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Abstract

This study describes one university’s results of graduates perceptions of principal
preparation and its nature and significance related to the three domains of community,
instructional and administrative leadership of a certification examination. Using frequency
response rates, the results indicated that in all three domains the leadership preparation
program received low satisfaction ratings in the strongly agree category and high percentages
in the disagree category of satisfaction. Cross tabulation with the demographic variables
indicated a weak or no relationship to the responses of the individual survey items. The
findings were used as a component of the process in redesigning a university’s leadership
preparation program.
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1. Introduction

The accountability requirements, both at the state and national level, with the No Child Left
Behind legidation, place tremendous pressure on principals to improve student achievement
in the schools. Because of this great emphasis on continuous increase of student achievement
and school improvement, there is much debate whether leadership preparation programs have
stayed abreast of the changing demands of the field. Several studies have documented the
resulting lack of preparedness (Archer, 2005; Azzam, 2005; Hess & Kelly, 2005a). In a 2003
survey, 67% of the principals revealed that |eadership training in schools of education did not
prepare them for their role as instructional leaders (Farkas, Johnson & Duffett, 2003). Again
in 2007, 69% of the principals shared the same sentiment (Darling-Hammond, LaPointe,
Meyerson, & Orr, 2007). To add to the discourse, a 2006 survey by Public Agenda, a
nonprofit research organization that reports public opinion and public policy issues, found
that nearly two-thirds of principals felt that typical graduate leadership programs “are out of
touch” with today’s realities. Principal preparation programs place too much emphasize on
lectures and theory and not enough on application (Martin & Papa, 2008). The Southern
Regional Education Board (2005) states that, “traditional models of training principals are
still out of sync with the challenges faced by today’s leaders’ (p. 3).

The role of the principal has also developed into one of an instructional leader (DiPaola &
Hoy, 2008; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005) with more emphasis in the areas of
instruction, curriculum, assessment, data analysis, and data-driven decision-making. Leading
public schools requires that principals become instructional |eaders to meet the demand of
increased student achievement. As the accountability movement gained momentum, the role of
the principal changed from school manager to school instructional leader and then to school
reform leader. With this shift in role focus, principals have retained their management roles and
currently play multiple roles: school manager, instructional leader, and the leader of school
reform.

Furthermore, in an era of shared decision-making and site-based management, the principal is
responsible for the overall operation of a school. As managers, principals are responsible for
financial operations, building maintenance, student scheduling, personnel, public relations,
school policy regarding discipline, coordination of the instructional program, and other overall
school matters. With so many skills needed to improve schools and instruction, some entities,
such as the state of Texas, developed assessments of certification standards school leaders must
master to practice their profession in public schools.

2. Domains of the Texas Standards

The Texas Examination for Educator Standards (TEXES) is a comprehensive
criterion-referenced test based on areas of |eadership known as domains. The three domainsin
the principal framework consist of school-community leadership (33%), instructional
leadership (45%), and administrative |eadership (22%). Each domain consi sts of competencies
and those competencies are further divided into descriptive statements specific to each
competency. Domain | contains three competencies with 29 descriptive statements; Domain |1
contains four competencies with 31 descriptive statements, and Domain |1l contains two

99 www.macrothink.org/jse



ISSN 2162-6952

\ Macrﬂthink Journal of Studies in Education
‘ Institute™ 2012, Vol. 2, No. 4

competencies with ten descriptive statements. Forty-four percent of these Texas standards for
principal certification are in the area of instructional leadership, reflecting the importance of
this component for principals (Texas Education Agency, 2010). Texas is also one of 43 states
where the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards served as a
guide for creating the principal standards and competencies for certification (Derrington &
Sharratt, 2008).

2.1 Domain |. School Community Leader ship

Site-Based Decision Making is federally mandated legidation requiring that all stakeholders
of the school systems be included in the school’ s decision-making. As the stakeholders voice
their interests and goals for public institutions, the school |eader is the main advocate and role
model reflecting the collaborative and inclusive culture of the school. School leaders must have
the personal skills to recognize the shared ownership of the school and to devel op relationships
that will help to meet the students' learning goals (Ferrandino, 2001; Moore, Gallagher, &
Bagin, 2010). Whether it is at parent-teacher conferences, at school board meetings, or when
coming across parents at the grocery store, the school leader must be prepared to offer a
positive picture of the school and its environment. With the advent of charter schools
competing for public school students, the survival and reputation of a school are dependent on
that positive image portrayed by the school (Drake & Roe, 2003; Ferrandino, 2001; Moore,
Gallagher, & Bagin, 2010). The importance of building community relationshipsisreflected in
the two competencies and descriptive statements of Domain I.

2.2 Domain 1. Instructional Leadership

Hoy a & Hoy (2006) state that the primary goals of school are teaching and learning. School
leaders must be knowledgeable of effective teaching methods for specia students groups
which may be neglected in the present system (United States Department of Education, 1999).
It is known that instructional |eaders are known to be adept in various other responsibilities,
such as establishing and communicating the vision and goals of the school (Harris, 2007;
Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005) and ensuring meaningful professional development of
teachers (Glickman, 2005; Marzano, et al., 2005). Finally, school leaders must be able to
distribute leadership roles among faculty to form an instructional leadership team which will
multiply the assistance provided to teachers (Zepeda, 2007). All these skills are encompassed
in the four competencies and descriptive statements of Domain 1.

2.3 Domain I11. Administrative Leadership

Among the various responsihilities a school leader inherits are budgeting funds, administering
specia programs, recommending the hiring and dismissal of faculty, maintaining and using the
facility for optimal efficiency, scheduling, and reporting (Kaiser, 1996). Although these
activities do not appear to be instructionaly related, student success, student comfort, and
community support depend on the effective practice of these duties. In addition, leaders must
be skillful inthese areasto avoid legal problemswith specia population programs and funding.
Domain 111 includes two competencies and the corresponding descriptive statements which are
tested in this area.
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Figure 1 depicts the three domains for certification of Texas school leaders and the
corresponding weights on the examination.
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Figure 1. Percentage composition of Texas Examination for Educator Standards for Texas
school leaders. Texas Education Agency, 2010

The Texas State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) compilesall the results of the exams
and reports the passing rates to higher education institutions. The standard for an institution to
remain accredited is currently 80%. Therefore, university principal preparation programs have
a need to align the curriculum to al the domains and competencies. With this in mind, the
purpose of the study was to obtain graduate perceptions of principal preparation from one
university and its nature and significance related to the three domains of community,
instructional and administrative leadership of a certification examination.

3. Methods and Procedures
3.1 Methodology

To obtain data from the graduates, the researchers developed a survey of twenty-one
guestions based on state standards and competencies for principal preparation. After
developing the survey, it was field-tested with a group of post-graduate students to ensure
validity. An open-ended question was added to the survey after the field test to allow the
participants to add any comments they deemed important for their principal preparation.

3.2 Participants

The population of study was all graduates of the principal preparation program for the past
three years. Student e-mail addresses were obtained through the registrar’s office. The

survey was sent to all 315 students on the list and approximately one third of the students
responded. Eleven entries from the survey results were deleted due to non-response of any
items. Of the total remaining respondents 71 were femae, 24 were mae, 26 were
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administrators, and 59 were teachers. A frequency distribution of the ordinal responses was
compiled.
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3.3 Survey Analysis

The survey used afour point Likert scale ranging from Strongly agree to Strongly Disagree to
indicate the quality of principa preparation. Frequency distributions were tabulated per item
and per domain. A cross tabulation analysis was conducted to determine if there were
differences in the responses between gender, job role, years of experience as administrator,
years of experience as ateacher, ethnicity, and yearsin the district.

4, Results

The program under study is located in the state of Texas in the United States. This state
requires potential administrators to pass a certification examination. The test is called the
Texas Examinations of Educator Standards (TEXES). Passing this examination is a
prerequisite for employment as a public school administrator. Just as future administrators
feel pressured to pass the state exam, universities offering principal preparation programs,
also, have tremendous pressure to ensure their graduates pass this state exam. Principal
preparation programs strive to align their curriculum to these competencies and descriptive
statements for each competency.

In an effort to determine the level of preparation of graduates of the current principal
preparation program at a university, the researchers surveyed their program graduates with
guestions aligned to the three domains of the state standards. The researchers categorized the
responses into four categories: Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. High
percentages in the Strongly Agree category would indicate robust student satisfaction with the
level of preparation in the three domains. Agree responses were interpreted as marginal
satisfaction with the preparation program. Disagree and Strongly Disagree responses would
convey dissatisfaction with the level of preparation in the three domains.

4.1 Freguency Distributions

Tables 1-3 detail the results of the survey responses per item and per domain. The results
indicate a wide discrepancy in student opinions regarding how well the competencies were
addressed by the program as indicated by the Likert scale of Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree,
and Strongly Disagree. Of the 21 survey items, data indicating satisfaction with the program
was conveyed through the “ Strongly Agree” responses, which ranged between 34% and 68%.
The“Agree” category responses, which also indicated some satisfaction with the program,
ranged between 23% and 41%. Dissatisfaction with the program was confirmed through the
“Strongly Disagree” responses, which ranged from 3% to 7%, and through the “Disagree’
responses, which ranged from 1% to 21%. The highest meansin Domain |, School
Community Leadership and Domain |1, Instructional Leadership, were in the categories of
Strongly Agree with means of 56% and 52% respectively. Domain I11, Administrative

L eadership, resulted with a means of 40% for both Strongly Agree and Agree.
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Table 1. Domain | Results

Domain and Competency Description Z)greitrongly % Agree goiwgree %Disé,;;rr]gey
DOMAIN I: School Community

Leadership

Ethical Behavior 63 30 1 7
Advocate for Children 68 23 3 6
Understands Community Culture 60 31 2 6
Confident of Soft Skills 56 32 5 6
Verbal Communication Skills 55 34 5 6
Written Communication Skills 54 29 9 7
Public School Law 47 39 10 4
Innovative Thinker 52 33 12 3
TEXES Preparation 50 31 17 3
Domain | Mean 56% 29% 7% 6%

Percent frequency distributions indicating to what degree graduates felt the principal preparation
program prepared them in the given state assessment domains and competencies (n = 864).

Table 2. Domain |1 Results

Domain and Competency Description % Strongly %Agree % % Strongly
Agree Disagree Disagree
DOMAIN I: Instructional
Leadership
Data-Driven Decision Maker 53 31 9 6
Campus Improvement Planning 49 32 13 6
Research and Best Practices 65 30 7 6
Staff Development 65 33 6 6
Curriculum & Instruction Leader 50 39 4 7
Hire, Staff, & Evaluate Personnel 51 33 12 4
Advanced Technology Skills 46 35 14 5
Student Code of Conduct 50 31 17 3
Domain Il Mean 51% 33% 10% 6%
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Table 3. Domain |11 Results

Domain and Competency Description % Strongly % % % Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

DOMAIN Ii: Administrative

Leadership

State & Federal Accountability 46 41 9 4

School Safety & Crisis Management 43 39 14 3

Management of Physical Plant 35 40 21 4

School Budgeting 34 40 20 7

Percent frequency distributions indicating to what degree graduates felt the principa
preparation program prepared them in the given state assessment domains and competencies
(n=2384).

4.2 Cross tabulation

In addition to the percent frequency distributions, a cross tabulation of participant
demographics as variables was conducted on the item responses. The demographics included
ethnicity, gender, years as administrator, years as teacher, and years in district. The levels of
correlation were based on lambda. The correlation results between ethnicity and al items
ranged from .02 to .06 between gender and all items from .00 to .16, between job role and all
items from .00 to .22, between years as administrator and all items from .02 to .08, between
years as teacher and all items from .00 to .13, and between years in district and all items
from .00 to .27. Based on the lambda results, all five demographic variables showed a weak
or negligible relationship to the responses given to the survey items.

5. Discussion

Kersten, Trybus, and White (2009) suggest aligning program content to standards. Such
standards may be derived from state or organizational policy. The resulting data in this study
indicated non-alignment with the TEXES certification standards for principals based on
graduate perceptions. Data from the survey indicates a high percentage of combined Strongly
Agree and Agree responses. The researchers proposed an 80% response rate in the Strongly
Agree category to indicate strong program effectiveness. Based on the 80% expectation, none
of the domains or individual items met the proposed standard. The highest scoring domain in
the Strongly Agree responses was Domain | with a mean of 56%. Domain |1, followed with a
51% overdl rating, and Domain |11, was last, with an overall 40% mean in Strongly Agree.

Data aso indicated that there was dissatisfaction in all three domains as evidenced within the
Disagree and Strongly Disagree categories. Researchers proposed 10% or less as acceptable
in these combined domains. None of the domains achieved 10% or less of the desired
researchers standard.

6. Recommendations and Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to garner the opinion of program graduates for the past three
years to determine their satisfaction with the level of preparation in the three domains of the
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state assessment. The growing body of empirical evidence demonstrates that the quality of
leadership provided by school and district leaders is highly dependent on the quality of their
preparation experiences (Baker, Orr, & Young, 2007). Baker, Crr, and Young (2007) ascertain
that the multitude of preparation programs currently available have no means of evaluating
how well they are accomplishing their goals due to the lack of data and support for program
improvement. Therefore, faculty of principal preparation programs must determine whether
they are producing quality leaders and whether their preparation program is meeting the
needs of its graduate students, while also meeting state certification requirements.

\ Macrﬂthink Journal of Studies in Education

Consideration of the findings suggests the following recommendations for universities to
consider in improving principal preparati on programs.

1. A program evaluation of the principal preparation program should be conducted to
determine alignment of coursesto the state or national sandards.

2. A program evaluation should include the opinions of graduates regarding their
satisfaction with the preparation program.

3. Further studies should be conducted to determine correlation between the results of
the state exams and the graduates’ perceptions of their principal preparation.

4. Follow-up studies should be conducted every 2-3 yearsin order to monitor the
perceptions of the program graduates, alignment to standards, and graduate success on
the state exam.

Although the purpose of principal preparation programs is to prepare students to function
successfully in their chosen careers as school principals, this objective may not be reached by
all students. Students, who are not adequately prepared for this career, represent the failure of
the preparation program to provide the knowledge, skills, and competencies needed to
successfully fulfill their role as a practicing principal. This study proved to be invaluable to
the educational leadership department by revealing gaps in the program’s curriculum. The
findings of the study forced department faculty to re-imagine and restructure the way in
which it develops school principalsin collaboration with graduates.
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