. :: ~ - - ~ - - -- # • 



35 . ?erceive:: reasons for selections in Item #34 . 
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Check al_ that apply . 

>!est Least 
a . Instruci: or . --- a . Instructor . 
J . Course c onten-:. . b . Course content . 
c . Value t o me as a C . Value to me as a ---

profess i on al . pr::, :es s ional . 
c. . Oth e r ( speci::y be2..ow ) . d . Othe r ( s pecify below ) . ---

PR GR.A>! COMPETE TCIES 

3e~cw J "JU will find role statements whi ch can be associated with yo ur 
: : rT.al t rainin 5 . Even though ycu may not be an administrator or supervisor , 
r~~ e each statement i n ter~s o f how competent you feel in the area as a 
:-es 11:t o : y o ur f o r mal training . Indicate degree of competency by placing 
t::e ::.ette:- in the margin ·..rhich :nost nearly descrioes your competency in 

::le ~o e : 

?RINCI?A!..,: Roles and competencies f o r elementarJ a.~d s e condarf pr incipa_ 
( iri.i t i al and ad·ranced ) endors ement . ( IF ~O "00 X ':' ::OLD _HIS 
TYP:S OF ENDORS EY!E)~, GO TO THE NEXT SEC:'=1_0 ::f O~l ':'HZ SUPERVISCR . ) 

~0r--.~ei:,en:. / ·c) s ome c ompe tency ( c ) undecided ( l ) little competency ( e ) no t compete 

36 . 

RO E l . 

Cr §;anizes schoo _ ;mit t o wo rk ef::icieri.tly with centra_ o f:ice 
p e~s onnel ant pers c~nel o : other age~ ies . 

Jeve2.. oos a oro fessi ona_ sta:f or ganization as a means o : a c 
c ::,r.rplishing t:1e g::ials ::-, :~ :;he schoo l ·.mit. a::d t o ::..:rrplement 

'- o ard. po _i cy . 

R0 l2 2 . 

?r ·y r'.. ::es 
=-: e;.1.5 2 ~ 



h4 . 

I ,
- 0 . 

? . 

--- -, 
)...:. . 

ROLE 3 . SCHOOL .liJTD COMMUNTTV 

As s is t s the s t af: i n unders tanding t he leader sh i p and 
power re l ationsh ip i n t he c ommuni ty and how t hey --- may 
J e s t be appr opriatec to accomplish the goals o: the 
schoo l . 

St ruc t ures publ i c r elati ons and i nfor mation serv i ces 
i n or der t o establ i sh on - go i ng relat i onshi ps wi th t he 
communi t y . 

2t n.:c:. ures appropr iate professional - pa rent contacts whi ch 
i ns ure mut ual commi tment to the go al s o f the schcol . 

ROLE 4. LE.A ___ c.;~TING ElMRONMENT 

).ss ists tea che r s i n s tructur i ng a pr ogr a.11 which ins 1.ires 
a : oundat i on fo r posit i ·re e.-:t itudes t owar ::l. s chool and 
wh i ch fo s t e r and bui ld 5ood self - concepts . 

Ass ists t eachers in seeing the social a nd hwnani st i c 
r e : at i onsh ips in the : earn i ng process . 

ROLE 5 . SU~POP.mT:TG SERVICES 

97 

~s ~abl ish es an::l. ~aintains an effi ci en:. o: : ice orga..~izat i on 
-...,-h. i c:1 en!l.ance s bi.:.s iness , sta::' , pupil and cormnunity r elat.ions . 

=:-e-re 2.:Jps w::1 
i::.cl uding a:1 

' · · · ti... __ ~ bud0:;et o '." +.".P ::. ocs.: sc:-ioo l ac:r.11n 1s-:ers ·,_ . ... 1. -

int ernal ac 0 1.1.'1ting sys ten . 

.-o.ssis-:s t::e :r.2.11a£er :::; :' : ::-od. service O!)era:iJr. i::. :nee-: :. ng 
:-.'s.ltr i -:. i ::mal. edu;a::i:::;na::.. ar ::l. pra.s:i12.-:i: ~c a=.s · 



3UPS~VISOn: 2oles and compet encies f o r bo th e le~entar:-r and secon::.ary 
super·r::.s o r ' s ( initial 2.r.c. 2.civ2.nced ) endorsement . 

("::, ) s c rr:e C'.:mpet.ency ( c ) undecidec. ',.;i) l . tt + \ ~ _1 _e compe ~ency : e ) not com1 

56 . 

~OLE 1. I NSTRTJCTI NAL S~RVICES 

De're lops ec.ucational spec ::. :ications rel2.t i ve t o plant 
end / o r utilization . 

Assists ::.n the preparatior.. o : 2. budget for instructional 
nate rial and s upplies . 

Assists the staff in leve_oping specific2.tio .s : or i_
s-;:, c'"..lC ': i :, n2.2- equipment and a-..;.c.i -J - ·ri s 11al meiia . 

Cr;;anizes ways c f selecting ::..nstructional ::iaterials a:-id 
supp=..::..es . 

ROL -;, 2 . 

~eads in e:fo rts to de fine and interpret t':1e goals o : 
e ·::.ucation and :le·relops eval uati ::n procedures concur rent Y 
w::.. -:':1 p2-ans f o r curricul-..;__'!1. iJ.pr over::ent . 

:<:eeDs i::.:~c r~ed s.b out ne',1 a::i d '5. i :~:~erent tren::.s ar.d. j_e·re :.. o p 

:-::.en~ i ::. the area c f instr-1cti on a:1-i lea:is in ::.e·,eloping 
ne,-1 i;::::.cv2.t i ·re pre.ctices . 



:-es::..;::1s 3.c ::i. ::,n J :::- :ield rese ar:::h wi~h the assistance o : 
: eg_:::h::..:i.? ?ers)~~e~ g_nd inter?re~s research and makes ap
::::,-:::- ::. -;:,r::.. 2.-.:.e :::h2.:i.€es i:1 +:.he curri 2'..l..:. um based on the fin din s . 

=:.es::..;-!"'_s :!le-s:;.c:is e, :~ ::: 1~ri c'..lla ?rogr"3.ms, :!laterials , student 
per:~r ::i.c..nce ~~: ~et~ods us ing student perfor.nance as 3. 
d::.. a5:-_ c::;-:::..c : -:;c~ . 
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APPENDIX C 

sriN PEA}' 
l UNiVERSiTy ClARksvillE, TENNES~ 

April 24 , 1980 

~wo ·,1ee.·s 2.gc , ·,1e s ent y ou a questi onnaire which serves as the basis of 
an e.cc r~ -:.i-:ation e-raluati on 0 £' the Adminis t rat i on and Supervision Program 
in : :,e ~epartm.ent o f Educati on at A~st i n Peay State University. Currently , 
we '.1e:re r ecei·red appro ximately lio percent 0 f the questi onnaires , but s o 
the.t. :::ur 3tud:r m2.:r b e as comr:lete and meaningful as :;icssible we need t o 
rece : ~e : lJse t o _ 0 percent r eturn on our ques tionnaire . Thank you 
::~r 1 01;.::- -:,i::ie a.n. d c 0c peratio n i n c o~pleting this questiori.nai re . Y1ay we 

:riea:· :'ro!:l yo u s oon ! 

S incerely, 
; I ;' . I 

,- _ ! ,/ / i /7 .I 

/ ..' 1 . ·. ) _. .: I .., v , / ;,1.. ?I ' . / ,;"' , ; .4 .,, 

Donal d B. Lar:1ber t 
Chai r man , Sduc a t i c n J epartBent 
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