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ABSTRACT 

 

INVESTIGATING PRINCIPAL PREPARATION: A COMPARISON OF 

UNIVERSITY AND LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY PROGRAMS 

 

Samuel Glenn Basden 

August, 2018 

 

Doctor of Education in Educational Leadership 

 

Stout School of Education 

Norcross Graduate School 

 

Dissertation Chair: Dr. Barbara Zwadyk 

 

The research on a principal’s impact on a school is clear. Principals are not only 

among the highest contributors to student academic success but also play a pivotal role in 

teacher satisfaction and retention. But the path to the principalship is not clearly defined. 

Rather than following the more common private industry model in which talented 

prospects are identified, trained, and promoted to targeted leadership positions, public 

education relies on its leadership prospects to self-identify, pay tuition, and then find the 

leadership role on their own.  



 

iv 

The path to a principalship goes through two key stakeholders. The first is the 

licensing university, which provides the required advanced degree and licensure. Once 

the prospective leaders graduate and leave the university environment, the remainder of 

their professional preparation is then completely turned over to the local education 

agency (LEA) in which the candidate is employed. While some LEAs sponsor targeted 

leadership development programs, many others do not. Unfortunately, after a candidate 

graduates and enters the leadership ranks, collaboration between these two stakeholders is 

virtually nonexistent.  

This disconnect between the training stakeholders can lead to gaps in the skills 

and knowledge bases of prospective principals. This dissertation was designed to 

investigate self-perceptions of readiness for the North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives among first-year principals in an LEA. Additionally, the study sought to 

determine if a significant difference existed between the principals who experienced the 

supplemental training available in an LEA-based principal preparation program and those 

that only relied on the information gained during their degree program.  

The participants were given an online survey that asked the them to rate their 

perceptions of readiness to address the eight leadership standards for North Carolina 

principals. The response data were then examined to identify the perceptions of readiness 

among the entire group of respondents and then compared to determine what, if any, 

differences existed between preparation-program participants and nonparticipants.  

The results suggest that the respondents were most prepared to address the 

standards associated with Managerial and Cultural Leadership and least prepared to 

address the standards associated with Micropolitical and External Development 
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Leadership. These findings were consistent across the group as a whole as well as 

between and among the groups of preparation-program participants and nonparticipants. 

As a result of these similarities, an inferential analysis of the results suggested that there 

was no statistically significant difference in the responses of the two groups.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

This dissertation is a quantitative study of principal perceptions of their preparation 

programs in a suburban local education agency (LEA) in the southeastern United States. The 

investigation will focus on principals’ perceptions of their readiness to assume the role of 

principal following their completion of a university degree and licensure program and, when 

applicable, their subsequent participation in an LEA-based principal preparation program (PPP). 

Principal readiness will be defined against a backdrop of self-efficacy and measured by the 

standards for North Carolina’s educational leaders. In this chapter, I will begin by describing the 

contextual framework. I will then present a statement of the problem and its significance to the 

field of public education, which will speak to the importance of conducting the study. Next, I 

will conclude with an overview of the methodology of the study, a description of the limitations 

and delimitations of the study, and a list of the key definitions of the study. 

Background 

The path to the principalship in North Carolina is a winding one that involves many 

stakeholders. The process begins with a candidate deciding to pursue a leadership position. In 

many cases, an immediate supervisor or mentor plays an indirect role in this decision to advance, 

while in others, the decision is a result of self-identification on the part of the candidate (Black, 

Martin, & Danzig, 2014; Farley-Ripple, Raffel, & Welch, 2012; McCarthy, 2015). Even in cases 

where the candidate is encouraged, this influence is nearly always the result of passive support, 

not the result of an active recruitment plan sponsored by the school district (Farley-Ripple et al., 

2012). Once a candidate decides to seek a promotion, the next step is to enroll in a university 

program to gain the requisite degree and necessary licensure. When the candidate has earned the 
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degree and licensure, the candidate then seeks employment in an LEA as administrator. At this 

point, the candidate’s relationship with the university ends and the candidate’s professional 

development now becomes the responsibility of the new supervising principal and the LEA.  

Some LEAs have structured, targeted professional development programs for assistant 

principals, while others are less intentional in their training (Buskey & Jacobs, 2009; Crow & 

Whiteman, 2016; Davis & Darling-Hammond, 2012; Hernandez, Roberts, & Menchaca, 2012; 

Marcos, Witmer, Foland, Vouga, & Wise, 2011; McCarthy, 2002; Oleszewski, Shoho, & 

Barnett, 2012; Petrides, Jimes, & Karaglani, 2014). Whether by means of participating in a 

cohort training program, working as an assistant principal, or filling some other school- or 

district-level role, at some point a candidate enters the interview pool for open principal 

positions. Although mentors, universities, supervising principals, and district-level trainers play a 

role in a candidate’s preparation for the role, ultimately an LEA’s superintendent and local board 

of education selects, approves, and places a new principal.  

Unlike the model in traditional private business, promotion from the public school 

classroom to building-level leadership rests more on the candidate’s ability to self-identify and 

seek the role than it does on the district’s ability to identify the existing talent and offer 

promotions (Black et al., 2014). In a study completed by The New Teacher Project, it was 

determined that while private sector employers regularly spend 20% to 30% of the expected 

salary for a position to recruit a manager or leader, educational organizations are more likely to 

spend as little as $3,000 on recruitment for an entire district (2006). While privately run 

businesses have the resources to identify, internally train, and promote talent, North Carolina’s 

public schools are limited in their ability to identify and promote talented educators into 

leadership roles.  
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As is the case in most states, the state of North Carolina retains the authority to license 

school leaders (Young, 2009). In order to serve and be compensated as an administrator in North 

Carolina’s public schools, there are educational prerequisites and licensure requirements. In 

order to be licensed as a principal, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) 

requires that a candidate complete an NCDPI-approved university program at or above the 

master’s level (NCDPI, n.d.). In comparison, a candidate may qualify as superintendent after 

attaining only a bachelor’s degree and five years’ managerial experience in any field considered 

to be “relevant” by the local board of education (NCDPI, n.d.). Ironically, therefore, local boards 

of education have more flexibility to identify and hire qualified candidates for the 

superintendency than local superintendents have to identify and hire principals. This results in a 

candidate pool for new principals that is limited to persons with access to a university with a 

degree program, flexibility in their schedules to attend classes (brick and mortar or online), and 

financial resources to afford the tuition. However, new options are on the horizon for North 

Carolina’s public school administrators.  

In July 2016, the North Caroline General Assembly passed NC Session Law 2015-241, 

which established a competitive grant program to “elevate educators in North Carolina Public 

Schools by transforming the preparation of principals across the state” (NCASLD, 2016). These 

principal preparation program (PPP) grants are an example of nontraditional licensure programs 

that seek to offer other options for LEAs to identify and train aspiring administrators. One way 

that this specific PPP grant attempts to address some of the deficiencies described in the 

literature is by requiring a rigorous candidate selection process as part of the program, as 

opposed to the self-selection model currently in place. Another potential improvement lies with 

the requirement that the program offer sustained job-embedded practice in an authentic setting; 
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in other words, the candidates must have the opportunity to lead and grow a specific group of 

teachers as part of their preparation program. A landmark study on preparing school leaders 

conducted by the Wallace Foundation (Darling-Hammond et al., 2010) found that these two 

elements are among those listed as critical components of effective PPPs.  

Once a candidate secures the degree, the license, and the position as assistant principal, 

they may now start the process of preparing to be a principal. While regular and specialized 

professional development is available in some LEAs, in others, an assistant principal must 

initiate, design, and execute professional development in preparation for the principalship. In 

addition to regular professional development opportunities, some LEAs have specialized training 

programs for candidates that have been identified as aspiring principals. These programs 

generally consist of a cohort of assistant principals that has been recommended or identified by 

school-level or district-level leadership.  

Regardless of whether the professional development is part of a formal, district-led plan 

or the result of careful planning on the part of the candidate, the fact remains that the candidate’s 

postgraduation professional development takes place without input or collaboration with the 

candidate’s alma mater (Kearney & Herrington, 2013; Lattuca, 2012). This disconnect presents 

itself in both content and time. The content disconnect is described in the literature as the 

constant battle between theory and practice, with the universities being accused of providing 

programs that are too theory-heavy, while the LEAs bear the burden of being too practical 

without a research-based foundation (Black et al., 2014; Lattuca, 2012; McCarthy, 2015; Young, 

2009). Compounding the content disconnect is the timeline associated with a candidate’s 

ascension from the classroom to the principalship. In a study of graduates from 17 leadership 

programs in 13 institutions, the average graduate had over three years’ experience in leadership 
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prior to assuming the role of principal (Orr, 2011). This three-year gap between the university 

experience and the experience of being a principal can result in gaps in a principal’s level of 

preparation for the role.  

Unfortunately, the process that leads to a principalship in North Carolina’s public school 

presents many opportunities for gaps in a candidate’s knowledge and experience base. In some 

cases, these gaps are filled by the candidate’s own talent and intuition during the early years of 

their principalship. In other cases, these gaps are exposed during the early years of their first 

principalship, causing the new principal to struggle to perform, or even keep, their job. 

Identifying potential gaps in a principal’s knowledge, skills, and experience could provide both 

universities and LEAs with opportunities to better prepare North Carolina’s beginning principals.  

Purpose of the Study 

This study has three goals. The first goal is to survey the current principals in an LEA in 

order to determine their level of preparedness for the role of principal. The second goal is to 

identify which executive standards the principals report that they were most and least prepared to 

execute early in their first term as principal. The final goal will be to investigate if differences 

exist in the responses of principals with only a university-based preparation program as opposed 

to those principals who followed their university training with an LEA-based PPP.  

The North Carolina Standards for School Executives (NCSE) will provide the framework 

of the elements surveyed to determine readiness (2013). The eight standards used in North 

Carolina are based on a Wallace Foundation study, “Making Sense of Leading Schools: A Study 

of the School Principalship” (Portin, Gundlach, & Schneider, 2003). As described in the study, 

these standards are based on the actual practices of sitting principals rather than a list of 

behaviors that a principal “might” or “should” do (Public Schools of North Carolina, Educator 
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Effectiveness Division, 2013). The real-world lens of these standards provides an effective 

framework to explore beginning principals’ actual day-to-day experiences and challenges and 

aligns with the theoretical framework of self-efficacy. 

Problem Statement 

The problem to be investigated in this study is the gap in the literature that compares 

perceptions of self-efficacy in principals who attended only university-based PPPs with the 

perceptions of self-efficacy of principals who also participated in LEA-based PPPs. A review of 

the literature shows a significant volume of work on university-based and LEA-based programs 

individually. In the current model, the two types of programs essentially work in isolation of the 

other with little to no collaboration or focus on the executive standards in place for North 

Carolina’s public school principals.  

Key Research Questions 

The research questions for this investigation align with the purpose and goals of this 

quantitative study. The results of the survey will be used to address the following questions: 

1) To what extent do principals perceive that their PPP prepared them to be school 

leaders as measured by the North Carolina Standards for School Leaders? 

2) Does a significant difference exist between the perceptions of preparedness of 

principals with university-only preparation as compared to principals that participated in 

supplemental, LEA-based preparation programs? 

Professional Significance of the Study 

According to McCarthy (2015), “There can be a strong leader in a struggling school, but 

it is rare to find an exemplary school with a poor leader,” (p. 416). A wealth of literature 
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suggests that principals have a significant impact on student success. Studies dating back a 

decade show that principals account for up to 25% of a school’s impact on a student’s learning, 

second only to the impact of the classroom teacher (Waters & Marzano, 2006). If the principal’s 

role is critical to student success, it stands to reason that a principal’s preparation for the role is 

also critical. A New Leaders study (2013) emphasizes the importance of how leaders are 

prepared, while work done by the Council of Chief State School Officers (2012) showed that the 

quality of a principal’s preparation may determine a principal’s success (as cited in McCarthy, 

2015).  

While PPPs vary from state to state depending on degree and licensing requirements, a 

common theme running through several programs is the ongoing battle between theory and 

practice (Barnett, Shoho, & Oleszewski, 2012; Black et al., 2014; Buskey & Jacobs, 2009; Hess 

& Kelly, 2007; Levine, 2005; Levine & Dean, 2007; Shoho & Barnett, 2010; Superville, 2015). 

Generally, the university assumes the responsibility for the theoretical aspects of a principal’s 

preparation, while the more practical aspects of a principal’s preparation is delegated to the LEA. 

The current model allows universities to tackle the theory associated with leadership, law, 

finance, and instruction, and the LEA to provide the practical application of these theories in a 

school setting by way of an internship (Black et al., 2014; Crow & Whiteman, 2016). Conflicts, 

or gaps, arise when the elements to be emphasized vary between the university and the LEA. 

Without a common set of priorities, an aspiring principal is left to piece together the most salient 

elements of theory and practice on their own, while enduring the inherent risk of experiencing 

gaps in each (Kearney & Herrington, 2013). 

One potential solution to the knowledge deficits persistent in the theory-to-practice 

continuum rests in the emerging focus on standards-based instruction at the university level 
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(King, 2013; Ringler, Rouse, & St. Clair, 2012). In this model, the scope and sequence of the 

university experience is aligned with a set of national or state-level standards for educational 

leaders (Ringler et al., 2012). The university and LEA partner by tying the academic and 

internship experiences to the leadership standards for the current stakeholders, thereby 

connecting theory to practice. Common among the standards in use are those developed in 2003 

by the Wallace Foundation (Portin et al., 2003). This study lists eight interrelated critical 

practices, or standards, that a school-level leader must master in order to be effective. As adopted 

in North Carolina, these standards are (1) strategic leadership, (2) instructional leadership, (3) 

cultural leadership, (4) human resource leadership, (5) managerial leadership, (6) external 

development leadership, (7) micropolitical leadership, and (8) academic achievement leadership 

(Public Schools of North Carolina, Educator Effectiveness Division, 2013). By using these 

standards to align and connect the theory of the university experience with the practice-based 

application associated with the internship, PPPs may be better able to prepare aspiring principals 

to be effective school leaders. Surveying sitting principals with an instrument based on the 

NCSE may provide insight into these gaps and provide direction for future programs.  

Overview of Methodology 

The purpose of this study is to add to the body of literature about principal preparation. A 

quantitative study consisting of a modified version of the North Carolina Professors of 

Educational Leadership (NCPEL) Educational Leadership Survey will be the method of 

investigation. I surveyed 53 principals in a local LEA to assess their perceptions of their level of 

preparedness when they were new principals. The survey consisted of several introductory items 

to assess the principals’ level of practical experience, university training, and the grade level of 

their first principalship. The survey also captured whether the principal participated in an LEA-
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based PPP. The bulk of the survey will focus on capturing the respondents’ level of preparedness 

to execute the eight executive standards in place for North Carolina’s school-level leaders. The 

responses from the surveys will be divided between those respondents who participated in an 

LEA-based preparation program and those who did not. The data will then be examined to 

determine which standards the principals were most and least ready to execute, and if 

participation in an LEA-based PPP elicited a higher perception of preparedness to address the 

standards among the respondents.  

Limitations 

Several limiting factors could impact the findings of this study. The first limitation is 

based on the participants of the study. The 53 principals currently at work in the LEA 

demonstrate a wide range of experience levels. In some cases, respondents may struggle to 

accurately assess their level of preparedness to address a standard simply because their initial 

experiences as a first-year principal occurred so many years ago. Some have been principals 

longer than the NCSE have been in place. In some cases, the specific needs and characteristics of 

the respondents’ initial school may have presented unique, standards-based challenges that 

would not have applied had their initial principal placement been in another location. A final 

potential limitation lies with my current role in the study’s LEA. Although the study 

methodology provides for anonymous responses, some respondents’ responses may be 

influenced by their familiarity with me.  

A second limitation is based on the design of the study itself. The respondents will be 

asked to identify whether they were participants in an LEA-based PPP. The LEA being studied is 

on its third iteration of that PPP, so there is an opportunity for respondents to reply in the 

affirmative but be referring to entirely different programs. Other respondents from other LEAs 
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may reply in the affirmative, but their response will be in reference to a program in use in 

another LEA. Similarly, when the respondents reply to the items related to their university 

experience, it is unlikely that all 53 respondents will demonstrate a similar, shared university 

experience. It is much more likely that the respondents’ university experiences include a variety 

of local and national degree and licensure programs.  

The final limitation of the study is common with many quantitative studies. Likert scale 

surveys provide for closed-end responses and contain no opportunity for the respondent to 

explain themselves.  

Furthermore, a survey’s sample size can have significant impact on the validity of the 

results and limit the potential available conclusions. Finally, the study is limited to only one 

suburban LEA, so the results may not be transferrable to other LEAs, whether they are similarly 

situated or not. These potential limitations will be more fully discussed in later chapters.  

Definitions and Key Terms 

University-based preparation program – the coursework associated with meeting the 

degree and licensure requirements in order to gain eligibility to serve as a school-level 

administrator. 

Local education agency (LEA) – commonly referred to as a “school district” or “school 

system,” this is the entity authorized to provide public school services to a specified community 

or set of stakeholders.  

LEA-based preparation program – the professional development in place in an LEA that 

is designed to provide training for administrators and aspiring principals. 

Standards – the eight standards in place in North Carolina for school executives: strategic 

leadership, instructional leadership, cultural leadership, human resource leadership, managerial 
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leadership, external development leadership, micropolitical leadership, and academic 

achievement leadership 

Internship – the time spent by an aspiring school leader performing the duties associated 

with school-level administration prior to formally assuming the role. Similar to the student-

teacher model for beginning teachers, the internship is common among university-based 

preparation programs. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Principals are asked to make decisions daily that impact the lives of millions of public 

school students. These critical decisions will determine the success or failure of the principal, the 

students, the school, the school district, and ultimately the institution of public education. With 

so much riding on the actions of public school principals, we must pay attention to the 

recruitment and training of the individuals who are asked to assume this important role (Lattuca, 

2012; Ringler et al., 2012; Rosenberg, 2016). The identification, recruitment, and training of 

future principals is not always a formal, intentional process. 

The current path to the principalship is the product of two distinctly different institutions. 

In order to serve as a principal in North Carolina, an individual must have an advanced degree 

with the appropriate licensure from an accredited university (NCDPI, n.d.). An aspiring principal 

needs real-world experience to develop the skills to effectively run a public school. But the 

partnership between these two institutions is tenuous at best.  

Universities and LEAs agree that principals are important to improving student success 

(Mendels & Wallace, 2016). The disagreement appears to lie in the way that principals are made, 

not in their importance. The focus of most university programs is to provide the aspiring 

principals with the research-based knowledge to be a transformational educational leader.  

University programs seek to produce innovative leaders who are prepared to serve as 

change agents and champions of social justice. Conversely, the focus of many LEA-based 

programs is more skill-focused. LEA-based programs seek to produce leaders with the 

organizational management and technical skills to successfully lead a school through the existing 

environmental and micropolitical pressures a school endures (Clayton, 2014).  
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A review of the advantages and shortcomings of each of these institutional stakeholders 

provides a context in which to understand the current state of PPPs. This literature review sheds 

light on principal preparation at both the university level and at the LEA level. Additionally, this 

review will attempt to identify situations in which the two entities compete, overlap, align, or 

disconnect. Finally, this review will attempt to offer recommendations from the literature on 

improvements to existing university and LEA principal preparation structures.  

In an effort to better understand the current environmental conditions related to PPPs, this 

literature review begins with a description of the importance of principal preparation in the 

public school setting. From there, the review explores the basic elements of traditional, 

university-based PPPs. Following a discussion of the degree and licensure elements of university 

preparation, this review of literature then moves to a review of LEA-based principal preparation. 

LEA-based preparation addresses the everyday roles and responsibilities of an assistant principal 

as well as the potential participation in an LEA-based PPP. Once I identify the current 

characteristics of the university and LEA preparation programs, I explore some innovative and 

specialized administrative partnerships between universities and LEAs. I then offer 

recommendations for improvements for university and LEA-based programs from the literature. 

The next section of the literature review serves to connect the literature on principal preparation 

with a conceptual framework of self-efficacy. Finally, a section on conclusions and implications 

serves to complete the literature review chapter.  

Importance of Principal Preparation 

The role of the principal in a school setting ranges from that of building manager and 

instructional leader to that of politician and change agent (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013). Just 

as the roles a principal fills in a school are varied, so are the responsibilities a principal is 
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expected to complete. In a RAND Education Corporation study, Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, 

and Ikemoto (2012) determined that a principal’s daily responsibilities included conducting 

classroom observations, encouraging teachers to use data in their instruction, initiating school-

level leadership teams, and developing teacher self-efficacy. In addition to the daily 

responsibilities, the principal is also has more strategic and long-range responsibilities, such as 

hiring and retaining quality teachers, coaching and mentoring the staff, managing the school’s 

relationship to its community, and creating and maintaining a positive and productive school 

culture (Burkhauser et al., 2012).  

While the roles and responsibilities of a principal are varied, the most obvious and 

immediate responsibility of a principal is that of instructional leader (Burkhauser et al., 2012; 

Syed & Wallace, 2015; Wood et al., 2013). According to Tekleselassie and Villareal (2011), 

principals are second only to teachers in school-related factors that impact student achievement. 

In a similar study, Jensen (2014) determined that the principal accounts for 25% of a school’s 

influence on student success. The specific ways in which a principal demonstrates instructional 

leadership can include curriculum interpretation, instructional support, assessment, and 

evaluation (Braun, Billups, & Gable, 2013). Braun, Billups and Gable (2013) go on to state that 

principals can improve student outcomes by instituting effective teaching practices. In an update 

to research done on behalf of the Wallace Foundation, Syed (2015) also affirms a principal’s 

impact on the effectiveness of teaching practices in a school.  

Further, the literature also offers several references to the principal’s impact on their 

school’s culture. In research done by the RAND Education Corporation, Burkhauser, et al. 

(2012) determined that while a new principal is expected to maintain or improve student 

achievement in a school, the new principal must also be capable of assimilating into the school’s 
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culture. In a study of new principals, Strickland-Cohen, McIntosh, and Horner (2014) assert that 

principals are in a position to create a school culture that supports practices that are likely to 

improve school success. These practices include collaboration, collegiality, and cooperation 

(Strickland-Cohen, McIntosh, & Horner, 2014). In a similar study on new principals, Mascall 

and Leithwood (2010) also note the impact the principal has on shaping school culture and the 

positive impact school culture can have on student success. Wood et al. (2013) echo the assertion 

that a positive school culture with a focus on collaboration can help improve student 

achievement.  

The research on the importance of the principal to a school’s success is clear. A principal 

is one of the leading contributors to student achievement in a school (Braun et al., 2013; Jensen, 

2014; Syed & Wallace, 2015; Tekleselassie & Villareal, 2011). The principal promotes, 

establishes, and manages a positive, collaborative school culture that is critical to a school’s 

success (Burkhauser et al., 2012; Strickland-Cohen et al., 2014). Finally, the literature has 

established that the roles of instructional leader and cultural shepherd are closely intertwined and 

combine to help ensure student and school success (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010; Wood et al., 

2013). With the importance of the role of the principal so clearly established in the literature, it 

stands to reason that the programs designed to prepare individuals for the role of principal are 

equally important.  

University-Based Principal Preparation 

Eligibility for advancement in public education is more a factor of resources and access 

to a university program than it is a factor of talent identification and recruitment. Educators with 

the ability to invest the time and finances necessary to earn the prerequisite degree are the ones 

who have the opportunity to become candidates for administrative roles. Talented teachers with 
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emerging leadership skills who cannot fit the master’s degree into their calendar and budget are 

excluded. This reality, coupled with relatively low admission standards in the university 

programs, creates a talent pool that is generally quite shallow (Barnett et al., 2012). Additionally, 

eligibility for leadership positions in public schools may be as much a factor of the candidate’s 

address as it is their abilities. McCarthy (2002) asserts that most university programs draw the 

majority of their students from within a fifty-mile radius of the university. This geographic 

limitation can leave prospective administrators from relatively isolated schools cut off from 

opportunities to advance. This simple fact compounds the challenges faced by rural school 

systems that are isolated from university programs. Emerging online programs may ultimately be 

able to fill this gap in access, but an online program runs the risk of being even more isolated 

from the realities of the day-to-day leadership challenges faced by public schools. In fact, when 

Auburn University redesigned its PPP, a focus of the redesign was on face-to-face instruction 

because, “…online formats would not have provided the personal hands on experience (they) 

wanted for beginning administrators,” (Reames, 2010, p. 447). 

The literature also explores the quality of candidates based on university admission 

standards. Darling-Hammond, Cohen, Orr, Meyerson, and LaPointe (2010) list rigorous 

recruitment of high quality candidates as a key factor in creating exemplary PPPs. But university 

admission standards vary from state to state and campus to campus.  

McCarthy (2015) contends that many universities use the GRE as an admission tool, 

which is a measure of analytic and verbal skills. McCarthy (2015) states that “it is likely that 

many of the successful leaders of human enterprises are not necessarily the most academically 

oriented and that tests like the GRE may not equate with leadership potential and may even be 

counterproductive,” (p.418). Young (2015) reports that one of the serious flaws in current 
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university preparation programs is the way students are recruited and selected. Crow and 

Whiteman (2016) question the limited research on university program admission procedures, 

particularly among minority candidates, and call for a national database on educational 

leadership candidates that would allow for a more focused recruitment and selection process for 

programs nationwide. A policy brief from the University Council for Educational Administration 

(UCEA) also addresses candidate diversity in university programs and calls for more focused 

recruitment in this area (UCEA, 2016b).  

There is also evidence that the curricular aspects of university preparation programs have 

not kept pace with the changes in the larger world of education (Hess & Kelly, 2007). A review 

of the reading lists of university-based PPPs determined the following: (1) only two percent of 

course readings focused on accountability; (2) only 5% of the readings focused on managing 

data; and (3) only 11% focused on human resources (Hess & Kelly, 2007). When these 

percentages are compared with the elements that new principals self-report as least prepared to 

manage, distinct disconnects emerge. For example, while Hess and Kelly (2007) report that only 

11% of a university preparation program’s reading list focuses on human resource topics, Shoho 

and Barnette (2010) assert that personnel matters and conflict resolution are among the areas new 

principals report they are least prepared to address. In addition to these personnel matters, new 

principals identify working with dissatisfied parents as another significant obstacle they must 

overcome (Shoho & Barnett, 2010). In contrast, the university preparation programs offered little 

to no focus on research related to conflict resolution (Hess & Kelly, 2007). These areas, while 

important to new principals, may not emphasized in university programs.  

The research suggests that there is a gap between what is learned in formal preparation 

programs and what is needed to be a successful principal (Enomoto, 2012). Examination of the 
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current curricula indicates that graduates do not understand organizational change theory (Anast-

May, Buckner, & Geer, 2011). New principals are often thrust into situations where their schools 

need drastic cultural and organizational change; nevertheless, landmark research in 

organizational change theory—such as the structural, human resource, political, and symbolic 

frames from Lee Bolman and Terrance Deal (2008)—are not part of the preparation coursework. 

Lack of study of the literature of organizational change and its impact on school culture can limit 

a new principal’s success. In many cases, a new principal needs to earn the trust and respect of 

their stakeholders prior to initiating any cultural changes (Mills, 2012). Failing to understand 

these cultural subtleties can only delay a principal’s, and a school’s, success. Regardless of 

whether a school requires drastic cultural change or simply a smooth transfer of power, all new 

principals, by definition, are forced to address some degree of cultural change as part of their 

matriculation to their new office (Burkhauser et al., 2012; Smith, 2010; Spillane & Lee, 2014).  

In addition to the lack of study of organizational change and its impact on culture, many 

university programs also do not address the social justice issues that permeate public school 

settings (Gardiner & Enomoto, 2004; Marshall & Oliva, 2010). Issues such as poverty, abuse, 

addiction, pregnancy, and crime have made the shift from the community into public schools. 

Principals are regularly asked to address non-instructional challenges for which they are ill-

prepared to respond. Specifically, university program graduates appear to be ill-prepared to meet 

the challenges of urban school settings (Marcos et al., 2011). Their preparation lacks an 

ideological focus and is, as a result, too narrowly focused on instruction (Hess & Kelly, 2007). 

Without training in ideology and an understanding of the evolving needs of their students, new 

principals are ill-equipped to lead in challenging school environments. As a whole, studies 
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suggest that university programs can be isolated from the realities of modern schools (Barnett et 

al., 2012).  

There has been little change in licensure preparation programs since the early 1970s 

(McCarthy, 2002). One effort to change these programs in North Carolina took place in the early 

1990s, when the North Carolina General Assembly eliminated all education leadership programs 

in the University of North Carolina system and required all campuses to redesign their programs 

and reapply for the rights to offer the master of school administration program. This legislative 

move was an effort to bring consistency to the programs offered in North Carolina.  

Later, in 2006, North Carolina adjusted the requirements for licensure to include an add-

on licensure program for individuals with master’s degrees in fields other than education 

leadership, but the state maintained the master’s degree requirement (Buskey & Jacobs, 2009). 

This evolution streamlined and shortened the licensure process for some candidates. While North 

Carolina state law still requires North Carolina public school administrators to hold an advanced 

degree and the appropriate licensure, two alternatives to the formal, established principal 

licensure programs have emerged on the North Carolina principal licensure landscape (NCDPI, 

n.d.). These partnerships are more fully described later in this chapter. 

The success of preparation programs is difficult to measure. Most of the data associated 

with preparation programs is based on perception rather than quantifiable metrics (McCarthy, 

2002). In many cases, the perception of a program’s effectiveness rests on empirical data rather 

than firm, measurable metrics (Davis & Darling-Hammond, 2012). Although the metrics for 

assessing leadership programs are limited, evaluating programs and their outcomes is possible.  

One method of evaluating preparation programs is the PPP Self-Assessment Toolkit, an 

instrument intended to allow university stakeholders to self-assess their program (King, 2013). 
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This toolkit, based on the Wallace Foundation work of Darling-Hammond et al. (2010), provides 

university stakeholders with a rubric to measure their program’s performance in the areas of 

course content and pedagogy, clinical practice, candidate recruitment and selection, and graduate 

performance outcomes (King, 2013).  

A second method of measuring program effectiveness is based on the performance of the 

graduates. The Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education (VAL-ED) is an instrument 

designed to measure learning-centered behaviors of educational leaders (Elliott, Gardiner, 

Murphy, & Porter, 2009). This instrument is a 360-degree assessment that measures whether the 

leader is planning, implementing, supporting advocating, communicating, or monitoring 

instructional core components ranging from high standards for student learning to quality 

instruction to performance accountability (Elliott et al., 2009).  

While the measure of success of preparation programs is elusive, the need to better align 

the university and school-based programs is more evident. Even though the entities disagree on 

who should own principal preparation, both agree that educational leaders must be prepared to 

meet the unique challenges associated with each individual school setting (Clayton, 2014; 

Mendels & Wallace, 2016). This contextual specificity present in school leadership is a 

testament to why measuring program success so difficult, but it is also a testament to the need for 

more effective programs.  

In May of 2016, the UCEA published a policy brief entitled “Improving State Evaluation 

of Principal Preparation Programs” (UCEA, 2016a). This report provides five design principles 

for improving the evaluation of PPPs: (1) Create a review process for programs that leads to 

continuous program improvement. This process must include feedback opportunities that can 

result in changes to the program where appropriate; (2) Hold programs accountable for effective 
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practices and outcomes; (3) Provide useful and accurate information about programs to aspiring 

participants and other stakeholders. This basis of side-by-side program comparisons is currently 

lacking in most programs; (4) Use a sophisticated approach to program data collection; (5) Use 

triangulation of multiple data sources to provide a full picture of a programs elements and 

outcomes; and (6) Base program evaluation on the Standards of Educational Evaluation: (i) 

utility, (ii) feasibility, (iii) propriety, (iv) accuracy, and (v) accountability. In the policy brief, the 

UCEA lists the state-level policies in place in Illinois and Delaware as effective examples of 

these five principles in place (UCEA, 2016a).  

LEA-Based Principal Preparation 

Once a potential principal has completed the university program and obtained the 

prerequisite degree and license, the task of preparing the aspiring administrator passes from the 

university to the LEA. Ideally, an LEA-based program offers a continuum of learning 

experiences that starts while the candidate is serving as an assistant principal, continues through 

the hiring process, and persists via an induction program for the first several years of service 

(Enomoto, 2012). The LEA programs usually consist of a combination of the informal training 

by their building-level principals and structured professional development.  

A new administrator’s initial experience in an LEA is usually in the role of assistant 

principal—the first postgraduate foray into preparation for the job of principal. Unfortunately, 

the role of assistant principal is not clearly defined (Petrides et al., 2014). In many cases, the 

assistant principal’s job is simply to relieve the burden of the principal, regardless of what that 

burden may be: discipline, exceptional children, athletics, PTO/PTA, or plant management. In 

nearly all cases, the role and workload of an assistant principal is determined by the needs of the 

specific school (Baxter, Thessin, & Clayton, 2014).  



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

22 

As far back at the mid-1990s, researchers have defined the assistant principal as the 

“forgotten man” (Glanz, 1994, p. 283). Assistant principals struggle to define themselves as 

instructional leaders and to learn the skills necessary to successfully lead schools, a task that 

involves the mundane operational challenges associated with running a complex organization 

like a school. Good (2008) affirms a widely held colloquial belief that assistant principals fill 

their days with “the three B’s—books, behinds, and buses.” This statement speaks to the widely 

held belief that an assistant principal’s main role is the management of student behavior. Studies 

ranging from 1994 New York to a 2008 study from Hong Kong list student discipline as the 

main role of an assistant principal (Glanz, 1994; Kwan & Walker, 2008). 

The spectrum of challenges currently faced by assistant principals is as wide as the 

spectrum of their roles. One challenge faced by assistant principals is tied to the relatively 

stagnant nature of the role. In most cases, the role is the same for both the novice and the 

experienced assistant principal (Baxter et al., 2014). In a study of 45 practicing assistant 

principals from two large, urban school districts, Petrides, James, and Karagliani (2014) asked 

assistant principals to provide two narrative leadership stories from their own experiences. The 

first of these two narratives was focused on a recent difficult or problematic decision, while the 

second was focused on an interesting dilemma the participant faced or expected to face. The 

results demonstrate a gap in the perceptions of assistant principals’ roles based on their age and 

experience. Assistant principals under the age of 40 reported that their vision for their role was 

focused on improved teaching and learning but that the daily operational aspects of their role 

limited their ability to realize this vision. In contrast, those assistant principals over the age of 40, 

when offered the same survey, report that their vision for the role is more operational in nature 

(Petrides et al., 2014). In a survey of 20 female assistant principals from urban, suburban, and 
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rural LEAs, Baier (2013) notes similar responses with regard to operational versus instructional 

challenges but also addresses the negative impact of the non-evolving role of assistant principal 

on their personal lives and family obligations. Each survey speaks to the disconnect between the 

perceived instructional opportunities of the assistant principal’s role and the reality of the 

operational responsibilities tied to the role.  

Another recurring theme among the challenges listed is the limited access to 

opportunities that will equip them to meet the demands of leading a school (Anast-May et al., 

2011). Professional development opportunities available to assistant principals are limited 

(Baxter et al., 2014). Assistant principals list the challenges of workload and time management 

as among the greatest challenges associated with their role, but little professional development is 

available to meet these challenges. Similarly, although an assistant principal’s role often has a 

management or organizational focus, they are offered little to no professional development in 

these areas either. Assistant principals report a need for training in working with parents and 

students and in curriculum and instruction—the very topics that will likely define their access to 

the principalship (Baxter et al., 2014). 

The role of the assistant principal appears to be lagging behind the emerging roles of 

building-level principals, the persistent needs of classroom-level teachers, and the ever-changing 

needs of 21st-century students. Many assistant principals do not currently have opportunities to 

gain appropriate experience. They are being denied opportunities to use data to make decision to 

lead and improve schools or to learn how to develop and nurture a positive culture on a school 

campus (Anast-May et al., 2011). In many cases, preexisting mindsets and preexisting structures 

in the schools limit the assistant principal’s opportunities for instructional leadership (Petrides et 
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al., 2014). Changing the mindsets and cultural structures in schools will be critical to creating 

more effective PPPs. 

In an effort to supplement university training, many LEAs provide training programs for 

talented assistant principals to better prepare them for future roles as principals. While these 

programs are designed to help bridge the gap between university theory and school-level 

practice, they often suffer from as many shortcomings as the university programs (Clayton, 

2014). In many cases, the programs take place during the workday and are in addition to the 

assistant principal’s regular duties. The assistant principal is asked to squeeze the training 

program into an already full work schedule with little to no additional support, which affects a 

candidate’s commitment to the training program. Assistant principals, when forced to choose 

between work and professional development, obviously choose the one that pays the bills 

(Marcos et al., 2011). Often, even if an assistant principal is able to fit the training program into 

their schedule, the time invested is not as productive as hoped because many LEA-based 

programs focus too heavily on operational management. Predictably, the commitment to 

teaching management skills to these candidates results in programs that focus on instructional 

management instead of instructional leadership (Petrides et al., 2014).  

As daily supervisors and mentors, principals can provide meaningful opportunities for 

growth for their assistant principals (Barnett et al., 2012). Of these opportunities, one critical role 

a principal can play is that of recruiter (Gooden & Gonzales, 2012; Lahera & Normore, 2014). 

Principals can help recruit talented assistant principals into future principal roles, but their 

recruitment should not stop there. Principals should not only identify talented assistant principals 

for principalships, but also identify talented teachers and recruit them into administration 

(McCarthy, 2002). Once the candidates are working with a principal at a school, the principals 
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should understand that the experiences they provide are key to that assistant principal’s future 

success (Marcos et al., 2011). Formal mentoring by an established principal can provide a 

positive impact on the future success of the principal-to-be (Baier, 2013).  

Experiences that best prepare assistant principals for their next role include those that 

focus not only on instructional leadership but also on communication skills and conflict 

resolution. Many new principals identify time management and prioritizing commitments to be 

among the bigger challenges associated with their new roles. With this understanding, principals 

can share personal techniques for meeting these challenges in order to complement training on 

instructional strategies. Whether the principal’s efforts focus on the science of school leadership 

through instructional experiences or on the art of school leadership through interpersonal 

relations experiences, the more job-embedded these experiences are, the more successful they 

will be (Barnett et al., 2012).  

The LEA’s formal professional development plan for assistant principals supplements the 

day-to-day impact the principal has on an assistant principal’s preparation. While the LEA may 

provide the local training, authentic support for the training programs is not always a given. 

Successful programs have strong financial support and enjoy the backing of the LEA’s senior 

staff (Darling-Hammond et al., 2010). Some systems offer a generalized training program for all 

assistant principals, while others offer targeted training for a select number of assistant principals 

that have been specifically identified (Kearney & Valadez, 2015). One advantage that the LEA 

programs have over training by the building-level principal is the opportunity for the assistant 

principals to develop collegial learning networks (Enomoto, 2012). In fact, LEA-based programs 

would benefit from a move away from the operational aspects of the principalship and toward an 

increased focus on becoming collaborative instructional leaders (Petrides et al., 2014).  
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Successful LEA PPPs manage to balance teaching the technical skills necessary to 

survive the legalities of the role with encouraging the soft skills necessary to survive the 

interpersonal intricacies of the role. While the technical needs present themselves daily in the 

guise of laws, regulations, and policies, the interpersonal needs can be more elusive. Successful 

programs include training in identifying values and beliefs, developing and maintaining 

professional relationships, and fostering effective communication skills (Baxter et al., 2014).  

Principal Preparation Partnerships 

One way to address the gaps in university and LEA-based preparation programs is by 

way of partnerships designed to add structure and focus to the principal preparation process. In 

some cases, the partnerships are the result of federal educational legislation. In others, the 

partnerships are a result of state-level educational legislation. Still others are a product of 

nonprofit foundation support. Regardless of the partnership’s funding source, all partnerships 

involve a university partnering with an LEA on some level due to the university’s ownership of 

the degree and licensure programs and the LEA’s ownership of classrooms and candidates. 

While these partnerships vary in their sources, practices, and outcomes, they share a common 

goal of improving principal preparation for the nation’s public schools.  

In 2009, President Barack Obama announced a competitive grant program to foster 

educational innovation and reforms (Obama, 2009). In the Executive Summary for the program 

(2009), the U.S. Dept. of Education lists the priorities for the grant program. Among the six 

priorities listed are “Comprehensive Approach to Education Reform” and “School-Level 

Conditions for Reform, Innovation, and Learning” (pp. 4–5). North Carolina was among several 

states to submit applications for the grant program and was ultimately awarded $400 million in 

grant funding during the second round of application review (NCDPI, 2010). One element of 
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North Carolina’s grant application was the development of three regional leadership academies 

(RLAs) with a focus on developing principals qualified to address the emerging needs of North 

Carolina’s public schools (NCDPI, 2010). The intent of these RLAs is to develop PPPs that 

include a rigorous selection process, full-time internships, intensive coaching, and ongoing 

support (Brown, 2016). Ultimately, the goal of the RLA is to recruit, identify, train, and place 

principals that are equipped to address the needs of North Carolina’s low-performing schools 

(Brown, 2014).  

Brown (2016) investigated the effectiveness of North Carolina’s RLAs. In the study, 

Brown (2016) questioned whether the RLAs effectively recruited, selected, trained, and placed 

the candidates and whether the academies were a cost-effective alternative. Brown (2016) found 

that all three offered effective leadership preparation programs that reflected best practices. 

Additionally, the RLAs had “recruited and prepared over 60 ‘turnaround principal’ candidates” 

(Brown, 2016, p. 135).  

In a manner very similar to the Race to the Top grants issued by the Obama 

administration in 2009, North Carolina issued a similar grant opportunity to state-level education 

agencies in 2016 (NCASLD, 2016). This North Carolina competitive grant is a result of North 

Carolina Session Law 2015-241, Section 11.9 and provides funds to develop highly effective 

school principals in North Carolina (NCASLD, 2016). In contrast to the more comprehensive 

design of the Race to the Top grants, the PPP grants were designed specifically to address 

principal preparation in North Carolina. The PPP grant application calls for potential recipients 

to develop programs that (1) rigorously recruit and select applicants, (2) create a PPP that 

prepares leaders to provide instructional leadership, manage a school’s talent, build a positive 
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school culture, and develop organizational practices that promote school success, and (3) develop 

a data collection program to ensure continuous program improvement (NCASLD, 2016).  

In its application for the PPP grant, High Point University proposed funding for an 

innovative partnership with neighboring LEAs and businesses under the aegis of the High Point 

University Leadership Academy (Zwadyk, 2016). This academy has active and ongoing 

partnerships with seven local school systems and two non-educational leadership institutes. The 

proposal promises to facilitate candidate success through a partnership with the university staff, 

LEA leadership, and third-party executive coaches (Zwadyk, 2016). This partnership aspires to 

the development of leaders who are prepared to address the needs of low-performing schools and 

aligns with the conditions put forth in the PPP grant application (NCASLD, 2016; Zwadyk, 

2016). High Point University was awarded a PPP grant of approximately $2 million and is 

currently in Year One of implementation.  

Several components of these federal and state grants are similar. Both require rigorous 

recruitment and admissions screening. Both place a heavy emphasis on meaningful clinical or in-

service experiences. And both place importance on research-based best instructional leadership 

practices. In each of these cases, the grant opportunities resulted in partnerships between 

universities and LEAs. Research on the effectiveness of these alternative licensure programs 

continues. 

Not all innovative partnerships to develop school leaders are the result of government 

policy, nor are all leadership development partnerships in the state of North Carolina. The 

Academy for Leadership in Philadelphia Schools (ALPS) was a four-year partnership between 

Temple University and the Eli Broad Foundation (Temple University, 2010). This program, like 

the programs in North Carolina, was designed to both help create a sustainable administrator 
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pipeline for public schools and to specifically prepare leaders to address the needs of high 

poverty, low-performing schools. In 2010, the Urban Education Collaborative at Temple 

University completed a longitudinal study of the program. In their report, the Urban Education 

Collaborative (2010) noted that the ALPS, like others, struggled to recruit diversity candidates, 

especially candidates of Hispanic ethnicity. Additional concerns involved a lack of clarity among 

participants related to the principal selection process.  

As stated earlier, ultimately the LEA leadership and local board of education retains the 

right to select and place principals, not the directors or managers of the grant program. Although 

the program was short-lived and had drawbacks, the Urban Education Collaborative study 

ultimately determined that the ALPS program was “an innovative approach to principal 

recruitment and development that ensured the preparation of three cohorts of new leaders” 

(Temple University, 2010, p. 4).  

Partnerships like the ones described above are emerging venues by which LEAs and 

universities can collaborate to better prepare public school leaders. Unfortunately, as was the 

case in Philadelphia, these partnerships can be too limited to supply the leaders needed to support 

public schools of the future. As elected officials change, so do the programs generated by their 

education platforms. While innovative partnerships may serve to triage immediate, specific 

leadership needs in specific LEAs, a more comprehensive approach to leadership development is 

necessary to meet the comprehensive leadership needs of public education. 

Recommendations for PPPs 

In a case study of what elements drive the redesign of leadership development programs, 

Buskey and Jacobs (2009) identified three “catalysts” that can spur the reconstitution of existing 

university education leadership—external catalysts, internal catalysts, and bridge catalysts 
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(Buskey & Jacobs, 2009). External catalysts are defined as elements in place in the educational 

landscape that are beyond the control of the university. Legislative changes and changes to 

professional standards may be identified as external catalysts. Internal catalysts, in contrast, are 

those elements that are within the control and purview of the university, specifically of its 

college of education. Examples of internal catalysts include the priorities or beliefs of the faculty 

and the pressure to maintain program enrollment. The final catalyst, the bridge catalyst, is 

student focused. Student catalysts include student demographics and student needs (Buskey & 

Jacobs, 2009). An awareness of these catalysts will help drive any successful redesign efforts at 

the university level.  

Currently, most aspiring principals start their journey at the university level, so it stands 

to reason that universities have a major role to play in the improvement of preparation programs. 

The literature suggests that in order to start the improvement process, universities will have to 

first accept that business as usual is not creating the desired results (Breault, 2010; Davis & 

Darling-Hammond, 2012; Hess & Kelly, 2007; McCarthy, 2002). Significant changes in 

program scope and sequence will be necessary. Only by acknowledging that the current 

university programs perpetuate existing problems will universities will then be able to meet the 

challenges of developing new programs (Breault, 2010).  

A UCEA (2016b) policy brief, “Recruitment and Selection of Educational Leadership 

Candidates,” criticizes current school leadership preparation programs (SLPP) for limited and 

shortsighted recruitment practices that result in a disproportionate number of white male 

candidates in current SLPP programs. The report goes on to criticize the field of PPPs for a “lack 

of robust empirical research connecting practice to outcomes despite 20 years of documentation 

in the field calling for further research” (UCEA, 2016b, p. 1). The UCEA issued five 
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recommendations for recruitment and selection improvements for SLPPs:  (1) state-level policy 

to guide school SLPPs, (2) alignment of recruitment and selection processes with SLPP’s vision 

and the LEA standards, (3) SLPPs maintain well-developed LEA partnerships, (4) engage in 

active recruitment of a diverse pool of candidates into SLPPS, and (5) conduct more empirical 

research on SLPP recruitment and selection and the outcomes associated with such recruitment 

and selection.  

Among the most referenced and cited studies in the field of principal preparation and 

program reform is the volume of work associated with the Wallace Foundation and the Stanford 

Educational Leadership Institute. In a comprehensive review of research in the field, Davis, 

Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, and Meyerson (2005) identified four elements of effective 

programming: (1) “Essential Elements of Good Leadership,” or the principal’s ability learn how 

to support teachers, to manage the curriculum in ways that support student learning, and to 

transform schools into effective organizations that foster powerful teaching and learning (p. 6); 

(2) “Features of Effective Programs,” or programs that are research-based, have curricular 

coherence, provide experience in authentic contexts, use cohort groupings, engage mentors, and 

are structured to provide collaborative articulation between the university and the LEA (p. 8); (3) 

“Multiple Pathways to Leadership Development,” because school-level leadership is very 

contextual, and the traditional, generic pathway to licensure should be replaced by innovative 

programs from universities, LEAs, nonprofits, statewide leadership academies, and targeted 

partnerships (pp. 14–19); (4) “Policy Reform and Finances,” which calls for state-level policy to 

drive innovative program design with the attendant budgets to ensure the programs’ success (p. 

20). These elements serve as a foundation for reform and redesign efforts in PPPs. 
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In a study of five effective university preparation programs, Davis and Darling-

Hammond (2012) identified seven key features in effective university preparation programs. The 

first feature is a program that is coherently organized around a clear and established set of values 

related to leadership and learning. The curricular features are a standards-based curriculum 

heavily focused on instructional leadership, organizational development, and change 

management that is delivered through active instructional strategies, such as problem-based 

learning. Rigorous recruitment and selection into a cohort model that includes an intensive field 

internship with close, skilled supervision are the next effective features. The final feature is a 

strong partnership with local school districts (Davis & Darling-Hammond, 2012). Of these 

features, Davis and Darling-Hammond (2012) determined that the features that caused these five 

effective programs to most differ from more traditional programs were a strong partnership with 

a local school district or LEA, a cohort model that allowed candidates to work through the 

program together, and a portfolio based system of measuring candidate competence. As noted in 

the study, these indicators align with the principals of adult learning theory (Knowles, Holton, & 

Swanson, 2005). These features serve as a blueprint for recommendations for program 

improvement.  

In a study of California’s PPPs, Marcos, Witmer, Foland, Vouga, and Wise (2011) 

surveyed superintendents and assistant superintendents to identify areas in which the university 

programs demonstrated effectiveness and deficits. Among the areas that the superintendents and 

assistant superintendents found to be effective were the areas of standards-based instruction and 

instructional leadership (Marcos et al., 2011). The areas the survey denoted as areas of deficit 

included preparation for leading a school in an urban setting, systems thinking, the application of 

theory to practice, and the influence of leadership on a school’s success (Marcos et al., 2011). 
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The unique challenges associated with leading an urban school continue to be a common theme 

in the literature. Other common themes present in this study are the use of standards, the 

importance of instructional leadership, the necessity of systems thinking, and the difficulties of 

transferring theory into practice.  

In potential response to the catalysts mentioned above, many universities engage in PPP 

evaluation and potential redesign. Reames’s (2010) review of the redesign of the principal 

preparation at Auburn University lists several key features of the redesigned program. Among 

the important elements were a commitment to a cohort model, real-world field experiences with 

close supervision and monitoring, and a capstone project. An additional interesting and 

seemingly outdated element of the program was a commitment to face-to-face instruction in lieu 

of online offerings (Reames, 2010). In a review of the PPP at the University of Texas at Austin, 

Gooden and Gonzalez (2012) identified the three most effective elements of the program to be 

the rigorous recruitment and selection process, the program’s cohort model, and its emphasis on 

authentic learning experiences. Finally, Ringler, Rouse, and St. Clair (2012) evaluated the 

internship experiences of students in East Carolina University’s PPP by surveying the 

participants against the NCSE. After surveying over 100 leadership candidates, Ringler et al. 

determined that communication and instructional leadership were the NCSE standards most 

often applied during their internships (Ringler et al., 2012). The three individual studies 

underscore the themes of cohort design, authentic field experiences, standards-based programs, 

and a focus on instructional leadership.  

True university program reform does not start with the admissions office or with the 

course catalog. In far too many cases, university education leadership preparation programs are 

led by faculty with little to no school-level leadership experience (Barnett et al., 2012).  
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In addition to adding faculty members with proven school leadership experience, a 

commitment needs to be made to increase minority representation among the education 

leadership faculties (Gardiner & Enomoto, 2004). This need for increased minority 

representation extends from faculty to the admission of new students. Although the landscape of 

public education continues to become more diverse, minorities continue to be underrepresented 

in education leadership programs (Gronn & Lacey, 2016; McCarthy, 2002; UCEA, 2016b). Any 

efforts to improve a preparation program must include efforts to recruit talented minority 

candidates. While a critical starting point, the need for increased minority representation does not 

end with faculty and student recruitment. The need for diversity extends into the curriculum 

design of preparation programs. In order to better meet the changing needs of public school 

stakeholders, university programs must add required coursework in multicultural leadership 

(Gardiner & Enomoto, 2004; Marshall & Oliva, 2010).  

The limited focus on minority participation and diversity of curriculum is an example of 

the generic nature of many university programs. Although studies suggest that the success of a 

preparation program and its participants is tied to the specific school sites involved, most 

university programs are very similar regardless of their geographical location (Clayton, 2014; 

Gardiner & Enomoto, 2004). Moving forward, programs would benefit from more closely 

resembling their communities rather than demonstrating close alignment with other university 

programs across the region or state (Gardiner & Enomoto, 2004). If, as stated earlier, most 

participants attend a university program that is within a 50-mile radius, then more closely 

tailoring programs to match their local communities will result in more diversity among the 

programs and better prepared participants.  
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While an attention to diversity, socioeconomic status, and community all contribute to a 

university’s ability to effectively develop leaders, ultimately the curricula and its delivery has the 

biggest influence on a leadership candidate’s preparation. In an effort to more closely align a 

university’s curricular offerings with the local LEA that its graduating candidates serve, Kearney 

and Herrington (2013) developed a program at Texas A&M-San Antonio that includes a 

simulated realistic job preview (RJP) in its PPP. According to the Kearney and Herrington 

(2013), RJP is a curricular innovation designed to close the gap “between what is taught in our 

classes and what is expected of program graduates in the field” (p. 71). In an effort to more 

closely connect the realities of a role with the candidate’s assumptions of the role, ultimately RJP 

strives provide the candidates with a realistic understanding of all the aspects of a role prior to 

the candidate starting the position (Kearney & Herrington, 2013).  

The Texas A&M-San Antonio RJP contained the standard curricular requirements of 

school law, finance, and governance theory, but leadership candidates were also required to 

respond to real-world scenarios provided by principals at work in the local LEA. The scenarios 

included items based on interactions with parents, safety and student discipline, and supervision 

of staff (Kearney & Herrington, 2013). While the scenario topics above are difficult to fit into a 

traditional university program’s syllabus, they are very real leadership challenges in many LEAs. 

RLP is an innovative curricular offering that does address, to some degree, the disconnect 

between the university experience and the LEA workplace. 

Another innovative university program focuses on the delivery, rather than the content, of 

its leadership development curricula. In an effort to allow leadership candidates to more closely 

connect with the content, a team of professors at Virginia Commonwealth University developed 

an instructional content delivery program based on web-based videogaming technologies 
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(Shakeshaft, Becker, Mann, Reardon, & Robinson, 2013). The immersive program, called “A 

Year in the Life of a Middle School Principal,” allows leadership candidates the opportunity to 

respond to real-world issues at the fictional, virtual Charles Thomas Jones Middle School 

(Shakeshaft et al., 2013). Candidates are presented “in-box” type scenarios based on the 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards. In a fashion similar to videogaming, 

the candidates are required to respond to elements of a scenario. Their responses then trigger 

additional decision points based on their prior answers. Ultimately, the candidate not only 

experiences the opportunity to respond to a scenario but also the opportunity to respond to the 

ramifications and consequences of each decision. The program’s design includes focus groups of 

experienced sitting principals to help maintain a high degree of fidelity in the program and its 

outcomes (Shakeshaft et al., 2013). This innovative program’s focus on standards-based 

instruction coupled with the inherent self-efficacy offered by the immersive experience make it 

an intriguing option for leadership development. 

Theoretical Framework for Principal Preparation 

Determining the level of effectiveness of a PPP is a difficult task. As stated earlier, the 

disconnects related to the content and timeline associated with aspiring school leader’s ascension 

to the role of principal provide a multitude of variables that can be difficult to measure. One 

method of determining a preparation program’s effectiveness may rest with the individual 

participants’ perception of their level of preparedness. The transfer of this perception of 

preparedness into school-level outcomes may provide opportunities to then evaluate whether the 

preparation program was effective.  

In his work on self-efficacy, Albert Bandura provides a way to connect perceptions and 

beliefs into practice (1977). There are specific elements of Bandura’s work that help provide a 
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context upon which to better understand the topic. Specifically, Bandura’s social cognitive 

theory connects a leader’s self-efficacy to their ability to function in changing environments 

(1986).  

McCormick defines leadership self-efficacy as “a person’s confidence in their ability to 

successfully lead a group.” (2016, p. 30). Restated, leadership self-efficacy speaks to whether an 

individual believes they have the ability to perform the important tasks necessary to lead a 

school. This idea of being able to translate confidence and ability into actions is at the heart of 

this study. 

As noted earlier, the NCSE is based on work by the Wallace Foundation in 2003. These 

standards are deeply rooted in practices of effective principals. In other words, the standards in 

place for North Carolina’s school-level leaders are based on actionable items, not theory or 

mythical ideals. Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy allows for a connection between the 

perceptions of new principals and the actionable standards expected of North Carolina’s school-

level leaders.  

Conclusions and Implications 

While the literature related to PPPs can be as varied and unstructured as the programs 

themselves, some common themes do emerge. For example, the literature leaves little doubt that 

principals are critical to the academic and cultural success of a school. Similarly, in order to 

serve as a principal, and educator must complete a variety of a degree and licensure programs in 

order to serve in their role. This common gatekeeper is in play across the literature. The literature 

also consistently addresses the in-service component present in LEAs, whether it consists of a 

formal program or simply mentoring by the building-level principal. Another consistent theme 

involves the challenges of balancing the seemingly competing values of research-based theory 
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and school-level practice. The importance of a strong focus on instructional leadership also 

permeates the literature. Coupled with this instructional focus is the need for programs to include 

training in interpersonal skills and communication. A final theme that resonates through the 

literature is the idea that any efforts to improve PPPs require improved relationships between 

universities and LEAs.  

There is nearly a four-year gap between an administrator’s university experience and 

their ascension to the role of principal. The current dichotomy of the university programs and 

their LEA counterparts creates gaps in an aspiring principal’s knowledge base. There is little 

evidence of university involvement in the development of school administrators once they leave 

the university setting. Assistant principals who forgo doctorate-level coursework appear to also 

forgo any additional university-based preparation for the principalship. Additional investigation 

into this time and content lag is warranted. Universities may be missing an opportunity to 

provide ongoing professional development to their graduates once they leave their campuses. 

Also warranted is more investigation into the scope and sequence of university programs 

and their LEA counterparts. The literature suggests that a move toward university content that 

focuses on the realities of an educational leader’s daily challenges would better suit aspiring 

principals. Topics like conflict resolution and strategic problem-solving should accompany the 

institutional sacred cows of educational finance and law in university programs. In similar 

fashion, LEA programs should explore ways to more formalize the scope and sequence of their 

technical content to include more general leadership skills that will transfer to early success in 

the principalship. 

Currently, the path to one of the most important roles in public education appears to 

consist of loosely organized, disjointed experiences that are pieced together by the individuals 
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seeking the roles. They are forced to self-identify themselves for the role, earn their degree and 

licensure, secure and maintain a role as an assistant principal, garner whatever professional 

development experiences they can, and then hope for the day they are selected to lead a school. 

Opportunities exist for universities and LEAs to partner and take control of this fragmented 

process and improve its outcomes.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 

The literature review in Chapter 2 provides an overview of the current principal 

preparation practices in public education. The literature describes the best attributes of effective 

university-based programs and the ideal attributes of LEA-based PPPs. Missing in the literature 

are examples of ongoing PPPs that connect the university experience to the practical, day-to-day 

experience of the aspiring principal. A common theme in the literature is the need to provide a 

preparation experience that equips the new principal to meet both the theoretical and practical 

demands of the role. The NCSE provides a framework to identify the competencies new 

principals need to master in order to be effective.  

This study is an attempt to identify which of the NCSE that new principals were best 

prepared to tackle in their first year. This quantitative study will measure their perceptions of 

their level of preparedness and self-efficacy on each of the standards in an effort to determine if 

patterns and trends exist that are specific to each standard. If these patterns exist, they will add to 

the body of literature related to effective PPPs. 

This chapter will begin with an explanation of and justification for the design of this 

study. The design will be followed by the research questions to be explored in the study. Once 

the design and research questions have been defined, the next two sections will then define the 

context in which the study takes place and the participants to be included. The data collection 

procedures and data analysis methods will then follow. The chapter will conclude with a 

summary of the methods used throughout the study.  

Design of Study 

According to Creswell (2014), several decisions should inform the approach to use to 

study a topic. The initial elements to be considered are the worldview assumptions the researcher 
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brings to the study, the research design that best fits this worldview, and the specific methods 

that will best allow the researcher to translate the approach into practice. Added to these 

elements are the personal experience of the researcher and the intended audience of the study.  

The three most common research designs are quantitative, qualitative, and mixed 

methods (Creswell, 2014; Lochmiller & Lester, 2017). Fowler (2008), as quoted in Creswell, 

indicates that the quantitative research design known as survey research provides a “numeric 

description of trends, attitudes, or opinions of a population” by studying a sample of that 

population (2014, pp. 41–42). This design aligns with the research questions and nature of this 

study, the personal experience of the researcher, and the intended audience of the study and will, 

therefore, serve as the design employed.  

This study was a nonexperimental descriptive study. As cited in Lochmiller and Lester, 

Kerlinger defines nonexperimental research as inquiries in which the investigator has no control 

of the independent variable (2017, p.127). The independent variable in this study, participation in 

an LEA-based PPP, is a variable that has been determined by the participants in the study prior to 

the start of this investigation and is therefore beyond the control of the investigator. More details 

related to the variables in use in this investigation follow in later chapters.  

I based the survey on the current Executive Standards for North Carolina School Leaders. 

While quantitative studies can range from experimental designs with several variables to 

nonexperimental designs that are correlational in nature, this study was limited to a 

nonexperimental, descriptive design (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017). The electronic survey asked 

respondents to denote their level of preparedness to address the executive standards in place for 

school-level leaders in North Carolina at the time they assumed their first position as principal. 

The respondents were 53 principals currently working in the LEA of the researcher. For the 
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purposes of this study, this cross-sectional survey was administered only once. However, as the 

results of the study are described in Chapters 4 and 5, further administration to newly appointed 

principals may be indicated. The results of the survey were compared across the standards 

addressed. The study aims to identify patterns and trends in the perceptions of new principals 

related to their preparedness to assume the role.  

Research Questions 

The research questions for this investigation align with the purpose and goals of this 

quantitative study. The results of the survey will be used to address the following questions: 

1) To what extent do principals perceive that their PPP, or programs, prepared them 

to be school leaders as measured by the North Carolina Standards for School Leaders? 

2) Does a significant difference exist between the perceptions of preparedness of 

principals with university-only preparation as compared to principals that participated in 

supplemental, LEA-based preparation programs? 

Data collected from the surveys will be used to determine the general level of 

preparedness principals’ report as a result of their preparation programs.  

Context of the Study 

This study is set in a suburban LEA in North Carolina near a major city. The LEA 

consists of 53 schools hosting approximately 40,000 students. Of the 53 schools, 30 serve the 

elementary schools (kindergarten through fifth grade), nine serve middle schools (sixth through 

eighth grade), 11 serve the high schools (ninth through 12th grade), and three specialty schools 

serve a range of grade levels. The schools in the LEA range from those receiving Title I support 

to those that rank among the wealthiest in North Carolina. Similarly, as denoted by the North 
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Carolina School Report Card, the LEA supports schools that range from school grades of A+ to 

F. Although the scores of individual schools within the LEA vary, as a unit, the LEA consistently 

demonstrates high performance as measured by the North Carolina School Report Card, 

especially when compared to similarly situated LEAs across the state ("North Carolina School 

Report Cards," n.d.).  

The study is designed to determine the perception of preparedness of new principals. The 

LEA placed 127 principals in the ten-year span between the school years 2007–2008 and 2017–

2018. The LEA, as a result of population and enrollment growth, also added six new schools 

during this time period. By grade level, the new principal placements consisted of 69 in the 

LEA’s 30 elementary schools, 22 in the LEA’s nine middle schools, 31 in the LEA’s 11 high 

schools, and five in the LEA’s specialty schools (Exceptional Children’s Center, Discipline 

Alternative School, and preschool site). Not all of these placements were new hires; some of the 

placements were the result of veteran principals moving from one school within the LEA to 

another. The survey is designed to limit the principals’ responses to their perception of their 

initial year in the role.  

Demographics of the Study 

The participants in this study will be the 53 principals currently serving as building-level 

principals in the LEA. The current group of principals consists of 22 males and 31 females. The 

grade-level breakdown of the genders of the principals is as follows: the elementary schools have 

six male principals and 24 female principals, the middle schools have seven male principals and 

two female principals, the high schools have six male principals and five female principals, and 

all three specialty schools are led by males. The LEA does not currently have any principals who 

have explicitly identified as non-binary on the gender spectrum.  
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While participants reflect a wide range of experience in terms of years served, the 

participants do not reflect a wide range of experience in terms of service in other LEAs. Of the 

current pool of participants, only three assumed their role as principal by leaving another LEA. 

The LEA has a history of hiring administrators from within the LEA. Over the same 10-year 

span in which 127 principal placements were made, only nine could be defined as hires from 

outside the LEA. Of the “outside hires,” three were at the elementary level, two were at the 

middle school level, and four were at the high school level. Five of the principal placements from 

outside the LEA occurred between 2007 and 2016, while the remaining four occurred in the two-

year span of 2016–2018.  

Instruments Used in the Study 

The instrument to be used in this study is an adaptation of the NCPEL Education Leader 

Survey. The instrument was used with permission from the organization. While the existing 

instrument aligned with the purposes and goals of this study, it was modified to better align with 

the particular objectives of the research. The major modifications of the instrument were its 

singular focus on the respondent’s participation in an LEA-based preparation program and the 

respondent’s initial experiences during their first year of the principalship. I added a series of 

questions about whether the respondent participated in an LEA-based PPP, which is not a data 

point that was captured on the original instrument, while others are adjusted to limit the response 

to a respondent’s initial year as principal. Other questions related to academic or work 

experience have also been modified to more closely align with the scope of this investigation. 

Finally, several questions related to gender, race, and nationality are beyond the scope of this 

investigation and were omitted to avoid confusion.  
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The original NCPEL Education Leader Survey instrument consists of 58 questions. The 

first 18 questions are designed to capture demographic information about the respondent. In the 

original survey, the participant is asked to respond to questions about the location of their 

university-based preparation program, year of completion, and type of certification awarded. 

After the university information is completed, the next section of questions is designed to capture 

specific information related to the participant’s teaching experience, principal experience, and 

schools served. This section includes questions about participation in the North Carolina 

Teaching Fellows and Principal Fellows program. The introductory section of the survey 

concludes with specific demographic questions about the participant’s gender and race.  

The remaining 40 questions on the original survey instrument follow a predictable pattern 

of questioning. The respondent is asked the same five questions in relation to the eight NCSE. 

The format consists of a statement of the standard, followed by four Likert scale questions. The 

first two questions ask the participant to respond on a five-point Likert scale on their perception 

of their level of preparedness related to the standard, while the next two questions ask for 

information about frequency of use of the standard. In a study published in the Journal of 

Applied Psychology, Maurer and Pierce (1998) assert that Likert-type studies offer an acceptable 

method of measuring self-efficacy among respondents. The survey’s five-point Likert scale is 

similar in design to other LEA-based surveys that principals are asked to complete as part of 

their professional responsibilities, which should limit participant confusion with the instrument. 

The final question in each of the eight, standards-based sections provides an opportunity for the 

participant to provide an open-ended response.  

While I modified the original NCPEL Educational Leaders Survey to more closely align 

with the goals of this study, I limited the modifications to help maintain the initial validity of the 
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original instrument. In the introductory demographics section, I changed the initial question 

about the location and identity of the initially licensing institution to capture whether the 

candidate’s initial licensure was earned in North Carolina or in another state. I omitted questions 

about the type of licensure and year of completion and replaced them with a request to identify 

how long ago the responded served in their first principalship. Rather than asking the grade level 

of their school, I sought to capture the grade level of the school in which the participant initially 

entered the principalship. Analyzing the impact of participation in the North Carolina Teaching 

Fellows or Principal Fellows program is beyond the scope of this investigation, but participation 

(or not) in an LEA-based PPP is elemental to the research questions posed, therefore the 

Fellows-based questions were replaced with a question about whether the participant attended an 

LEA-based preparation program. This question concluded the introductory portion of the 

modified survey instrument. 

In similar fashion to the original survey instrument, the modified NCPEL Educational 

Leadership Survey follows a predictable pattern of questioning related to the eight North 

Carolina Standards for School Leaders. Of the five original questions posed for each standard, 

one remained intact, one experienced a verb tense adjustment, and the other three were omitted. 

The questions that remained asked the participant to reflect on their first experience as a 

principal and then respond to a question of preparedness to address a given standard and their 

frequency of use of that standard. A question about a current state assessment was beyond the 

scope of this investigation, so it was omitted. Similarly, the open-ended question asking for 

improvements was omitted.  

Once permission was granted to begin the study, the survey was emailed to the principals 

of the LEA via the third-party vendor Qualtrics. The participants were given two weeks to 
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respond to the survey, with a follow-up email after the first week to those participants who had 

not yet completed the instrument. I anticipated a high rate of return on the survey due to the 

small size of the surveyed population and my relationship with the surveyed population, but a 

100% response rate was unlikely. My goal was to have a minimum of 50% response rate among 

the participants, which would constitute a sample size of approximately 27 of the 53 principals in 

the surveyed population. This 50% response rate would improve my ability to generate results 

that are generalizable to the LEA’s population of all 53 principals (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 

2008). A copy of the survey can be found in the appendix of this study.  

Data Collection Procedures 

Data collection was provided by the Qualtrics product. The surveys were emailed to the 

principals in the participating LEA. Once the surveys were delivered, the participants accessed 

and completed the survey on the Qualtrics site. Once completed, the results were exported from 

Qualtrics to an Excel spreadsheet for further analysis.  

Once the data had been gathered and analyzed, the resultant information was used to 

determine if the study produced answers to any of the research questions posed earlier—

specifically, which standards the principals perceived themselves to be best equipped to manage 

as they started their first term as principal.  

Data Analysis 

Lochmiller and Lester (2017) propose a cyclical approach to data analysis that consists of 

four steps: (1) preparing the data set, (2) identifying the variables, (3) calculating descriptive 

statistics, and (4) calculating inferential statistics (p.190). I will use this quantitative data analysis 

cycle to analyze the data generated by this investigation. 
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Preparing the Data Set 

The Qualtrics product allowed for the transferring of the responses to a comma-separated 

values file, which was then imported into the Microsoft product Excel for sorting and 

manipulation.  

Initially, the data was sorted by the demographic elements captured in the introductory 

portion of the survey. In this initial stage, I was able to make several determinations related to 

the pool of respondents. A major, initial determination to be made at this stage was which 

respondents participated in an LEA-based preparation program and which did not. Beyond this 

initial dichotomy, I was able to categorize the respondents by their years of experience, the grade 

level of their first school, and the state in which the respondent was first licensed. 

 

Identifying the Variables 

Creswell (2014) defines research variables as, “characteristics or attributes of an 

individual or organization that can be measured or observed and that varies among the people or 

organization being studied” (p.84). Once defined, variables are then further divided into types 

that include independent variables, dependent variables, intervening or mediating variables, 

moderating variables, control variables, and confounding variables (Creswell, 2014). For the 

purposes of this investigation, the variables will be limited to independent or predictor variables, 

which are not controlled by another variable, and dependent or outcome variables, which are 

reactive or responsive to another variable (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017).  

The independent variable in this investigation is whether or not a respondent participated 

in an LEA-based PPP. The surveyed population consists of potential respondents who 

participated in a program of this type and those who did not. Therefore, the survey data will 
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consist of respondents from both groups. The dependent variable in this investigation is the 

respondent’s perception of preparedness to address the North Carolina Standards for School 

Leaders. A major element of the investigation’s design is to compare whether the independent 

variable, the LEA-based preparation program, had a significant impact on the dependent 

variable, the respondents’ perception of preparedness.  

Calculating Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics present as patterns, trends, or frequencies in the data and are often 

measured for central tendency and variability (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017). In this investigation, 

one example of frequency was the number of respondents in the group that participated in the 

LEA-based program and the number of respondents that did not participate in a group of this 

type. The central tendencies to be investigated were mean and mode results of the total pool of 

respondents as well as the two groups described earlier. According to Lochmiller and Lester 

(2017) the mean is the best measure of central tendency for most purposes, but for the purposes 

of this investigation, the mode will be an important indicator as well because it denotes the most 

common response to each question.  

In addition to determining the mean and mode of the responses on the survey, I generated 

data related to how the responses varied. Measures of variability can include investigations into 

the range of the responses, the standard deviation of the scores, and the curve-based distribution 

of the scores (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017). For the purposes of this investigation, I confined the 

analysis to the variability of the range of the scores and the attendant population and sample 

variance. In this investigation, the range on one specific survey questions may vary from Not 

Prepared to Very Well Prepared when calculated across the entire survey pool, which would be 

an example of population variance. But, if the two predefined groups of respondents are divided, 
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the range for each subgroup could be much narrower, which would be an example of 

investigating the sample variance (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017).  

Calculating Inferential Statistics 

In contrast to the use of descriptive statistics, which analyze the data related to the 

respondents, the application of inferential statistics allowed me to generalize the results of the 

study to the larger population (Lochmiller & Lester, 2017). The method used in this investigation 

was a t test to determine if significant differences exist between the groups on specific questions 

about specific standards.  

According to Lochmiller and Lester (2017), the t test is the most basic inferential test and 

is useful in comparing scores from two groups. The mean and responses from the two groups 

identified in this investigation were subject to a t test to determine if significant differences exist 

between the two groups’ perceptions of preparedness.  

Summary of Methods 

Chapter 3 in this study provided an overview of the research methods in place for this 

study. In the introduction, I reviewed the gap in literature related to principal preparation as it 

applied to standards and the opportunity to add to the body of work on principal preparation. 

After the introduction, in the section on research design, I identified the study as a cross-

sectional, nonexperimental quantitative survey that was electronically administered and which 

restated the research questions to be addressed. I described the context of the study and the 

participants in the next section, which led to a detailed description of the instrument to be used in 

the study. The chapter concludes with specifics related to data collection and analysis. Chapter 4 
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will provide a detailed description of the results, followed by a discussion of the same results in 

Chapter 5.  
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Chapter 4: Results 

The problem investigated in this study is the gap in literature comparing principal 

perceptions of self-efficacy after completion of university-based PPPs with the perceptions of 

self-efficacy of principals who supplemented their university-based programs with LEA-based 

PPPs. A review of the literature shows that there is a significant volume of work on university-

based and LEA-based programs individually; however, little focus appears to be directed at the 

comparative effectiveness of the two as measured by the beginning principal’s perception of self-

efficacy. Specifically, very little literature provides a glimpse into the self-efficacy of beginning 

principals as measured by the executive standards in place for North Carolina’s principals.  

The purpose of this study was to determine which of these executive standards the 

surveyed principals were best and least prepared to address as they started their initial foray into 

the principalship. Additionally, the study attempts to determine if participation in an LEA-based 

PPP had an impact on the principals’ perceptions of preparedness for the role.  

The results of the study are presented in this chapter. As stated earlier, the study consisted 

of a survey distributed to a single LEA’s current team of 53 principals. Specifically, the survey 

asked the participants to reflect on their first year as a principal and answer Likert scale questions 

related to the executive standards in place for North Carolina’s principals. In addition to the 

standards-based questions, the participants were also asked to answer several demographic 

questions to allow the researcher to potentially identify commonalities or differences among the 

participants’ characteristics.  

The chapter begins with a brief review of the research methodology and the instrument 

used to collect the data. Following the methodology review is an examination of the 

characteristics of the respondents to the survey. Once the survey methods and the respondents 
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are more closely defined, the chapter presents the descriptive statistics associated with the 

participants’ responses. After the descriptive statistics have been presented, the chapter then 

progresses to an examination of inferential statistics based on the response data. The chapter 

concludes with a summary of the methodology, participants, and results of the study. 

Methodology and Data Collection 

 The participants received the study’s survey via the internet-based survey platform 

Qualtrics. The survey was distributed via email to the participating principals’ school system 

email account. The email consisted of an explanation of the study’s purpose, the timeline 

associated with participation, and assurances that the study was approved by the sponsoring 

university’s IRB. Additionally, the email included assurances that participation in the study was 

both confidential and voluntary. Finally, the email offered a link to the Qualtrics site that allowed 

the participants to participate in the study.  

 The participants were allotted two weeks to participate in the study. Three reminders 

were sent during the open survey period via a Qualtrics setting that allowed me to contact only 

the nonresponsive participants. The survey was closed at the end of the two-week window, at 

which point the respondent data was transferred from the Qualtrics platform to the Microsoft 

product Excel for analysis.  

Characteristics of Respondents 

 The survey was distributed to the current 53 principals serving in the identified LEA. 

Table 1 denotes the number and response rates from the principals surveyed. The table captures 

the number of respondents that completed the entire survey as well as those who partially 

completed the survey.  
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Table 1 

NCPEL Principal Survey (adapted) Participation and Response Rates 
 

LEA Participants 
Number 
sampled 

Number of 
respondents 

Response  
rate 

Completed survey 53 32 60% 
Partially completed survey 53 2 4% 
Total 53 34 64% 

Note: Participation rates are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

  

The response rate exceeded my goal of a 50% return and, as stated in Chapter 3, should 

provide data that can be generalizable to the entire participant pool (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 

2008). Confidentiality requirements limited my ability to identify any characteristics or 

commonalities among respondents. Therefore, I have not presented data on who responded as 

opposed to those who did not respond. However, once an individual participant agreed to 

respond, I was able to identify and define specific characteristics of that respondent based on 

their individual responses to specific survey questions.  

Fully completed surveys (n=32) provided me with demographic information on 

participant characteristics related to state of licensure, year in which the participant first served 

as principal, level in which the participant first served as principal, and whether or not the 

participant participated in a PPP. The incomplete surveys (n=2) did not offer any responses to 

four initial demographic-style questions. All the respondents (n=34) provided responses to the 

standards-based Likert scale questions on preparedness.  

Initial Licensure 

The survey asked the respondents several initial, demographic-style questions prior to 

shifting the focus to standards and preparedness. In an effort to potentially provide a context for 
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the participants’ initial licensure program, the first of these demographic questions asked the 

respondents to identify whether their initial, university-based principal licensure program was 

through a university in the state of North Carolina or from another state. Of the 34 participants, 

Table 2 lists their responses to this initial question of licensure. 

 

Table 2 

Participant Initial State of Licensure 

State of Licensure Number of responses Percentage of responses 
North Carolina 26 76% 
Another state 6 18% 
Incomplete survey  2 6% 
Total 34 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

 

 Among the respondents, 76% (n=26) identified their initial state of licensure as North 

Carolina, the state in which the study was conducted. Approximately 18% (n=6) of the 

respondents denote a state other than North Carolina as their initial state of principal licensure. 

The survey did not provide a vehicle by which a respondent could identify the specific state in 

which they earned initial principal licensure. As noted earlier, 6% (n=2) of the responses did not 

provide an answer to this specific question.  

Year of First Principalship 

 In an effort to capture data on just how long it had been since each participant actually 

served their first year as principal, the second demographic question on the survey asked the 

respondents to select the year in which they first served as principal from a list of five-year-long 

increments. Table 3 denotes the participants’ responses to this question.  
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Table 3 

Year in Which Participant First Served as Principal 

Year range Number of responses Percentage of responses 
Prior to 2000  0  0% 
2000–2005  1  3% 
2006–2010   10  30% 
2011–2015 12 35% 
After 2015 9 26% 
Incomplete Survey 2 6% 
Total 34 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

  

Most of the respondents, 35% (n=12), entered their first year as principal between the 

year 2011 and 2015. The second most common year range was 2006–2010, at 26% (n=10). 

Closely following the two most common responses was the year range starting in 2015 and going 

to the present date, which resulted in a 26% (n=9) response rate. Only one participant listed their 

initial year as principal as occurring prior to 2006 and no participant identified their first year 

occurring prior to the year 2000. Again, 6% (n=2) of the respondents did not respond to this 

specific question. 

Type of School for First Principalship 

I attempted to collect data on the type, or grade level, of school in which the participants 

first served as principal. The participants were given the opportunity to select the type or level of 

school from four choices: elementary school, middle school, high school, or some other grade 

configuration. Table 4 lists the responses to the survey question asking to identify the level of 

school in which the participant first served as principal. 
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Table 4 

Type of School in Which Participant First Served as Principal 

School Number of responses Percentage of responses 
Elementary school 21 61% 
Middle school 6 18% 
High school  3 9% 
Some other grade configuration 2 6% 
Incomplete Survey 2 6% 
Total 34 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

  

Of the respondents, the overwhelming majority, 61% (n=21), identified elementary 

school as where they first served as principal. Following the elementary schools, 18% (n=6) 

listed middle school as their first placement. High schools then followed at 9% (n=3). Two 

participants, 6% of the respondents, started their careers as principals in a school configuration 

other than the traditional elementary, middle, or high school platform.  

Participation in a PPP 

While the first three demographic questions provide some context for the participants’ 

initial principal placement, the fourth and final demographic questions are elemental to the 

purpose and results of the investigation. The fourth demographic question asks the respondent if 

they participated in an LEA-based PPP after their initial university licensure experience. The 

responses to this question, along with the remaining survey questions, addressed the eight 

executive standards and generated the bulk of the data to be analyzed in this investigation. Table 

5 provides a visual representation of the responses to the question focused on participation in a 

PPP.  

Table 5 
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Participation in a PPP 

Participation in Principal  
Preparation Program Number of responses Percentage of responses 
Yes 19 56% 
No 13 38% 
Incomplete Survey 2 6% 
Total 34 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

  

Among the respondents, 56% (n=19) said that they participated in a supplemental PPP 

while 38% (n=13) said that they did not. Two participants declined to answer this question and 

made up 6% of total responses. The survey did not place restrictive parameters on the location, 

timing, or sponsoring agency of the supplemental PPP, therefore the results should not be 

generalized to assume the PPP attended was a product of the surveyed LEA.  

Demographic Characteristics by Participation in a Preparation Program 

Participation in a PPP is a foundational aspect of this study. For that reason, I further 

broke down the results of the initial three demographic questions by participation and 

nonparticipation in such a program. In this section, the survey results from Table 2, Table 3, and 

Table 4 are expanded to separate the responses for each demographic element by those who 

participated in a PPP and those who did not. Since two participants did not answer, their 

responses were not included in the following comparative tables. Omitting these two responses 

from the data sets reduces the total number of responses for each survey question from 34 to 32.  

Table 6 provides data on the initial licensure of the participants broken down by whether 

or not the participant participated in a PPP.  

Table 6 
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Participant Initial State of Licensure – Non-PPP and PPP 

State of Licensure 

No. of 
respondents 
Non-PPP 

% of 
respondents 

Non-PPP 

No. of 
respondents 

PPP 

% of 
respondents 

PPP 
North Carolina 8 62% 18 95% 
Another state 5 38% 1 5% 
Total 13 100% 19 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

  

Among the respondents that participated in a PPP, 95% (n=18) identify North Carolina as 

their state of initial licensure. One PPP participant identified initial licensure from a state other 

than North Carolina, producing the final 5% (n=1).  

Of the 13 respondents who did not attend a PPP, 62% (n=8) report North Carolina as 

their initial state of principal licensure. The remaining 38% (n=5) of this pool of respondents 

were initially licensed in another state.  

As reviewed earlier, the survey collected information from the participants related to the 

year in which they first served as a principal. Table 7 provides the responses to this question 

further divided by whether or not the respondent participated in a PPP. 

 

 

Table 7 

Year in Which Participant First Served as Principal – Non-PPP and PPP 

Year range 

No. of 
respondents 
Non-PPP 

% of 
respondents 

Non-PPP 

No. of 
respondents 

PPP 

% of 
respondents 

PPP 
Prior to 2000 0 0% 0 0% 
2000-2005 1 7% 0 0% 
2006-2010  6 46% 4 21% 
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Year range 

No. of 
respondents 
Non-PPP 

% of 
respondents 

Non-PPP 

No. of 
respondents 

PPP 

% of 
respondents 

PPP 
2011-2015 4 30% 8 42% 
After 2015 2 15% 7 37% 
Total 13 100% 19 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

 

Among the respondents who identify as PPP participants, 21% (n=4) started their tenure 

as principal in the 2006–2010 timeframe. Among this same group, 42% (n=8) started their first 

principalship during the 2011–2015 timeframe. Finally, 37% (n=7) of the participants in PPPs 

started their careers as principals after 2015.  

Thirteen respondents reported that they did not participate in a PPP. Of these 13 

respondents, 8% (n=1) started their initial tenure as principal during the 2000–2005 timeframe. 

Another 46% (n=6) of the respondents started their tenure during the 2000–2011 timeframe. The 

2011–2015 timeframe produced 31% (n=4) of the new principals. Among the respondents that 

did not participate in a PPP, 15% (n=2) started their first careers as principal after 2015.  

Table 8 provides the final demographic characteristic to be more closely examined, the 

type or grade level of school the participants first led as principals.  

 

Table 8 

Type of School in Which Participant First Served as Principal – PPP and Non-PPP 

School 

No. of 
respondents 
Non-PPP 

% of 
respondents 

Non-PPP 

No. of 
respondents 

PPP 

% of 
respondents 

PPP 
Elementary school 10 77% 11 58% 
Middle school 1 8% 5 26% 
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School 

No. of 
respondents 
Non-PPP 

% of 
respondents 

Non-PPP 

No. of 
respondents 

PPP 

% of 
respondents 

PPP 
High school  0 0% 3 16% 
Some other grade configuration 2 15% 0 0% 
Total 13 100% 19 100% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

 

In Table 8, the 58% (n=11) of the participants who completed a PPP identify as first-year 

elementary school principals. Initial middle school principalships accounted for 26% (n=5) of the 

participants responses. Finally, 16% (n=3) of the PPP participants started in a high school. No 

PPP respondents started their initial principalship in a nontraditional school configuration. 

Among the participants who did not attend a PPP, 77% (n=10) started at the elementary 

school level. Another 8% (n=1) reports middle school as the initial principal placement. While 

no respondents identify high school as the initial placement in the principalship, 15% (n=2) 

report their first opportunity to serve as principal as a school that consisted of a nontraditional 

grade configuration.  

Descriptive Analysis of Results  

This study consisted of a survey distributed to the 53 currently practicing principals in an 

LEA in North Carolina. The survey itself had two specific parts. The first part of the survey 

captured demographic information about the participants. The participants’ responses to this 

opening section of the survey have been reported in the prior section of this chapter. The 

remaining part of the survey captures the respondent’s perceptions of their preparedness to 

address the executive standards in place for principals in North Carolina. The concluding section 

of this chapter will examine the response data to the survey questions related to the standards.  
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The participants were given a Likert scale range of five responses ranging from Not 

Prepared, which was assigned a value of 1 via the Qualtrics survey platform, to Very Well 

Prepared, which was assigned a value of 5 by the same platform. In addition to being asked to 

identify their level of preparedness to address the standards, the participants were also asked to 

identify how often they were asked to provide leadership in the specific area of each standard. 

The participants response options for these frequency based standards questions followed the 

same five-point Likert scale model with response options ranging from Never with a Qualtrics 

assigned value of 1 to Daily with a Qualtrics assigned value of 5. Technically, the responses 

related to the frequency at which the participants were asked to provide leadership in the specific 

standard area lie outside the parameters of this study, but the responses will be explored later in 

Chapter 5 as a potential expansion of this study.  

Descriptive Analysis of All Results 

The first research question in this study asks which of the eight executive standards the 

surveyed principals were most and least prepared to address. As denoted earlier, the Qualtrics 

survey platform provides a method of assigning a numerical value to a text-based response. By 

assigning numerical values to a series of text-based responses, I can generate descriptive 

statistics for analysis. Table 9 explains the range of responses provided to the survey participants 

and their respective numeric values. 

 

Table 9 
 

Participant Response Options and Assigned Numeric Value 
 

Survey Response Option Assigned Numeric Value 
Not Prepared 1 
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Survey Response Option Assigned Numeric Value 
Minimally Prepared 2 
Somewhat Prepared 3 
Prepared 4 
Very Well Prepared 5 

 

 

As stated in Chapter 3, the descriptive statistics to be examined are the mean, mode, and 

range of participant responses. Table 10 below lists the eight school executive leadership 

standards from the survey. Additionally, Table 10 denotes the mean, mode, and range of 

responses from the entire participant pool. The text-based survey responses have been converted 

to their respective assigned numeric value as defined in Table 9. The following calculations in 

Table 10 allow me to evaluate the first research question in this study, which was to identify 

which standards the respondents perceived they were most and least prepared to address during 

their first year as a principal. Table 10 provides an examination of the analysis of these 

responses.  

 

Table 10 

Mean, Mode and Range of Responses from All Survey Participants 

Executive Leadership Standard Min. Max. Range  Mode Mean 
Managerial Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.68 
Cultural Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.62 
Strategic Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.59 
Instructional Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.56 
Academic Achievement Leadership 2 3 3 4 3.41 
Human Resources Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.38 
Micropolitical Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.26 
External Development Leadership 1 5 4 3 3.21 
Average     3.46 

Note: Data have been sorted by highest mean responses to lowest mean responses. 
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Once the text-based responses from the survey were codified, a descriptive analysis of the 

responses was possible. With regard to the range of responses, seven of the eight standards 

produced similar ranges of 3, with a minimum score of 2 and a maximum score of 5. Only one 

standard, External Development Leadership, produced the maximum range of 4, with scores 

ranging from the survey’s minimum possible score of 1 to the survey’s maximum possible score 

of 5.  

Of the eight standards, five had the response of 3 as the mode: Strategic Leadership, 

Instructional Leadership, Cultural Leadership, Human Resource Leadership, and External 

Development Leadership. The remaining three standards produced a mode of 4: Managerial 

Leadership, Micropolitical Leadership, and Academic Achievement Leadership. 

Managerial Leadership produced the highest mean response of 3.68, followed by Cultural 

Leadership at 3.62 and Strategic Leadership at a mean response score of 3.59. Of the eight 

standards, the standards associated with student learning, Instructional Leadership and Academic 

Achievement Leadership, produced means of 3.56 and 3.41 respectively. These two, academic-

based standards were followed by Human Resources Leadership with a mean of 3.38. Following 

Human Resource Leaders was Micropolitical Leadership with a mean of 3.26. The lowest mean 

score was associated with External Development Leadership, with a mean score of 3.21.  

Descriptive Analysis of Results by Participation 

The second research question posed in this study was whether or not differences exist in 

principals’ self-perception of preparedness depending on their participation in a PPP. As was the 

case earlier, the executive standards in place for North Carolina administrators will serve as the 

measure for the levels of perceived preparedness of the respondents. The descriptive statistics to 

be examined are the mean, mode, and range of participant responses.  
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Table 11 illustrates responses from survey participants who did not participate in a PPP. 

The responses, as noted earlier, capture the range, mode, and mean of the participant responses 

to survey questions based on preparedness to address the executive standards in place for North 

Carolina’s school executives.  

 

Table 11 

Mean, Mode and Range of Responses from Nonparticipants in PPP 

Executive Leadership Standard Min. Max. Range  Mode Mean 
Instructional Leadership 3 5 2 3 3.69 
Cultural Leadership 3 5 2 4 3.69 
Managerial Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.69 
Strategic Leadership 3 5 2 3 3.54 
Human Resources Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.46 
Academic Achievement Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.38 
External Development Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.31 
Micropolitical Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.23 
Average     3.50 

Note: Data have been sorted by highest mean responses to lowest mean responses. 

 

The range of responses to the survey from nonparticipants in a PPP vary from 2 to 3, see 

Table 11. Instructional Leadership, Cultural Leadership, and Strategic Leadership produced 

ranges of 2, while Managerial Leadership, Human Resource Leadership, Academic Achievement 

Leadership, External Development Leadership, and Micropolitical Leadership all produced a 

broader range of 3. The minimum score of 2, which aligns with the response Minimally 

Prepared, was present in the same five standards listed above with a range of 3. Similarly, the 

three standards that produced a minimum response of 3, or Somewhat Prepared, align with the 

standards that demonstrated a range of 2.  



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

66 

Of the eight standards, four produced a mode of 3, or Somewhat Prepared, and four 

produced a mode of 4, or Prepared. Instructional Leadership, Strategic Leadership, Human 

Resources Leadership, and External Development Leadership were the elements with a mode of 

3, while Cultural Leadership. The remaining standards, Cultural Leadership, Managerial 

Leadership, Academic Achievement Leadership, and Micropolitical Leadership produced a 

mode of 4.  

The standards associated with Instructional Leadership, Cultural Leadership, and 

Managerial Leadership all shared the highest mean score of 3.69. Strategic Leadership produced 

the next highest mean response score at 3.54. Human Resources Leadership produced a mean of 

3.46, followed by Academic Achievement Leadership with a mean of 3.38. The two lowest mean 

scores were 3.31, which was assigned to External Development Leadership, and 3.23, which was 

assigned to Micropolitical Leadership.  

Table 12, below, lists the responses to the survey of the participants that participated in a 

PPP. In similar fashion to previous tables, Table 12 contains the eight school executive 

leadership standards from the survey and denotes the mean, mode, and range of responses from 

participants. However, the data in Table 11 only applies to the respondents that identified as 

participants in a PPP. The following calculations in Table 12 provide me with some of the data 

points necessary to respond to the first research question in this study.  

 

Table 12 

Mean, Mode and Range of Responses from Participants in PPP 

Executive Leadership Standard Min. Max. Range  Mode Mean 
Strategic Leadership 3 5 2 4 3.74 
Cultural Leadership 3 5 2 3 3.68 

 



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

67 

Executive Leadership Standard Min. Max. Range  Mode Mean 
Managerial Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.68 
Instructional Leadership 2 5 3 3 3.58 
Academic Achievement Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.53 
Human Resources Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.42 
Micro-Political Leadership 2 5 3 4 3.32 
External Development Leadership 1 5 4 3 3.16 
Average     3.51 

Note: Data have been sorted by highest mean responses to lowest mean responses. 

  

The range of responses varied from two standards with a range as low as 2, Strategic 

Leadership and Cultural Leadership, to a single standard, External Development Leadership, 

with the maximum range of 4. The most common range was 3, which applied to Managerial 

Leadership, Instructional Leadership, Academic Achievement Leadership Human Resource 

Leadership, and Micropolitical Leadership. The minimum scores for each standard varied from a 

response of 1, which aligns with a Not Prepared response, to a response of 3, with aligns with a 

response of Somewhat Prepared. All eight standards produced the maximum score of 5 on the 

survey, which aligns with a Very Well Prepared response to the specific standard. 

An investigation into the mode, or most frequently chosen response on a specific 

standard, produces five standards with a response mode of Prepared, denoted by 4, in Table 12, 

and three standards with a response mode of Somewhat Prepared, which is denoted by 3, in 

Table 12. The standards with the mode of 4 were Strategic Leadership, Managerial Leadership, 

Academic Achievement Leadership, Human Resource Leadership, and Micropolitical 

Leadership. The remaining standards, Cultural Leadership, Instructional Leadership, and 

External Development, produced a mode of 3.  

The Strategic Leadership standard produced the highest mean score of 3.74. Cultural 

Leadership and Managerial Leadership followed with the same mean scores of 3.68. 
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Instructional Leadership was the next highest scorer with a mean of 3.58, followed very closely 

by Academic Achievement Leadership with a mean of 3.53. Human Resource Leadership was 

next with a mean of 3.42. The two lowest mean scores were associated with Micropolitical 

Leadership and External Development Leadership with means of 3.32 and 3.16 respectively.  

Table 13 provides a summary of the mean responses of the participants to each standard. 

The columns denote whether the responses are from the group that participated in a PPP or the 

group that did not. The last column displays the differences in the mean responses of the 

participants to each standard.  

 

Table 13 

Summary of Responses to Standards by Non-PPP and PPP Participants 

Executive Leadership 
Standard 

Non-PPP 
Participants 

PPP  
Participants 

Difference in 
Responses 

Strategic Leadership 3.54 3.74 0.20 
Academic Achievement Leadership 3.38 3.53 0.15 
Micropolitical Leadership 3.23 3.32 0.09 
Cultural Leadership 3.69 3.68 -0.01 
Managerial Leadership 3.69 3.68 -0.01 
Human Resources Leadership 3.49 3.42 -0.04 
Instructional Leadership 3.69 3.58 -0.11 
External Development Leadership 3.31 3.16 -0.15 
Average 3.50 3.51 0.01 

Note: Data have been sorted by differences in responses. 

  

The responses in Table 13 display the differences in mean responses from the two 

groups. For clarification, the researcher has defined the term difference as the mathematical 

result of subtracting the mean responses of participants who did not participate in a PPP from the 

mean responses of the respondents who did participate. Therefore, in cases where the 
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participants in a PPP demonstrated a higher degree of preparedness to address the specific 

standard, the difference is denoted by a positive number. Similarly, in cases where the 

participants in a preparation program report a lower degree of preparedness to address the 

standard, the difference is denoted by a negative number.  

Strategic Leadership produced the biggest positive difference, with a 0.20 difference in 

mean responses. Academic Achievement Leadership, with a difference of 0.15, and 

Micropolitical Leadership, with a difference of 0.09, were the only other two standards with 

differences that registered as positive numbers. External Development Leadership produced the 

highest negative difference, at −0.15. Second to External Development Leadership was 

Instructional Leadership, which produced a difference of −0.11. Human Resources Leadership 

followed with a difference of −0.04. The final two standards surveyed, Cultural Leadership and 

Managerial Leadership, both produced the smallest difference denoted in the study at −0.01.  

Inferential Analysis of Results 

While a descriptive analysis of the survey results may provide information about the 

respondents in the study, an inferential analysis of the survey results may provide results that can 

be generalized to the broader pool of public school principals. In this study, I sought to determine 

whether or not the responses from the group of principals that participated in a PPP differed 

significantly from the responses from those principals that did not. Specifically, the study hopes 

to determine whether or not the differences in responses to the survey questions on standards 

were statistically significant. In Table 14, the results of a t test designed to analyze the statistical 

significance of the results of the two groups are provided.  

 

Table 14 
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Significant Differences Between Non-PPP and PPP Respondents 

  
Non-PPP 

Participants   
PPP  

Participants 
Mean 3.50  3.51 
Variance 0.03  0.04 
Observations 8.00  8.00 
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0.00   
Df 14.00   
t Stat -0.16   
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.44   
t Critical one-tail 1.76   
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.88   
t Critical two-tail 2.14    

Note: Data have been rounded to the nearest hundredth place. 

 

Table 14 lists the results for a two-sample t test assuming unequal variances in means. 

The t test generated for this study was performed using Microsoft Excel. The first two rows of 

results listed above are the mean and the variance associated with each of the two groups. The 

third row denotes the eight observations for each group, which align with each group’s response 

to the eight standards listed on the study. The hypothesized mean difference, provided by the 

researcher, was set at 0.00. The next row defines the degrees of freedom (df), which represents 

the degree to which the responses to the survey vary across all the respondents. Following the df 

measure is the c, which provides further insight into the nature and degree of differences between 

the two groups’ responses. Combined, the df and t stat are key statistics in determining the 

probability that the differences in the two groups’ responses are statistically significant. 

Generally, the higher the probability, or p value, in a t test, the less likely that the results are 

statistically significant. The alpha level used in this t test was .05, which sets the probability 

threshold that the results are significant at 95%.  
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In this t test, the df was determined to be 14 with a t stat of −0.16. These values produces 

a p value of .44 in the one-tail t test and a p value of .88 on the two-tail test. Both of these value 

exceed the alpha level of .05 set by the researcher. The t-test results indicate that there is no 

statistically significant differences between the responses of the participants that attended a PPP 

and those participants that did not.  

Summary of the Results 

Chapter 4 provides a detailed accounting of the results of the study. It begins with a 

review of the purpose of the study, the gap in the literature associated with the study, and the 

research questions to be addressed in the study. Following the introduction, the chapter then 

offers a brief summary of the methodology of the study, a description of the participants, and the 

data collection practices used to generate the study’s results.  

The results were captured and displayed in three specific areas. The first set of tables 

provided summary demographic information about the entire pool of participants, regardless of 

whether the respondent participated in a PPP or not. The second set of results examined the 

responses to the survey, but separated the responses by participation in a PPP, which allowed for 

some descriptive comparisons to be made between the two groups. The final set of results 

applied an inferential statistical test to determine if the differences in responses to the two groups 

were statistically significant.  

In Chapter 5, the results from each of the three sets will be explored more closely to 

determine if patterns or trends are present among the data results. Additionally, Chapter 5 will 

provide in-depth discussion of each of the three areas of results with a focus on interpretation of 

the similarities and differences between the two groups of participants.  
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Chapter 5: Results 

Once selected, a principal in North Carolina brings to the job a set of skills and talent, but 

also a potential set of deficits. Unfortunately, the procedural gaps in the path to the principalship 

in North Carolina’s public school presents many opportunities for gaps in a candidate’s 

knowledge and experience base. In some cases, these gaps are filled by the candidate’s own 

talent and intuition during the early years of their principalship. In other cases, these gaps are 

exposed during the early years of their first principalship and the new principal struggles to 

execute, or even keep, their position. Identifying potential gaps in a principal’s knowledge, skill, 

and experience base could provide both universities and LEAs with opportunities to better 

prepare North Carolina’s beginning principals.  

Currently, the path to one of the most important roles in public education appears to 

consist of loosely organized, disjointed experiences that are pieced together by the individuals 

seeking the roles. They are forced to self-identify themselves for the role, earn their degree and 

licensure, secure and maintain a role as an assistant principal, garner whatever professional 

development experiences they can, and then hope for the day they are selected to lead a school. 

Opportunities exist for universities and LEAs to partner and take control of this fragmented 

process and improve its outcomes.  

The purpose of this study is to identify areas of perceived strengths and weaknesses in 

first-year principals in an effort to add to the body of literature on principal preparation-program 

reform. The areas of strengths and weaknesses explored are those related to the performance 

standards in place for North Carolina’s school leaders. The standards in place in North Carolina 

closely align with the benchmark work done by the Wallace Foundation on the practices of 

school leaders across the country, and will serve as the backdrop for the results.  
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The reporting format for the results consisted of a discussion of the problem to be 

explored, a review of the methodology used in the study, and a summary of the results. Once 

these elements have been thoroughly reviewed, the chapter concludes with a discussion of the 

findings, their relationship to previous research, recommendations for practitioners, and 

suggestions for further study.  

Statement of the Problem 

The problem investigated in this study was the gap in literature comparing principal 

perceptions of self-efficacy based on university-based PPPs with the perceptions of self-efficacy 

of principals who followed their university-based programs with LEA-based PPPs. A review of 

the literature resulted in a significant volume of work on university-based and LEA-based 

programs individually, but very few examples of ongoing professional development partnerships 

for school leadership between the two. In the current model, the two types of programs 

essentially work in isolation of the other with little to no collaboration or focus on the executive 

standards in place for North Carolina’s public school principals.  

The research questions for this investigation align with the purpose and goals of this 

quantitative study. The results of the survey were used to address the following questions: 

1) To what extent do principals perceive that their PPP, or programs, prepared them to 

be school leaders as measured by the North Carolina Standards for School Leaders? 

2) Does a significant difference exist between the perceptions of preparedness of 

principals with university-only preparation as compared to principals that participated 

in supplemental, LEA-based preparation programs? 

 While PPPs vary, a common theme running through several programs is the ongoing 

battle between theory and practice (Barnett, Shoho, & Oleszewski, 2012; Black et al., 2014; 
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Buskey & Jacobs, 2009; Hess & Kelly, 2007; Levine, 2005; Levine & Dean, 2007; Shoho & 

Barnett, 2010; Superville, 2015). Generally, responsibility for the theoretical aspects of a 

principal’s preparation is assumed by the university, while the more practical aspects of a 

principal’s preparation is delegated to the LEA. The current model allows universities to tackle 

the theory associated with leadership, law, finance, and instruction; they partner with the LEA to 

provide the practical application of these theories in a school setting by way of an internship 

(Black et al., 2014; Crow & Whiteman, 2016). Conflicts, or gaps, arise when the elements to be 

emphasized vary between the university and the LEA. Without a common set of priorities on 

which to focus, an aspiring principal is left to piece together the most salient elements of theory 

and practice on their own, while enduring the inherent risk of experiencing gaps in each 

(Kearney & Herrington, 2013). The standard in place for North Carolina’s education leaders 

provides an effective example of a common set of priorities.  

Review of Methods 

The purpose of this study was to add to the body of literature pertaining to principal 

preparation. This was a quantitative study consisting of a modified version of the NCPEL 

Educational Leadership Survey as the method of investigation. The 53 principals in a local LEA 

were surveyed to assess their perceptions of their level of preparedness at the onset of their first 

opportunity to serve as principal. The survey consisted of several introductory items to assess the 

principals’ level of experience, university experience, and the grade level of their first 

principalship. The survey captured whether the principal participated in an LEA-based PPP. The 

bulk of the survey focused on capturing the respondents’ level of preparedness to execute the 

eight executive standards in place for North Carolina’s school-level leaders. The responses from 

the surveys were separated by those respondents who participated in an LEA-based preparation 
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program and those who did not. The data was then examined to determine which standards the 

principals were most and least ready to execute, and if participation in an LEA-based PPP 

elicited a higher perception of preparedness to address the standards among the respondents.  

The participants in this study were the 53 principals currently serving as building-level 

principals in the LEA. While there are dozens of former principals in the LEA, I chose to limit 

the participants to current principals. The group of principals consisted of 22 males and 31 

females. The grade-level breakdown of the genders of the principals was as follows: the 

elementary schools had six male principals and 24 female principals, the middle schools had 

seven male principals and two female principals, the high schools had six male principals and 

five female principals, and all three specialty schools were led by males. 

The instrument used in this study was an adaptation of the NCPEL Education Leader 

Survey. The instrument was used with permission from the organization. While the existing 

instrument very closely aligned with the purposes and goals of this study, I modified it to better 

align with the study. The major modifications of the instrument were its singular focus on the 

respondent’s participation in an LEA-based preparation program and the respondent’s initial 

experiences during their first year of the principalship. A series of questions were added to gather 

information on whether the respondent participated in an LEA-based PPP, which was not a data 

point that was captured on the original instrument, while others were adjusted to limit the 

response to a respondent’s initial year as principal. Other questions related to academic or work 

experience were also been modified to more closely align with the scope of this investigation. 

Finally, several questions related to gender, race, and nationality are beyond the scope of this 

investigation and were omitted to avoid confusion.  



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

76 

Data collection was provided by the Qualtrics product. The surveys were distributed to 

the principals’ official email address. Once the surveys were delivered by email, the Qualtrics 

site then provided a vehicle by which the participants could access and complete the survey. The 

Qualtrics product then provided the opportunity for the results to be exported to an Excel 

spreadsheet for further analysis. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were applied to the 

data to determine any potential trends or statistical significance. Mean, mode, and range provided 

the backdrop for the descriptive statistics, while a t test provided the inferential analysis of 

significant difference  

Summary of Results 

The results of this quantitative study were obtained from the study participants’ responses 

to the online survey. The responses provided data (1) on the group of participants as a whole, (2) 

on the individual group that participated in an LEA-based PPP, and (3) on the group that did not 

have this supplemental leadership development experience. The responses consisted of 

demographic identifiers—such as year in which the initial principalship took place and level of 

school served—and Likert scale, self-efficacy-based responses on perceptions of preparedness to 

address the eight leadership standards. The demographic survey questions provided a potential 

backdrop against which to examine the standards-based perceptions of preparedness responses. 

The responses from the entire group provided an opportunity for a descriptive statistical analysis 

of the entire group’s demographics and perceptions of preparedness. Once the group’s responses 

were divided into the two individual groups, the respondents that participated in an LEA-based 

program and those that did not, the responses provided not only the same opportunity for a 

descriptive analysis as stated above, but also the opportunity to apply inferential statistical 

analysis in an effort to examine the differences between the groups.  
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A review of the results shows that of the overall response rate among the participants was 

64% (n=34 out of 53), but of those responding, only 60% of the respondents (n=32 out of 53) 

completed the entire survey. The parameters in place for the survey allowed for both incomplete 

responses and opting out of specific questions. The questions that were not completed by the two 

respondents who partially completed the survey were among the demographic questions at the 

beginning of the survey. Specifically, both respondents did not complete the question related to 

participation in an LEA-based PPP, which prevented me from including these two sets of 

responses in the data sets used for comparison among the two groups.  

The demographic results of the survey included data on the state in which the 

participants’ initial licensure was earned, the year in which the participant first served as 

principal, the type or grade level of school in which the principal first served as principal, and 

whether or not the participant participated in a PPP. When the participant group is observed as a 

whole, the results reveal that 76% (n=26 out of 34) obtained their initial principal licensure in 

North Carolina while 18% (n=6 out of 34) earned licensure in another state. The years 2011–

2015 were the most common range of years for the participants first principalship at 35% (n=12 

out of 34), followed by 2006–2010 at 30% (n=10 out of 34) and 2015 to present at 26% (n=9 out 

of 34). Only one of the 34 respondents started their principalship prior to 2006, resulting in 3% 

of the total responses. Elementary schools were identified as the leading level of school for the 

participants first principalship at 61% (n=21 out of 34). Middle schools followed at 18% (n=6 

out of 34). High schools produced the lowest percentage of initial principalships at traditional 

schools at 9% (n=3 out of 34). Principalships in nontraditional schools constituted just 6% of the 

responses (n=2 out of 34). The final whole-group demographic question, participation in an 

LEA-based PPP, showed that 56% of the participants (n=19 out of 34) identified as participants 
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versus 38% (n=13 out of 34) who did not. Among all these demographic data points, a 6% gap 

exists in the responses due to the fact that two participants in the survey chose not to complete 

any of the demographic questions.  

When a descriptive analysis of the responses to the perception-based questions is 

performed, the results show that, as a whole, the participants perceived that they were best 

prepared to meet the Managerial Leadership and Cultural Leadership challenges associated with 

beginning school leadership. The Managerial Leadership standard produced the highest mean 

response at 3.68; Cultural Leadership had a mean of 3.62 on the 1–5 Likert scale used on the 

survey. In contrast, the group as a whole identified External Development Leadership and 

Micropolitical Leadership as the standards they were least prepared to address, with mean scores 

of 3.21 and 3.26 respectively on the same Likert scale. Survey responses put the remaining four 

standards in the following order: Strategic Leadership with a mean of 3.59, Instructional 

Leadership with a mean of 3.56, Academic Achievement Leadership with a mean of 3.41, and 

Human Resource Leadership with a mean of 3.38.  

The same descriptive analysis of the responses from the whole group of participants was 

applied to the two subgroups. Of the 32 participants that completed the demographic section of 

the survey, 19 participated in an LEA-based PPP and 13 did not. A comparative descriptive 

analysis of the responses of these groups demonstrates that of the 13 non-PPP participants, 62% 

(n=8) were initially licensed in North Carolina while the remaining 38% (n=5) were licensed 

somewhere else. In comparison, of the 19 respondents that did participate in a PPP, 95% (n=18) 

were initially licensed in North Carolina versus 5% (n=1) who were not. With regard to how 

long ago the respondents first served as principal, the 46% (n=6) of the nonparticipants in a PPP 

started between the years 2006–2010, 30% (n=4) started in the years between 2011 and 2015, 
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15% (n=2) started after 2015, and 7% (n=1) started prior to 2006. The respondents who 

participated in a preparation program report that 42% of them (n=8) started in the years 2011–

2015, followed by 37% (n=7) after 2015, and 21% (n=4) starting 2006–2010. The final 

demographic question for comparison was related to level or type of school in which the 

respondent’s first principalship took place. Among the nonparticipants in a preparation program, 

77% (n=10) started at the elementary level, 8% (n=1) started in the middle school, and 15% 

(n=2) started their tenure as principal in a nontraditional school program. Similarly, the 

participants in a preparation program report the most common level of the initial principalship to 

be at the elementary level with 58% (n=11) responding as such. Among the participants though, 

the middle school level was the second highest at 26% (n=5), followed by high school at 16% 

(n=3).  

The responses to the standards-based, perception of preparedness and self-efficacy 

questions produced both similar and differing results. A descriptive analysis of those responses 

shows that, among the nonparticipants in a PPP, Instructional Leadership, Cultural Leadership, 

and Managerial Leadership all shared the highest mean response rate of 3.69. The 

nonparticipants listed Micropolitical Leadership as the standard to which they felt least prepared 

to address, with a mean of 3.23. In contrast to the responses from the nonparticipants, the 

participants in a preparation program report Strategic Leadership as the standard to which they 

felt best prepared to address, with a mean response of 3.74. Following Strategic Leadership 

among the participants was Cultural Leadership and Managerial Leadership, with the same mean 

response rate of 3.68. Also contrasting with the nonparticipants’ responses was the participants’ 

response that External Development Leadership, not Micropolitical Leadership, was the standard 

they perceived to be least prepared to address, with a mean score of 3.16.  
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I performed an inferential statistical analysis in an effort to determine if the differences in 

the responses of two groups to the standards-based questions were statistically significant. In an 

effort to determine if significant differences existed in the responses of the two groups, a t test 

was incorporated into the analysis of the results. A t test is a recognized and effective way to 

compare the responses from two different groups and determine if the responses from the two 

groups are statistically significant (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015). When compared, the levels of 

preparedness reported by the two groups to address the leadership standard produced a 

probability value of .88 on the t test, which is significantly higher than the accepted alpha level 

of .05 probability. This results implies that there was no statistically significant difference 

between the responses of the respondents that participated in a PPP and those that did not.  

The following sections in this chapter will explore the results as described above and in 

the prior chapter. The results will be discussed against a backdrop of interpretation of the 

findings, relationships of the finding to previous research, recommendations based on the 

findings, and suggestions for further research.  

Discussion 

The format for discussing the findings from this study will follow the reporting structure 

in place in Chapter 4. The descriptive statistical results of the entire group will be discussed, 

starting with the demographic elements of the results and then moving to the Likert scale 

responses to the perception questions. After the whole-group responses have been discussed, a 

similar, descriptive analysis will be discussed comparing the responses from the group of 

respondents that participated in a PPP and those respondents that did not. Finally the results of 

the inferential analysis of the groups’ responses will be discussed.  
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Once the findings have been fully discussed and interpreted, the findings will be related 

to previous research and compared against the theoretical framework of self-efficacy. Following 

this section will be recommendations for future practice based on the findings. The final section 

of this chapter will discuss suggestions for further study.  

Interpretation of the findings. Two research questions were in place for this study. The 

first focused on which standards beginning principals were most and least prepared to address as 

determined by their perceptions and responses to a Likert scale survey. The second focused on 

what, if any, differences were present in perceptions of preparedness between respondents that 

participated in a supplemental PPP and those that did not. Descriptive and inferential statistics 

were used to attempt to respond to the two research questions.  

Demographic findings. On the survey, prior to the start of the questions related to 

standards and perceptions of preparedness, several questions captured demographic information 

about the participants. The responses to these questions were captured and analyzed from the 

group as a whole, as well as from the two identified subgroups. An examination of the 

similarities and differences of these responses assisted in the examination and interpretation of 

the findings from the standards-based inquiries.  

The first demographic question posed to the whole group on the survey establishes 

whether the respondent earned their license in North Carolina or some other state. In Table 2, the 

vast majority of the respondents, or 76%, claim initial principal licensure in North Carolina. This 

statistic aligns with the LEA’s demographic statistics presented in Chapter 3 that denotes of the 

127 principal hires or placements over the ten-year period of time leading up the study, only nine 

could be considered hires from outside the LEA. The internal hiring rate of 93% might be a 

driving force behind the in-state background denoted in the survey results.  
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The second demographic question established when the respondents assumed their first 

role as principal. Of the 32 respondents, none claim an initial principalship prior to 2000, 

effectively limiting the responses to principals that have served in the role 17 years or less. 

Furthermore, only one respondent identifies their first principalship fitting into the 2000 to 2005 

year range, which means that 31 of the 32 respondents, or 97%, have 12 years or less experience 

in the role. In contrast, nine of the 32 respondents, or 28% of those responding, have been 

principals for two years or less. The most common response, 35%, from the group as a whole 

puts the experience level at two to seven years, followed with the seven- to 12-year experience 

range at 30%.  

While an analysis of these ranges may hold importance when compared against the two 

groups in the study, one should use caution when determining whether or not these experience 

levels and ranges are descriptive of the experience levels of the principals of the LEA as a whole. 

Although the 60% return rate for the survey offers a high enough rate for a confident statistical 

examination, it is also possible that specific experience-based demographics within the group of 

principals practicing in the LEA may have been more or less inclined to respond to the survey, 

which could have skewed the groupings and findings. Additionally, my position and role in the 

LEA being investigated may have caused potential respondents to be more or less inclined to 

respond.  

The third demographic question asked the respondent to identify the type or level in 

which they first served as principal. In Chapter 4, Table 4 presents the response rates to this 

query, by school level or type. The response rate of 61% for first-year elementary school 

principals aligns with the demographic data of the LEA in the study. As noted in Chapter 3, the 

surveyed LEA consists of 53 schools, of which 30 are configured as elementary schools. The 
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data point of 57% of schools in the system being elementary school loosely aligns with the 

survey data point of 61% of the respondents serving their first year in an elementary school. 

Similarly, nine of the 53 schools in the surveyed LEA are middle schools, constituting roughly 

17% of the total. The 17% middle school data point also closely aligns with the survey data point 

of 18% of the respondents listing middle school as their first principal placement. A third 

similarity exists in the percentage of schools in the surveyed LEA that are not traditionally 

configured, 6%, and the percentage of respondents listing “some other grade configuration” on 

their survey response, which is also 6%. In contrast, the number of respondents denoting a high 

school as their first placement, 9%, does not align with the percentage of schools in the surveyed 

LEA that are configured as high schools, which is over 20%.  

The alignment of the responses to the school configurations in the LEA may provide 

information that is more applicable across the LEA as a whole. If the response rates did not align 

with the current school configurations, it might have been safe to assume that the responses were 

not representative of the LEA. For example, if the majority of the responses were from the 

middle school perspective and the middle school configuration only constitutes 17% of the 

LEA’s make-up, it would be prudent to refrain from generalizing the responses to the entire 

group. In this case, the percentages of grade-level responses loosely align with the grade-level 

configuration of the LEA, so more generalizations may be able to be made. One final caution 

with this data point is based on the wording of the survey. The respondents were asked to 

identify the type or level of school in which they initially served as principal. It is safe to assume 

that a percentage of the respondents may be currently serving in a level different than the one in 

which they started their tenures as principals.  
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The final demographic question served to divide the respondents into two groups for 

further study later. The respondent was asked to identify whether or not they participated in an 

LEA-based PPP. Of the 32 respondents that replied to this question, 19 claimed participation in a 

program, while 13 did not, resulting in percentages of 59% and 41%, respectively. Prior to 

delving deeper into the comparative responses of these two groups, it is important to note that the 

survey did not place restrictive parameters on the location, timing, or sponsoring agency of the 

supplemental PPP; therefore, the results should not be generalized to assume the PPP attended 

was a product of the surveyed LEA. Not only could the PPP have been in a different LEA, even 

if the program was a product of the LEA investigated, it could have also been one of three very 

different iterations of the program in place in the 10 years leading up to the study. One final 

disclaimer to note is that I held a leadership role in the development and delivery of one of the 

versions of a PPP used in the LEA studied. While it is uncertain how my relationship with one of 

the programs may or may not have impacted the findings, the familiarity must be noted.  

As important to the findings as the whole-group demographics may be, the specific 

demographics of each of the two groups investigated may be equally important. The first data 

point of note is the one related to the respondent’s initial state of licensure. As noted earlier, a 

large majority, 77%, of the respondents list North Carolina as their state of initial licensure. 

When the results to this question are broken down by participants and nonparticipants in a PPP, 

the data reveal that 18 of the 19 respondents who participated in a preparation program were 

initially licensed in North Carolina, or 95%. In contrast, of the 13 respondents who did not 

participate in a preparation program, only eight were initially licensed in North Carolina, a 

percentage of only 62%. This difference in these responses could imply that either the LEA or 

the state of North Carolina is more likely to offer PPPs for aspiring principals than the other 
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states represented in the study. More investigation into the identity of the states of initial 

licensure in the investigated LEA may be warranted.  

The second area of comparison is related to the experience level of the respondents. 

Among the nonparticipants in a preparation program, the results demonstrate that nearly half of 

the respondents, 46%, claim the years 2006 to 2010 as their initial year of licensure. In 

comparison, 42% of the participants in a preparation program identify the year range from 2011 

to 2015 as their initial year of service. These responses reflect a five-year gap of experience 

between the most common responses of the two groups, with the nonparticipant group reporting 

the most experience. In similar fashion, the year range of 2015 and later produced only two of 

the 13 possible responses from nonparticipants at a percentage of 15%, while the participant 

group reported seven of the 19 respondents earning the title of principal during the same 2015 to 

present range of years. The experience gap as it relates to participation in a preparation program 

may indicate that the LEA is more likely hire participants from a preparation program now than 

perhaps it was in years past. Furthermore, since most of the hires in the LEA are from inside the 

LEA, it may be safe to assume that most of these new hires not only are a product of a PPP, but 

are also a product of the one of the LEA’s PPPs. 

The third demographic for comparison is the level or type of school in which the 

respondent first served. The most prominent data point associated with this is an apparent lack of 

initial principalships among nonparticipants in middle or high schools. Of the 13 respondents 

that did not participate, 10 started in an elementary school, one started in a middle school, none 

started in a high school, and two started in a nontraditional school. These responses produce a 

result of only 8% of nonparticipants starting their principal careers in the secondary school 

environment. In stark contrast to this data point, 42% (n=8 out of 19) of the PPP participants 
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started their principalships in either a middle or high school. While the causal factors for this 

difference lies beyond the scope of this study, more investigation into the LEA’s senior 

leadership’s perceptions of readiness among participants and nonparticipants to tackle secondary 

schools may be indicated. In both groups, the elementary level was the most common response, 

but not to the same degree for the participants at 58% as the nonparticipants at 77%, which aligns 

with the fact that the majority of the schools in the LEA are elementary schools, possibly 

producing a higher likelihood of vacancies at that grade-level configuration.  

The results to the demographic questions provide insight into the respondents and their 

paths to the principalship. The results to the perception of preparedness and self-efficacy 

questions from the standards provide insight into the respondents’ readiness to assume the role of 

principal. The next section of findings will explore those responses.  

Perceptions of preparedness findings. Following the initial section of the survey that 

focused on respondent demographics was a series of questions asking the respondents to rate 

their level of preparedness to address the eight leadership standards in place for North Carolina’s 

public school administrators. In this section, the results to those questions will be analyzed first 

as a whole group of respondents, and then analyzed for differences among the two identified 

subgroups.  

The first research question attempts to determine the level of the respondents’ 

preparedness to address the standards associated with the principalship. As noted earlier, among 

the whole group of respondents, the standards associated Managerial Leadership and Cultural 

Leadership produced the highest mean scores, while the standards tied to External Development 

Leadership and Micropolitical Leadership produced the lowest. The two highest standards 

produced means in the 3.6 range while the two lowest produced ranges near 3.2. When these 
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responses are compared against the language used in the survey and denoted in Table 9, it is 

noted that both mean scores fall between the answer options of Somewhat Prepared, with an 

answer value of 3 and Prepared with an answer value of 4. The results indicate that the 

respondents were closer to identifying that they were Prepared rather than Somewhat Prepared 

for Managerial Leadership and Cultural Leadership. Conversely, the respondents mean response 

in the 3.2 range indicates that the group as whole was closer to the response of Somewhat 

Prepared to address External Development Leadership and Micropolitical Leadership than they 

were to responding as Prepared.  

An examination of the standards may reveal that the respondents were more prepared to 

address the dynamic forces inside the school building, managerial and cultural issues, than they 

were to address the forces at play beyond the school’s walls, as defined by the Micropolitical and 

External Development standards. Also of note is the fact that the standards associated with 

instruction, Instructional Leadership and Academic Achievement Leadership, produced means of 

3.56 and 3.41, which put these two standards squarely in the middle range of the responses. The 

relative placement of these instructional standards may indicate that the respondents’ 

demonstrated neither high nor low levels of preparedness to address these two important 

standards. Instead, as a whole they demonstrated an average level of preparedness to address 

instruction and instructional outcomes during their first year as principal  

Ironically, of the three standards that produced a mode of 4, one is Managerial 

Leadership, which was among the highest mean scores at 3.68, while another is Micropolitical 

Leadership, which was among the lowest with a mean score of 3.26. The third standard with a 

mode of 4 was Academic Achievement Leadership, whose mean fell near the middle of the 

responses. This potential statistical anomaly may be indicative of a wide range of preparedness 
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to address Micropolitical Leadership challenges among the respondents, with respondents 

demonstrating a divide in responses to this standard.  

The range of responses among the whole group was consistent, with the exception of one 

standard. While the top seven scoring standards by mean demonstrated a range of 3, with 

responses ranging from Minimally Prepared with a score of 2 to Very Well Prepared with a 

score of 5, the lowest scoring standard by mean, External Development Leadership, produced the 

maximum range of 4. This range elicited responses that ranged from Not Prepared with a score 

of 1 to Very Well Prepared with a score of 5. As was the case with the high mode associated 

with the other low scoring standard, Micropolitical Leadership, the wide range of responses for 

External Development Leadership may indicate a wide range of preparedness to address this 

standard among the respondents.  

As a whole, the respondents reported the highest level of preparedness to address 

internal, noninstructional elements within the building related to managerial and cultural issues. 

They reported the lowest level of preparedness to address the forces that fall outside the school 

building associated with the micropolitical and external development issues. Finally, the 

respondents, as a whole, offered responses that placed the two instruction-based standards in the 

relative middle of the eight standards investigated. Among all responses, the mean results of the 

responses fall between the range of Somewhat Prepared and Prepared as defined by the 

language used in the survey. The following section will analyze what similarities and differences 

exist when the standards-based responses are compared by participants and nonparticipants in a 

PPP.  

One similarity in the responses from the two groups of respondents rests with the 

standards each group was least prepared to address. As was the case with the group as a whole, 
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both subgroups identified Micropolitical Leadership and External Development Leadership as 

the standards for which they were least prepared to address, but in different relative order. The 

nonparticipants rank Micropolitical Leadership last, with a mean of 3.23 closely followed by 

External Development Leadership, with a mean of 3.31. In slight contrast to these results, the 

participant group’s responses produced the lowest mean score for External Development 

Leadership at 3.16, followed by Micropolitical Leadership at 3.32. While the relative rank of the 

standards changed slightly, the respondent group as a whole and both subgroups individually 

identified these two standards as the two for which they were least prepared to address. The 

consistency of these responses may indicate an area of growth for PPPs.  

While a degree of consistency was present at the bottom of the relative scale of 

responses, the responses to the standards at the upper end of the relative scale did not 

demonstrate the same degree of consistency. The group as a whole identified Managerial 

Leadership and Cultural Leadership as the two standards for which they were most prepared to 

address. When the responses are divided by the two subgroups, the responses provide an 

interesting result. In both the participant and nonparticipant group, Managerial Leadership and 

Cultural Leadership maintain their relative placement among the highest mean scores, but either 

share the top spot with or relegate the top spot to another standard. The nonparticipants add 

Instructional Leadership to Managerial Leadership and Cultural Leadership to create a three-way 

tie for the highest mean score at 3.69. The respondents from the PPP identify Strategic 

Leadership as their highest rated standard, with a mean score of 3.74, which was the highest 

measured standard among any group or subgroup. The participants from preparation programs 

then report Managerial Leadership and Cultural Leadership in a two-way tie for the second spot 

on the relative scale of responses, with a mean score for each at 3.68.  
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This movement near the top of the preparedness scales indicates that nonparticipants in a 

preparation program reported a higher relative degree of preparedness to address instructional 

issues during their first year as principal than those respondents that participated in an LEA-

based preparation program. Similarly, the participants from a program demonstrated a relatively 

high degree of preparedness to address Strategic Leadership issues during the same first year of 

the principalship. Perhaps these results indicate that the preparation programs in place for the 

respondents to this survey were effective in preparing participants for Strategic Leadership, but 

may have done so at the cost of preparing them for Instructional Leadership.  

An interesting item to note is that while nonparticipants moved Instructional Leadership 

to the top of their relative list of standards for which they were prepared to address, Strategic 

Leadership was relegated to the fourth spot on the relative scale of responses. Similarly, as the 

subgroup of participants placed Strategic Leadership at top of their relative scale of 

preparedness, Instructional Leadership moved to the fourth slot on the relative scale of 

preparedness. This indicates that both subgroups put the same four standards at the top of their 

responses, but in differing order, and the same four standards at the bottom of their responses, 

but also in differing order. While Strategic Leadership and Instructional Leadership round out the 

top responses, Human Resource Leadership and Academic Achievement Leadership join 

External Development and Micropolitical Leadership at the bottom of the relative scale of 

responses. The general consistency of these two groupings may provide the developers of 

university-based and LEA-based PPPs with potential areas of emphasis as they develop and 

reform their respective programs.  

In addition to analyzing the means and their impact on the relative placement of the 

standards for each group, the data provided an opportunity to compare the differences in the 
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mean scores of each of the standards from each group. When the mean values of the scores for 

each standard were compared, I was able to make additional determinations. For example, not 

only did Cultural Leadership and Managerial Leadership both rank very high among the group as 

a whole and within each individual subgroup, the differences between the mean scores, as 

indicated in Table 13, is only −0.01. This data point constituted the smallest margin of difference 

among any standards and was the exact same for both standards. The small difference between 

the means from the two groups, coupled with the similar relative placement of the cultural and 

managerial standard among all three groups analyzed, further demonstrates that the participants 

shared a perception of preparedness to address these two standards. The largest difference 

between the means of the two subgroups was tied to the standard of Strategic Leadership, with a 

difference of 0.20 between the two means. This information, coupled with Strategic Leadership’s 

relative higher ranking among principal preparation participants, offers more evidence that the 

participants in a preparation program demonstrated a higher degree of preparedness to address 

strategic leadership issues than the group of nonparticipants.  

The first research question asks to what extent principals in their first-year perceive their 

preparedness to address the standards for North Carolina’s public school leaders. An analysis of 

the descriptive statistics related to the group as a whole provides me with insight into the 

demographics and relative levels of preparedness to address the leadership standards of the entire 

population of the respondents. These responses offer a beginning to the answer to the first 

research question. Dividing the responses of the whole group into the subgroups of participants 

and nonparticipants provides more data from which to answer the first research question. The 

preceding findings provide the answers offered by this study to the first research question.  
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The second research question probed deeper and asked if significant differences exist 

between first-year principals that participated in an LEA-based PPP and those that did not. An 

inferential analysis of the data provided by the survey responses was conducted using a t test. As 

stated earlier, the two-tail probability factor of .88 greatly exceeds the alpha level of .05, 

suggesting that the differences in the responses from the two groups did not significantly differ 

statistically. Therefore, the response to the second research question is that there is no statistical 

significance between the responses of the two groups. While the descriptive statistics may offer 

insight into the differences into the perceived level of preparedness of the two subgroups, their 

responses are statistically more similar than dissimilar. When reviewed, the inferential analysis 

of the data and its null hypothesis outcome closely aligns with the descriptive analysis, which 

produced results that suggested more similarities than differences among the preparedness levels 

of the two subgroups.  

Relationship of Findings to Previous Research 

The gap in the literature investigated in this study was tied to the absence of comparative 

studies exploring the perceived level of preparedness of first-year principals as they began their 

first foray into the principalship. Specifically, existing studies failed to explore the differences in 

perceptions of preparedness between first-year principals that participated in a PPP and those 

that did not. The final element of the study that had been the recipient of limited research was the 

level of preparedness to begin the principalship as measured by the executive standards in place 

for principals.  

This quantitative study consisted of a survey that had two very distinct set of questions 

from which to draw responses and the resultant data. The first section of the survey consisted of 

demographic questions poses to the respondent to identify the respondents’ state of initial 
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licensure, year in which the first principalship took place, the level or type of school in which the 

respondents’ first principalship took place, and whether or not the respondent participated in an 

LEA-based PPP. The preceding sections offer an analysis of the findings from this section. In 

contrast to the simple demographics of the first section, the second section of the survey was 

more research-based and explored the areas of perceptions and preparedness and self-efficacy of 

the respondents. Specifically, the second section of the survey explored the respondents’ relative 

level of preparedness, or self-efficacy, as it pertained to the leadership standards in place for 

principals in the state of North Carolina.  

While the demographics section of the survey provided several topics for investigation 

and analysis, some demographic elements that were excluded may have enhanced the study. The 

literature on PPPs at the university level and the LEA level show gaps in diversity among the 

participants. In an era where the student population in public schools continue to become more 

diverse, minorities continue to be underrepresented in PPPs (Gronn & Lacey, 2016; McCarthy, 

2002; UCEA, 2016b). Adding race and gender questions to the demographic may have allowed 

me to add these results to the body of research on minority representation.  

In Chapter 2, this study reviews Albert Bandura’s work on self-efficacy and the way self-

efficacy connects perceptions and beliefs with practice (1977). The attendant survey me with a 

means of capturing quantitative data on the respondent’s perceptions of preparedness. Based on 

the idea of self-efficacy as described in Bandura’s work, these measures of preparedness may 

have translated to practice by the respondent in the specific areas measured. For example, the 

survey responses consistently ranked Managerial Leadership and Cultural Leadership as the 

standards with the highest mean responses. Therefore, if Bandura’s work is to be applied, one 

might assume that the respondents not only believed they were most prepared to address 
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challenges in these areas, but also did actually effectively address issues from these two areas. 

Similarly, as the Micropolitical Leadership and External Development Leadership standards 

were consistently among the lowest mean scores, it may also be safe to assume that challenges in 

these two areas were less effectively addressed by the respondents during their first year as 

principals. 

In a study of five effective university preparation programs, Davis and Darling-

Hammond (2012) identified seven key features in effective university preparation programs. 

Two of the seven features closely align with the goals of this study. The first element of effective 

university programs that aligns with this study is the focus on a program design that includes 

curricular features that are standards-based. The bulk of this study relied on responses to 

standards-based survey questions and therefore allows the study to somewhat align with the 

current research on PPPs. The second element of the five listed in the Davis and Darling-

Hammond study that aligns with this study is the emphasis on strong partnerships between a 

degree-sponsoring university and a local school district or LEA. This element closely aligns with 

both the initial gap in literature explored in this study and the research design that included 

comparisons of university prepared first-year principals and first-year principals that 

supplemented their university experience with an LEA-based PPP. Recommendations based on 

this and other works cited in Chapter 2 as they pertain to the findings of this study explained in 

Chapters 4 and 5 will be discussed further in the next section.  

Recommendations 

Recommendations from the literature for PPPs, both at the university level and the LEA 

level are discussed in Chapter 2. The findings of this study and their interpretation provides 

additional recommendations for future practice in the area of PPPs.  
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The initial recommendation is founded in the fact that, based on the survey responses to 

this study, PPPs at the university and LEA level are not preparing candidates for the 

principalship. While the survey ranges for all eight standards included individual responses that 

translated to Prepared or Very Well Prepared for individual respondents, the average responses 

for all three groups investigated in the study fell below the standard of Prepared on the survey. 

This deficit in responses provides an area of growth for all preparation programs across all 

standards. All PPPs, both initially licensing university-based licensing programs and 

supplemental, LEA-based preparation programs should share a focus on the executive standards 

in place for North Carolina’s principals. This recommendation aligns with the recommendations 

from the literature that principal preparation should move toward programs that are standards-

based and demonstrate more rigor.  

Specific recommendations for improvement in PPPs lie in the areas tied to the standards 

of Micropolitical and External Development Leadership. Across the spectrum of responses, these 

two areas were the ones the respondents identified as their areas of weakest preparation. 

Similarly, the standards of Instructional and Academic Achievement Leadership fell in the 

middle range of responses for the overall group of respondents as well as for the respondents that 

participated in a PPP. The first key finding in a comprehensive study of PPP defines the 

“Essential Elements of Good Leadership” as the principal’s ability to support teachers and lead 

the instructional program at a school (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005). 

A recommendation from this study is to improve the instructional and academic achievement 

level elements of existing programs in hopes of creating responses to these standards that range 

from Prepared to Very Well Prepared, not Somewhat Prepared to Prepared.  
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The final recommendation from this study speaks to the gap in the literature defined in 

Chapter 1. The gap currently in place between university-based licensure programs and LEA-

based preparation programs must be closed. Chapter 2 of this investigation lists study after study 

that recommends a closer alignment between university programs LEAs. While this study did not 

identify significant differences between the responses from participants and nonparticipants in an 

LEA-based preparation program, it did identify areas of weakness on which both entities could 

better focus their efforts.  

Suggestions for Further Study 

The data gathered for this study exceeded scope of the study. The focus on the study as 

stated was to examine the participants’ perceived level of preparedness to address the standards. 

These responses were then divided into two subgroups for comparison. The division of groups 

for the purposes of this study was based on the demographic question related to participation in 

an LEA-based PPP. One opportunity for further study, based on the existing data gathered, could 

include a similar comparison of the respondents’ relative level of preparedness, but with a focus 

on comparing those respondents licensed in North Carolina as compared to those that were not. 

Another opportunity, also possible with existing data, could be a similar study of preparedness 

based on the year range in which the respondent was licensed. The final and most compelling 

opportunity for further study with existing data could be an examination of the respective levels 

of preparedness as determined by the level or type of first school served. All of these 

recommendations for further study could be completed with the existing data sets developing in 

this study. Additionally, all the preceding recommendations for additional study could be further 

explored against the backdrop of whether or not the respondents participated in an LEA-based 

PPP.  



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

97 

A second, and equally intriguing opportunity for further study could be done using data 

gathered in the survey from this study but not mentioned in the findings at all. The survey posed 

two questions to the respondent tied to each of the executive standards. The first question asked 

the respondent to identify their level of preparedness to address the standard as listed and 

defined. The results to those responses have been thoroughly examined in the sections prior. A 

second question to every standard, however, has not been explored. After being asked to identify 

their level of preparedness, the respondents were also asked to estimate how frequently they had 

to address issues related to each standard during their first year as principal. The Likert scale 

responses ranges from Never with a value of 1, through Monthly with a value of 3, to Daily with 

a value of 5. This study could be replicated as written, but done using the survey data based on 

actual use of the standards as denoted by these survey questions instead of using the data focused 

on the perception of preparation question. In like manner, all the opportunities for further study 

that could be applied to the initial set of perception data could be applied to this new set of 

frequency data. The final opportunity for further study, still based on existing data, could be an 

analysis and comparison of the relationships between the perceptions of preparedness to address 

a specific standard and the frequency to which the standard was actually used. The data to 

complete all of these studies are accessible and may serve to add to the body of work on 

principal preparation. 

Conclusion 

Becoming a public school principal in the state of North Carolina is the result of several 

formal and informal processes. The formal process are generally university-based and involve 

earning an advanced degree and state recognized licensure. The informal process comes into play 

once the administrator assumes an assistant principal role and starts the processes in place in the 
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LEA to move from assistant principal to principal. The model, while consistent across most 

LEAs in the state, is not consistent with the talent identification processes in place in most 

private sector institutions.  

This study attempted to identify several demographic elements of an LEA’s 53 practicing 

principals, then identify their levels of preparedness to address North Carolina’s executive 

standards during their first year as principal. The perception of preparedness was explored 

against a backdrop of self-efficacy. Once the responses of the group as a whole were examined, 

the responses were divided into two groups based on whether or not the respondent participated 

in a PPP. A descriptive analysis of the results produced more similarities than differences among 

the three groups investigated. Standards related to management and culture ranked high among 

all responses and all groups while standards related to Micropolitical Leadership and External 

Development consistently ranked low across the same groups. An inferential analysis failed to 

identify statistically significances between the responses of the two subgroups, further supporting 

the similarities among the responses across the respondents.  

Unfortunately, as a whole, none of the groups identified a single standard as one for 

which they felt Prepared or Well Prepared to address. Therein lies the value and shortcoming of 

not only this study, but and also of PPPs as a whole. A commitment to the recommendations 

from the literature, which are supported by the findings from this study, may produce a new 

cohort of principals that consider themselves Prepared.  
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APPENDIX A 

 

Email Narrative Inviting UPCS Principals to Participate in the Modified North Carolina 

Professors of Educational Leadership Survey: 

Dear UCPS Principals, 

Your participation in this educational study for High Point University would be greatly 

appreciated. 

You are being asked to participate in a survey designed to collect information on the 

principal preparation program, or programs, in which you participated prior to starting your first 

role as principal. Specifically, you will be asked to respond to questions related to your 

university preparation experience, and, if applicable, your LEA-based principal preparation 

experience. The questions align with the North Carolina Standards for School Executives.  

Your participation will provide invaluable information on the self-efficacy of first-year 

principals in relation to the standards on which they are evaluated and will contribute to the body 

of literature pertaining to onboarding for principals. The survey should take no longer than 10 

minutes to complete. 

You have the right not to participate in this survey and you may stop at any time if you 

feel as if you cannot proceed. No personally identifiable information will be collected from any 

participant. The information provided will be kept confidential and no mention of either the LEA 

or the person who received the survey will be made in the research. Only blind data will be used 

for summary analysis. 

Thank you in advance for your participation which will be critical to further our 

understanding of the effectiveness of principal preparation programs. 
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Click the link below if you have read the information above and you agree to participate 

in this study. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Survey of Administrators 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey regarding your principal 
preparation program. This survey is designed to capture your perceptions during your first year 
as a principal. Your input will be used to add to the body of academic knowledge related to 
principal preparation programs. All responses are confidential and anonymous. No individual 
responses will be reported, identified, or linked back to the respondent. Your time is valuable, so 
the items in this survey were carefully selected to provide the maximum information. Please 
complete the entire survey, which will take approximately 15 minutes. Your opinions are 
appreciated and valued. 

 

The North Carolina Professors of Educational Leadership  

Please respond to the following questions as they apply, or applied, to your first year as a 
principal. 

1. In what state did you complete your requirements for School Administrator License? 
Mark only one oval. 
 
            Another state  

                        North Carolina 

 
2. In what year did you first serve as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 
 
                        Prior to 2000 

                        2000–2005 

                       2006–2010 

                         2011–2015 

                        After 2015 

 
3. At what type of school did you first serve as principal? 
Mark only one oval. 
             Elementary School  

             Middle School 

  High School 
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4. In addition to your initial university principal preparation program, did you participate in a 
supplemental principal preparation program sponsored by your school system or district?  
Mark only one oval. 
             Yes  
          No 
 
North Carolina Standards for School Executives 
For the following questions please provide a response ranging from 1 to 5 on the corresponding 
Likert Scales.  
 
Questions addressing principal preparation are measured as follows: 1) Not prepared;  
2) Minimally prepared; 3) Somewhat prepared; 4) Prepared; 5) Well prepared. 
 
Questions addressing the frequency of utilizing the standard are measured as follows:  
1) Never; 2) Rarely; 3) Monthly; 4) Weekly; 5) Daily. 
 
Standard 1: Strategic Leadership 
School executives will create conditions that result in strategically re-Imagining 
the school's vision, mission and goals in the 21st century. Understanding that 
schools ideally prepare students for an unseen but not altogether unpredictable 
future, the leader creates a climate of inquiry that challenges the school 
community to continually re-purpose itself by building on its core values and 
beliefs about its preferred future and then developing a pathway to reach it. 
 
5. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to provide 
Strategic Leadership (as stated in Standard 1) in your first year as a principal? 
 Mark only one oval. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Not prepared                                                                   Well prepared 

  
 
6. How often were you asked to provide Strategic Leadership (as stated in Standard 1) in your 
first year as a principal?  
Mark only one oval. 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Never                                                                    Daily 
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Standard 2: Instructional Leadership 
School executives will set high standards for the professional practice of 21st century 
instruction and assessment that result in a no-nonsense accountable environment. The school 
executive must be knowledgeable of best instructional and school practices and must use this 
knowledge to cause the creation of collaborative structures within the school for the design of 
highly engaging schoolwork for students, the ongoing peer review of this work and the sharing 
of this work throughout the professional community. 
 
7. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to provide 
Instructional Leadership (as stated in Standard 2) in your first year a principal?  
Mark only one oval. 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Not prepared                                                                 Well prepared 

 
 
8. How often were you asked to provide Instructional Leadership (as stated in Standard 2) in 
your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Never                                                                   Daily 
 

 
 
Standard 3: Cultural Leadership 
School Executives will understand and act on the understanding of the important role a school's 
culture contributes to the exemplary performance of the school. School executives must support 
and value the traditions, artifacts, symbols, positive values and norms of the school and 
community that result in a sense of identity and pride upon which to build a positive future. A 
school executive must be able to "re-culture" the school If needed to align with school's goals 
of improving student and adult learning and to infuse work of the adults and students with 
passion, meaning and purpose. Cultural leadership implies understanding the school as the 
people in it each day, how they came to their current state and how to connect with their 
traditions in order to move them forward to support the school's efforts to achieve individual 
and collective goals. 
 
9. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to provide 
Cultural Leadership (as stated in Standard 3) in your first year as a principal?  
Mark only one oval. 

 

 



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

104 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

Not prepared                                                                    Well prepared 
 

 

10. How often were you asked to provide Cultural Leadership (as stated in Standard 3) in 
your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                       1          2         3         4         5 
 

Never        Daily  

     
 

Standard 4: Human Resources Leadership 
School executives will ensure that the school is a professional learning community. School 
executives will ensure that processes and systems are in place that results in the recruitment, 
induction, support, evaluation, development and retention of a high performing staff. The 
school executive must engage and empower accomplished teachers in a distributive leadership 
manner, including support of teachers in day- to-day decisions such as discipline, 
communication with parents, and protect teachers from duties that interfere with teaching, and 
must practice fair and consistent evaluation of teachers. The school executive must engage 
teachers and other professional staff in conversations to plan their career paths and support 
district succession planning. 
 
11. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to 
provide Human Resource Leadership (as stated in Standard 4) in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                                 1         2         3        4       5 
 

Not prepared                                                                   Well prepared 
  
 
12. How often were you asked to provide Human Resource Leadership (as stated in Standard 4) 
in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                      1          2    3         4         5   
Never           Daily 
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Standard 5: Managerial Leadership 
School Executives will ensure that the school has processes and systems in place of budgeting, 
staffing, problem solving, communicating expectations and scheduling that result in organizing 
the work routines in the building. The school executive must be responsible for the monitoring 
of the school budget and the Inclusion of all teachers in the budget decisions so as to meet at 
the 21st century needs of every classroom. Effectively and efficiently managing the complexity 
of everyday life is critical for staff to be able to focus its energy on improvement. 
 

13. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to 
provide Managerial Leadership (as stated in Standard 5) in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                                 1         2         3        4       5 
   
Not prepared                                                                    Well prepared 

  
 
14. How often were you asked to provide Managerial Leadership (as stated in Standard 5) in 
your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                      1          2         3          4        5 
  

Never         Daily 

  
 
Standard 6: External Development Leadership 
A school executive will design structures and processes that result in a community engagement, 
support, and ownership. Acknowledging that schools no longer reflect but in fact build 
community, the leader proactively creates with staff opportunities for parents, community and 
business representatives to participate as "stockholders" in the school such that continued 
investments of resources and good will are not left to chance. 
 
15. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to 
provide External Development Leadership (as stated in Standard 6) in your first year as a 
principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                                 1         2         3        4       5   
Not prepared                      Well prepared 
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16. How often were you asked to provide External Development Leadership (as stated in  
  Standard 6) in your first year as a principal?  
  Mark only one oval. 
 
                       1 2  3          4         5 

  
Never                                                                     Daily 

  
   
 
Standard 7: Micro-political Leadership 
The school executive will build systems and relationships that utilize the staff's diversity and 
encourage constructive ideological conflict in order to leverage staff expertise, power and 
influence to realize the school's vision for success. The executive will also creatively employ 
an awareness of staff's professional needs, issues and interests to build social cohesion and to 
facilitate distributed governance and shared decision-making. 
 

17. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to 
provide Micro-Political Leadership (as stated in Standard 7) in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                                 1         2          3        4       5 
  

Not prepared                                                                   Well prepared 
  

 
18. How often were you asked to provide Micro-Political Leadership (as stated in Standard 7) 
in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 
 
                      1         2 3         4         5 

 
Never                                                                      Daily 
 

 
 

Standard 8: Academic Achievement Leadership 
School executives will contribute to the academic success of students. The work of the school 
executive will result in acceptable, measurable progress for students based on established 
performance expectations and appropriate data to demonstrate growth. An executive's rating on 
the eighth standard is determined by a school-wide student growth value as calculated by the 
statewide growth model for educator effectiveness. 
 



PRINCIPAL PREPARATION                                                                                                     

107 

 
 

19. As a result of your principal preparation program(s), how well prepared were you to 
provide Academic Achievement Leadership (as stated in Standard 8) in your first year as a 
principal? 
Mark only one oval. 

                                 1         2          3        4       5 
  

Not prepared                                                                   Well prepared 

  
 

20. How often were you asked to provide Academic Achievement Leadership (as stated in 
Standard 8) in your first year as a principal? 
Mark only one oval. 
 
                       1 2  3         4        5 

 
Never                                                                      Daily 
  
 
Thank you for reflecting on your first year as a principal and completing the North 
Carolina Professors of Educational Leadership Principal Survey (adapted).  
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