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 Research reveals that principals are second only to teachers in terms of school-

related factors that have an impact on student achievement.  Not only do principals have 

an impact on factors related to student advancement, their lack of preparedness and 

turnover adversely impacts schools.  Additionally, principals are a key factor to the 

recruitment and retention of quality teachers and staff and their leadership is instrumental 

in creating a positive school culture and climate.  All too often, school districts rely 

exclusively on higher educational principal preparation programs as a means of preparing 

educators to become effective school level leaders.  Unfortunately, in many cases, the 

training and on-going professional support ends once an individual has earned an 

opportunity to lead a school community on his or her own. 
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 This dissertation was designed to investigate onboarding practices currently 

utilized for new principals in local education agencies located in the state of North 

Carolina.  The study further sought to examine the relationship between these practices 

and the principal turnover rates of the school districts participating in the investigation. 

An online electronic survey was distributed to school districts across the state in an effort 

to collect information on current onboarding practices.  Principal turnover rates for each 

of the districts participating in the study were obtained from the North Carolina 

Department of Public Instruction.  The data from each resource were then compared in 

order to identify onboarding practices that were common across districts and the 

relationship between these practices and principal turnover rates in said districts. 

 The study determined that common elements could be found among school 

districts that offered new principal onboarding programs.  These elements included:  (a) 

issuance of a handbook, (b) use of an orientation program, (c) assignment of mentors, (d) 

regularly scheduled meetings with district staff, (e) opportunities for collaboration among 

participants, and (f) utilization of coaches.  These findings are consistent with the 

elements surrounding private sector onboarding programs most commonly found in the 

literature.  To measure whether onboarding practices influenced principal turnover rates 

in the districts under investigation, the aforementioned elements served as variables in the 

statistical analyses portion of the study.  However, when a two factor ANOVA without 

replication was applied to the dataset there was no statistically significant difference 

between the principal turnover rates of the school districts included in the study. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction of the Study 

Introduction 

 This dissertation is a quantitative study of the key components associated with 

principal onboarding programs in North Carolina.  The investigation focused on district 

practices that were currently in place with regards to the onboarding programs of novice 

administrators to determine if a relationship existed between the elements of the program 

and the district’s principal turnover rate.  In this chapter the investigator began by 

exploring the background of the study in order to establish the contextual framework of 

the problem.  Next, the problem, and its significance, as it related to the field of public 

education was identified in an effort to further understand the importance of conducting 

the study.  The chapter concluded with a brief overview of the methodology to be applied 

followed by the limitations and key definitions associated with the study.   

Background of the Study 

 Across the United States local education agencies (LEAs) have long sought to 

establish public schools designed to promote the social, emotional, and academic well-

being of all students.  Numerous reform efforts by federal, state, and local officials have 

been developed in order to better prepare students in America’s schools for post-

secondary career and college opportunities.  Three of the most significant federal reform 

efforts that have been developed in the last forty years include the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, No Child Left Behind of 2002, and the current Every 

Student Succeeds Act, signed into law in 2015 (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.).  

These measures have been implemented in order to increase equity, close achievement 

gaps, improve instruction, and increase outcomes for all learners (U.S. Department of 
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Education, n.d.).  Subsequently, many state agencies followed suit and created their own 

policies and guidelines aimed at improving student achievement.  As a result, local 

boards of education have amended their own policies in order to remain in compliance 

with state and federal mandates.  Thus began the proliferation of policy driven systems of 

public education.  However, often overlooked in this era of reform is one of the most 

important aspects of school effectiveness and the role that this individual plays in the 

advancement of the school community.  This individual is the principal. 

 Conventional wisdom in America would suggest that the principal plays an 

important role in either the success or failure of a school.  However, it is only recently 

that research has revealed just how important the principal is to the vitality of an 

educational institution.   Principals are critical to the development of an open, collegial, 

collaborative learning community designed to help every student reach his or her fullest 

potential (Van Roekel, 2008; Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013).  By adopting a set of 

targeted practices focused on curriculum and instruction, principals possess the capacity 

to increase equitable outcomes for all learners (Braun, Billips, & Gable, 2013).  In some 

cases, effective principals account for almost 25 percent of the variation in a school’s 

achievement and their leadership has been shown to increase student test scores by 10 

percentage points (Waters, Marzano & McNulty, 2003; Wallace Foundation, 2012; Hull, 

2012).  Research reveals that principals are second only to teachers in terms of school-

related factors that have an impact on student advancement and outcomes (Wallace 

Foundation, 2016).  Based on these findings, principals who foster and nurture an 

environment grounded in targeted instructional improvement can institute the type of 

achievement that would be beneficial to all.  Be that as it may, additional research reveals 
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that the impact of a principal extends beyond the academic outcomes of students and into 

other facets of the school community.   

 In perhaps one of the most comprehensive studies researching the effectiveness of 

the principal, Jim Hull (2012), writing for the Center for Public Education, provided an 

overview of the roles and responsibilities of the modern-day principal.  Not only do 

principals have an impact on student achievement, their turnover adversely impacts 

schools and they are a key factor to the recruitment and retention of quality teachers and 

staff (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011; Hull, 2012).  It should come as no surprise that 

under ineffective leadership, effective teachers are more likely to leave a school than 

remain (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011; Hull, 2012).  Additionally, effective 

principals are more adept than ineffective principals at identifying and developing 

educational talent.  Ultimately, when effective principals are leading schools, they 

possess the means to influence the culture, climate, and instructional quality of the 

educational system (Jensen, 2014).  This would suggest that effective principals are 

critical to the development and establishment of initiatives aimed at improving all aspects 

of the school community and districts should exhaust all measures to enhance their 

support.   

 All too often, it seems, LEAs have relied on higher education principal 

preparation programs as a way to train and prepare individuals to become effective 

school level executive leaders.  University and college licensing programs, principal 

training academies, and locally developed pre-service professional development have 

historically served as a pipeline to the principalship (Wallace Foundation, 2016).  Those 

who emerged from these programs with the requisite skillset were often afforded the 
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opportunity to serve as a principal and lead a school of their own.  However, in many 

cases, the continuous, on-going professional support ends once an individual has 

ascended the building level administrative hierarchy.  Current research reveals that it is 

these first years as a new principal in which individuals need the greatest support so that 

they may hone and develop their craft (Hull, 2012).  Ironically, many school districts 

have failed to capitalize on this opportunity for continuous improvement and they fall 

short in their attempts to provide the guidance necessary for new principals to 

successfully transition to their role (Watkins, 2003).  A review of the literature on 

principal acclimation and support reveals that very few comprehensive onboarding 

programs exist in today’s public schools.  Given the importance of the principal, it would 

be advantageous for LEAs to allocate the resources necessary toward the development of 

a quality, locally designed onboarding program for principals new to their role. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study is multi-faceted.  The first goal of the investigation was 

to survey districts across the state North Carolina in order to determine whether or not 

they offer onboarding as a formal means of providing professional support to novice 

principals.  The second goal was to identify those practices that are currently in place and 

determine if there are common elements being utilized by school districts in North 

Carolina.  The last goal was to determine if there is an association between certain 

elements of a new principal onboarding program and the principal turnover rate among 

the local education agencies that participated in the study. 

 

 While onboarding has long been used as a means to enhance one’s professional 

capacities within the private sector, it is only recently that it is has found its way into the 
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educational lexicon.  Over the years, the need for these programs has emerged from the 

ever changing landscape of educational leadership and the fact that principals have 

traditionally reported very little support from district level staff (Alvoid & Black, 2014).  

Research on educational leadership suggests that principals benefit from opportunities to 

network and collaborate with their peers (David, 2009; Hanover Research, 2015).  As a 

result, districts across the country are examining their in-house principal training 

programs and re-thinking how they utilize existing human capital resources in order to 

meet this emerging need (Jensen, 2014).  Their goal is to provide a comprehensive, 

sustainable framework for onboarding that enhances the professional competencies of 

building level executive leadership and increases the likelihood that they will remain 

committed to the profession. 

Problem Statement 

 The problem investigated in this study is the gap in the literature surrounding 

effective onboarding practices for novice principals and the impact that these practices 

have on the turnover rate among school leaders.  A review of the literature revealed a 

plethora of information pertaining to pre-service and first year principal training 

programs as a means of preparing individuals for the principalship.  However, there is 

little attention given to those quality components of an onboarding program that would be 

most beneficial to principals new to their role.  Using the key terms research, onboarding, 

principals, develop, public education, turnover rate, and practices, a review of WorldCat, 

ERIC, and ProQuest, three of the most commonly referenced research databases, revealed 

that no studies have been conducted in an effort to solicit feedback from school districts 

on the effectiveness of new principal onboarding programs and their impact on reducing 



 

6 
 

principal turnover rate.  This indicates that there is a lack of research with regards to 

those key elements that should be included in a quality onboarding program for novice 

principals.  Thus far, the majority of the research conducted in this field has focused on 

the impact of mentoring and coaching with new principals and stopped short of 

discussing the most beneficial components of a quality onboarding program.  

A report released by the National Association of State Boards of Education in 

2005 noted that much of the professional development designed to enhance a new 

principal’s skillset was based on ideology, fads, whims, and opportunism (Mitgang, 

2012).  Principal induction programs grounded in standards developed by the Council of 

Chief State School Officers allow administrators to become familiar with best practices in 

their field (Hanover Research, 2015).  It would be wise for school districts to invest in 

standards-based induction, training, and support programs designed to strengthen a 

principal’s set of skills (Rowland, 2017).  Unfortunately, quality onboarding programs for 

first year principals are often non-existent and few investigators have taken the 

opportunity to study the components of an onboarding program that have proven to be 

most beneficial to novice principals (Wright, Siegrist, Pate, Monetti, & Raiford, 2009).  

Soliciting feedback from school districts across the state North Carolina on the types of 

practices included in their onboarding programs might offer some insight on those 

elements most closely associated with yielding higher retention rates among principals. 
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Key Research Questions 

The research questions that guided the advancement of the investigation are 

aligned with the purpose of the study and its goals.  Data collected from surveys and state 

released reports were examined in an effort to address the following questions: 

1) What common elements can be found in district-sponsored new principal 

onboarding programs across local education agencies in North Carolina? 

2) What is the relationship between the elements found in a new principal 

onboarding program and the turnover rate among principals in a given local 

education agency in North Carolina when compared to other local education 

agencies? 

Professional Significance of the Study 

A principal’s effectiveness is a significant factor in the success or failure of a 

school.  Every school should have a qualified, well-prepared, professionally supported 

principal committed to the educational advancement of all students at the helm.  In the 

state of North Carolina, for example, this process begins at the state level where the State 

Board of Education outlines as one of its objectives the development and support of 

effective principals (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2017).  This goal is then 

filtered down to the district level as LEAs align their strategic priorities with the goals 

and objectives outlined in the state’s plan.  In the case of North Carolina, the state is 

responsible for the certification and licensure of the principal, but it is the responsibility 

of LEAs to ensure that quality principals are hired, trained, and supported at the district 

level.  Investing in an onboarding program aimed at strengthening a novice principal’s 
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competencies may pay dividends not only for the school, but for the community as a 

whole. 

Unfortunately, on-going professional support for principals has not kept pace with 

the ever-changing role of school leadership.  The traditional view of the principal as 

nothing more than a building manager has evolved into a role that is more closely aligned 

with that of a coach, an instructional leader, a team builder, an inspirational leader, and a 

change-agent (Alvoid & Black, 2014).  Many of the nation’s university-based 

accreditation programs fail to take into account the practical realities of serving as a 

novice principal and do not incorporate opportunities to experience authentic leadership 

into their curricula (Wallace Foundation, 2008; Mitgang, 2012).  Further compounding 

this problem is the recent trend of individuals enrolling in pre-service training programs 

with no interest in pursuing the principalship upon completion (Wallace Foundation, 

2016).  As a result, many principals report that they do not feel as if their university 

training programs have properly prepared them for the demands of school leadership 

(Alvoid & Black, 2014).  School districts, now more than ever, have an opportunity to 

realign their traditional systems of induction and support against this backdrop.  Failure 

to do so may breed further job-related uncertainty and confusion among new principals 

and will merely perpetuate the sink or swim mentality that too often plagues education. 

Professional networking is often one of the most beneficial aspects of locally 

developed onboarding programs.  In 2003, 96 percent of principals surveyed nationally 

reported that their peers were more helpful than their university training programs in 

preparing them for their new role (Van Roekel, 2008).  This same report revealed that the 

majority of respondents surveyed believed that the lack of quality professional 
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development for principals contributed to declining student achievement and hindered 

teacher development (Van Roekel, 2008).  These statistics would suggest that principals 

are voicing the need for continuous, on-going professional support in their ever-evolving 

roles as school leaders.  Since many new principals will often make predictable and 

recognizable mistakes early in their careers, districts can offset these key errors by 

establishing onboarding programs tailored toward the development of these leaders’ skills 

and competencies (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  Implementing locally developed 

onboarding programs utilizing the expertise of district level administrators may fill the 

void that is often created by the absence of quality professional development.  The 

capacity to build internal systems of support and enhance the professional skillset of its 

employees is crucial to the advancement of any organization.  Additionally, these 

practices may help curb principal turnover, an issue that is currently plaguing school 

systems across the nation (Jensen, 2014). 

Principal turnover occurs when the school’s principal leaves his or her position in 

order to assume another position either at a different school or outside of education.  Over 

the course of one’s career, it is not uncommon for principals to pursue educational 

leadership opportunities at a different level (moving from middle school to high school) 

or request a change in setting (moving from a less affluent school to one of greater 

affluence).  Statistics released by national, state, and local agencies generally refer to 

principal turnover rates as any instance in which a principal leaves the district in which 

he or she was employed in the previous year.  For example, in its most recent study, the 

United States Department of Education reported that 23 percent of public school 

principals in the 2011-2012 school year were no longer at their same school the following 
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academic year (Goldring & Taie, 2014).  This means that nearly one out of every four 

schools nationwide received a new principal to start the 2012-2013 school year.   

The state of North Carolina, in its annual release of School Report Cards, defined 

turnover rate as the percentage of principals who were employed in the previous year but 

are no longer employed by the district in the reporting year (North Carolina School 

Report Cards, n.d.).  For the most recent year on record, North Carolina reported a 

turnover rate among principals as just over nine percent statewide (North Carolina School 

Report Cards, n.d.).  Yet, the report made no mention of those principals who migrate 

from school to school within the same district.  Failing to capture the true mobility rates 

of building level executive leaders moving from one school to another, within the same 

LEA, has the potential to misrepresent the impact that principal turnover has on schools.  

Recognizing that turnover is a problem, and there is a need to reduce the frequency of its 

occurrence, is one of the main objectives of those who champion the implementation of 

onboarding programs.   

Another factor closely related to turnover, and equally impacting the overall 

culture and climate of a school, is how long the principal has served in his or her current 

role.  Many national, state, and local reports detailing the years of experience held by 

principals within education often use an individual’s years of service as the basis of 

reporting.  The most recent comprehensive study performed by the United States 

Department of Education categorized principals as having less than three years of 

experience, three to five years of experience, six to nine years of experience, or 10 years 

or more of experience for reporting purposes (Goldring & Taie, 2014).  Using these 

designations, nearly 25 percent of public school principals across the nation in the    
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2011-2012 school year indicated they had less than three years of total service (Goldring 

& Taie, 2014).  In states such as North Carolina, year-end reports provide the percentage 

of principals with experiences of less than three years, four to ten years, and over 10 

years (North Carolina School Report Cards, n.d.).  For the 2015-2016 school year, 43 

percent of principals statewide fell between 0-3 years of experience while 42 percent of 

principals in a local school district in south central North Carolina received this 

designation (North Carolina Schools Report Cards, n.d.).  These percentages would 

suggest that there is a great deal of inexperience in the principalship at the state, as well 

as some local, levels of schooling. 

From a national perspective, the United States Department of Education provided 

more detail with regards to the experience level of principals and reports both the number 

and percentage of principals who have attained certain years of service in their current 

school setting.  Using the statistics from the latest study on principal mobility and 

attrition, 44 percent of principals nationally reported less than three years of service at 

their current school in the 2011-2012 school year (Goldring & Taie, 2014).  In North 

Carolina, however, this statistic is somewhat difficult to obtain.  Just as it does with its 

turnover reporting format, the state fails to take into consideration the number of 

principals with experience who transition into a new principalship either within or outside 

of their district.  As a result, the years of service that an individual has obtained as 

principal at his or her current school may be much lower than those years of experience 

represented on the state reports.   

In the average school, a principal’s tenure typically ranges from three to four 

years of service, but in a low-performing school, the tenure is much shorter (Seashore-
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Louis, et al. 2010; Hull 2012).  Essentially, a principal may have over ten years of 

experience in the profession but may now find themselves in their first year of service at 

new school.  Under the current reporting format in North Carolina, these numbers never 

appear on a state report.  While most principals become more effective as they gain 

experience, there are those who would benefit from quality onboarding programs in order 

to strengthen their professional capacities as they transition to a new setting.  Research 

indicates that principals need the most support during their first three years in a new role 

(Hull, 2012).  Offering a quality, locally developed, comprehensive onboarding program 

designed to meet the needs of principals new to their role, regardless of their years of 

experience, may help school districts mitigate the impact of principal turnover.     

One must recognize that there are a variety of reasons why principals elect to 

leave their position and pursue opportunities either at another school or in another 

professional line of work.  Excessive work, recent educational reforms, role ambiguity, 

long hours, isolation, low pay, and inadequate support are some of the most common 

workplace conditions affecting a principal’s mobility (Tekleselassie & Villarreal, 2011).   

Regardless of the rationale, principal turnover has a significant impact on the culture, 

climate, and direction of a school.  Reducing turnover among principals has been shown 

to have a positive impact on the morale, achievement, and overall success of both 

students and staff within a school (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010).  Subsequent research on 

school leadership revealed that principals have an impact on the effectiveness of teaching 

and learning practices utilized within a school setting (Wood, Finch, & Mirecki, 2013).  

Creating systems of support, networking, and on-going professional development may 

offset some of these factors that have contributed to principal turnover rates.  School 
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districts would be wise to heed the findings reported through the research and seek to 

establish locally developed programs designed to integrate and acclimate school level 

leadership into their new role (Rowland, 2017).  School systems can no longer gamble on 

the sink or swim philosophy; thus, the need for quality onboarding programs designed to 

provide support and assistance to new principals.   

Overview of the Methodology 

The purpose of this study was to add to the body of literature pertaining to 

onboarding as a means of providing professional support to novice principals.  A 

descriptive, non-experimental, quantitative design was utilized to conduct the 

investigation.  School districts across the state of North Carolina were divided into three 

categories:  small, medium, and large as defined by their average daily membership 

reported by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction.  A stratified random 

sampling was used to select districts for participation in the study.  Surveys were then 

distributed to a simple random sample from each size category in an effort to collect 

descriptive data on locally developed onboarding programs.  The responses from the 

surveys were used to determine if there were common elements associated with 

onboarding programs in similarly sized districts.  Once the data were examined, the 

information was used to examine the relationship that exists between onboarding and 

principal turnover in the school districts under investigation.   

Limitations 

 Several key limitations must be noted as they could have an impact on the 

findings yielded from the study.  The first limitation stems from the design selected for 

the purposes of the investigation.  Quantitative research designs are limited by the type of 
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responses that are generally collected from participants.  Respondents participating in 

quantitative studies generally must select from a series of closed ended responses and are 

seldom afforded the opportunity to provide open-ended, elaborative responses to 

questions.  This restriction did allow participants to offer robust, in-depth, information 

that could potentially add to the area of focus under investigation. 

 Another inherent limitation associated with the selection of the design for the 

study pertains to the way in which the results must be interpreted.  Non-experimental, 

descriptive, quantitative studies are intended to note associations among groups under 

investigation.  These types of studies use quantifiable data to express trends, patterns, and 

relationships and do not lend themselves to explaining cause and effect among a set of 

variables.  Comparing the elements of a school system’s onboarding program to the 

turnover rate among principals in their district will not establish a causal relationship.  

This investigation will merely attempt to analyze the differences between and among 

districts throughout the state of North Carolina. 
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Definitions of Key Terms 

In an effort to aid the reader, the following key terms used throughout this study 

have been defined: 

 Coaching/coach – the support mechanisms offered by a school district designed to 

strengthen a principal’s skills and abilities while boosting their performance.  In some 

instances, this may be an individual who focuses on providing short term, performance-

based feedback and guidance. 

 Induction – the practices utilized by a school district in an effort to prepare a 

principal for their new role. 

Local Education Agency - a public board of education or other public authority 

legally constituted within a state for either administrative control or direction of, or to 

perform a service function for, public elementary schools or secondary schools in a city, 

county, township, school district, or other political subdivision of a state                    

(U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). 

Mentoring/mentor – a service, or a person who provides such service, where there 

is an informal, long term association focused on an individual’s career and personal 

development.    

Novice principal – an administrator who has less than three years of experience as 

the executive leader of a school. 

 Onboarding – the steps taken by a school district in order to prepare, train, 

integrate, and support a principal new to their role for a sustained period of time.   

 Turnover – instances in which a principal leaves a school and is replaced.   
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Chapter 2:  Review of Selected Literature 

Introduction 

This chapter reviews the literature associated with onboarding practices, most 

notably for new principals, as a means to provide on-going support and training in an 

effort to increase professional capacity and reduce turnover and attrition.  First, literature 

outlining the role and importance of the principal is reviewed in order to establish the 

impact that principals have on school culture and student achievement.  Next, some of the 

contributing reasons behind principal turnover and the impact that this turnover has had 

on schools is presented.  Then, the idea of onboarding and the theoretical framework 

associated with its development is discussed.  Lastly, the literature pertaining to new 

principal onboarding is reviewed in order to identify the most common practices 

associated with these programs. 

Importance of the Principal 

 Literature pertaining to the importance of the principal includes a multitude of 

indicators ranging from everyday professional responsibilities to the administrator’s 

impact on school culture and student achievement.  Wood, Finch, and Mirecki (2013) 

conducted a survey research study and concluded that the role of the principal could be 

best defined as a building manager, an instructional leader, a politician, a change agent, 

and an administrator.  In a series of case studies performed by the RAND Education 

Corporation, researchers found that principals spent a tremendous amount of time 

conducting classroom observations, encouraging data use, forming leadership teams, 

promoting teacher self-efficacy, and building culture and relationships within their 

respective communities (Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & Ikemoto, 2012).  Additional 
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studies have sought to delineate the roles and responsibilities of principals by creating a 

framework of leadership practices that include the following:  curriculum interpretation, 

instructional support, assessment and evaluation, and community involvement (Braun, 

Billups, & Gable, 2013).  Other frameworks found within the literature suggest that the 

principal is primarily responsible for recruiting and retaining strong staff members, 

coaching and mentoring staff, respecting and establishing cultural practices, serving as 

the instructional leader, and being visible to the school community (Burkhauser et al., 

2012).  Regardless of the research or source of information, the literature is quite 

conclusive in the sense that the role of the principal includes a multitude of 

responsibilities and individuals must possess a unique set of professional skills.   

 A recurring theme found in the literature pertaining to the principalship is the idea 

of building, establishing, or maintaining some element of culture within the school 

community.  Strickland-Cohen, McIntosh, and Horner (2014) noted that school leaders 

are in a position to create a school culture that fosters collaboration, collegiality, and 

cooperation and these practices increase the likelihood that a school will experience 

sustained success.  Other researchers have indicated that cultural environments centered 

on collaborative teaching and learning strategies yield vibrant professional learning 

communities designed to help students reach their full potential (Wood et al., 2013).  

While investigating the impact of principal turnover on school performance, Mascall and 

Leithwood (2010) pointed out that school leaders have a tremendous amount of influence 

on shaping both classroom conditions and school culture.  Furthermore, their research 

suggests that the cultural conditions created by the building level principal may help 

promote greater teacher performance and this, in turn, may lead to greater student 
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outcomes (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010).  Although the culture fostered by a principal is 

critical in the success of a school, there are other indicators that have a bearing on the 

overall progress of a school and its community. 

 According to research conducted by the RAND Education Corporation, new 

principals must not only be adept at assimilating into a new culture, they are also 

expected to at least maintain, if not improve, the level of student achievement in their 

new environment (Burkhauser et al., 2012).  Derrick Jensen (2014), writing for the 

School Leaders Network, cited several studies that investigated the principal’s impact on 

student achievement and the quality of teaching and learning within the school.  

Ultimately, it was determined that the “leaders’ effect on students contributes to 25 

percent of the total school influences on a child’s academic performance” (Jensen, 2014, 

p. 3).  Additionally, research by the Wallace Foundation (2006) revealed that there is a 

substantial relationship between instructional leadership and student achievement and 

principals have a strong influence on the effectiveness of teaching practices.  In a 

comprehensive study focusing on the development of school leaders, Braun, Billups, and 

Gable (2013) developed a qualitative instrument designed to measure the degree to which 

principals can influence outcomes for all students.  Their research revealed that school 

leaders possess the means to increase equitable outcomes for all learners by instituting 

effective teaching and learning practices (Braun et al., 2013).  Other studies have 

concluded that principals are the second leading school related factor, behind teachers, 

affecting student achievement (Tekleselassie & Villareal, 2011).  These findings 

reinforce the notion that principals are instrumental in the overall success of a school and 
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their efforts can propel educational institutions forward in their pursuit of greater 

achievement.   

Principal Turnover and its Impact 

 Public schools have been presented with an ever-increasing turnover rate among 

administrators recently and finding highly qualified candidates to replace these 

individuals has proven problematic in many instances.  According to the most recent data 

obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics, 22% of the nation’s principals 

left to work in a new location during the 2012-2013 school year (Goldring & Taie, 2014).  

This represents a two percentage point decrease in the number of those individuals who 

remained in their same schools five years earlier (Battle & Gruber, 2010).  Fuller and 

Young (2009) found that, in the state of Texas, slightly less than 50% of newly hired 

principals leave their current assignment after three years, and more than 70% leave after 

five years.   

A review of the literature on principal turnover revealed that research has been 

conducted on both the reasons behind turnover and the impact that turnover has had on 

public schools.  In its study on identifying the traits associated with successful school 

leadership, the Thomas Fordham Institute (2003) found that many principals face 

excessive work overload.  This ultimately impacts an individual’s ability to lead a school 

with sustained effort and vision while, at the same time, creating a sense of role 

ambiguity (Thomas Fordham Institute, 2003).  Furthermore, a 2012 MetLife survey of 

principals found that “84 percent report high stress two or more days per week related to 

the impossibility of the job; rife with long hours, and limited authority to make important 

decisions” (Jensen, 2014, p. 9). Friedman (2002), writing in the Social Psychology of 
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Education Journal, noted how work overload leads to job confusion and this has become 

one of the major reasons for burnout and job dissatisfaction among principals.  Thus, it 

appears that the increased demands of the job, coupled with job-related uncertainties, are 

having a detrimental impact on an individual’s desire to remain in the profession for the 

long-term. 

Wood et al. (2013), expanded upon this concept of job burnout through their 

research and identified several factors leading to high turnover rates among principals.  

Among the reasons discovered were low salaries, geographic isolation, social isolation, 

social environment and culture, working conditions, and close proximity to higher paying 

districts (Wood et al., 2013).  Over the years, principals have experienced a proliferation 

in their defined roles and responsibilities and this has led many professionals to feel as if 

they are overwhelmed and underprepared to serve their various stakeholders (Howley, 

Andrianaivo, & Perry, 2005).  Some, but not all, of these tasks include setting a school-

wide vision and mission, providing professional development for staff members, leading 

instructional and curricular programs, and devoting 60-80 hours a week to the service of 

others (Tekleselasie & Villarreal, 2011).  However, the literature indicates that burnout 

and overload are not the only reasons driving the turnover rate among principals.   

As noted in Wood et al.’s (2013) research study, Fink and Brayman (2006) cited 

fallout and pressures from the standardization movement as factors that have led many 

individuals to question their desire to enter the profession of educational administration.  

Writing for the Educational Administration Quarterly, Winter and Morgenthal (2002) 

pointed out that accountability measures introduced in the late 1990s and early 2000s 

have placed extraordinary expectations on principals.  Furthermore, these expectations 
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have created an environment where principals are expected to be student-achievement 

and results-oriented practitioners who must provide evidence of their school’s progress in 

order to demonstrate that they are effective leaders (Winter & Morgenthal, 2002).  

Additionally, Kafka’s (2009) research on the historical perspective of the principalship 

supports these same conclusions.  Not only must principals be responsible for the 

everyday operations of the school environment, they must adhere to a plethora of federal, 

state, and local mandates pertaining to student achievement (Kafka, 2009).  These 

mandates have introduced accountability pressures that are felt by principals in deeply 

personal ways and these can have an impact on an individual’s well-being (Kafka, 2009).  

Multilevel survey data examined by Tekleselassie and Villarreal (2011) revealed that 

principals expressed a disdain for these new accountability mandates without adequate 

support and training being provided.  These measures have had a tendency to erode an 

individual’s morale and enthusiasm and may have impacted the recruitment and retention 

of professionals to the workforce (Tekleselassie & Villareal, 2011).  Aside from this, 

turnover has created a myriad of challenges that school leaders must address in order to 

strengthen the educational system. 

Recent data indicated that districts across the United States experience principal 

turnover ranging from 15% to 30% in a given year (Béteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2011).  

Turnover rates this frequent may severely hamper school improvement initiatives, erode 

the trust of the faculty, thwart the development of a collaborative culture, and disrupt the 

overall direction of the school (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  Strickland-Cohen et 

al.’s (2014) research on principal turnover indicated that school based improvement 

initiatives suffer when administrator turnover is prevalent.  This finding was further 
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supported in Jensen’s (2014) article on principal turnover when he noted that frequent 

turnover severely hampered a school’s, especially a high poverty school’s, efforts at 

sustained improvement.   

Compounding this issue is the impact that turnover has had on school culture and 

staff relationships.  Mascall and Leithwood’s (2010) research on the district’s role in 

managing turnover revealed that principal attrition had a substantial impact on the 

conditions within a school.  To further illustrate this point, while researching the effects 

of principal succession, Fink and Brayman (2006) pointed out the following 

characteristics in schools that experience constant turnover:  cynicism among staff about 

a principal’s dedication, lack of shared purpose, inability to accomplish meaningful 

change, and lack of ability to maintain a long-term school improvement focus.  Other 

studies indicated that this “revolving door syndrome” promotes uncertainty and 

instability within the building while creating a perception that the new principal is merely 

a servant to the system (Reynolds, White, Brayman, & Moore, 2008).  Additionally, 

Macmillan, Meyer, Northfield, and Foley (2011) studied the effects of principal turnover 

on teachers and found that continuous change amongst administrators led to a lack of 

trust and commitment on new initiatives among building level staff.  Furthermore, 

teachers may begin to build a culture of resistance and solidify their efforts against school 

improvement efforts when change in leadership is the norm (Fink & Hargreaves, 2006).  

These types of conditions can have a negative impact on a school’s efforts at 

improvement and may perpetuate a toxic climate that impedes student achievement.   

New principals may experience difficulty implementing their improvement 

initiatives and leadership style among staff members when turnover is frequent within a 
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school building (Meyer & Macmillan, 2011) but one aspect of turnover that is often 

overlooked is the financial cost of replacing administrators (Jensen, 2014).  According to 

Jensen (2014), author of Churn: The High Cost of Principal Turnover, costs related to the 

preparation, hiring, development, and training of a principal range from a low of $36,850 

to a high of $303,000.  If one were to examine the lower end costs associated with the 

hiring of a principal strictly, one would find that districts spend approximately $5,850 on 

hiring alone (Jensen, 2014).  Using this figure, and applying a turnover rate of 22% 

nationally, Jensen (2014) claimed that high poverty school districts spend roughly $36 

million dollars annually on hiring principals.  Investing this amount of money into the 

hiring of new school-level leadership on an annual basis could have a significant impact 

on the amount of fiscal resources made available for other school-based initiatives. 

Not only is there a financial cost associated with replacing and retraining 

individuals in positions of leadership, district leaders must consider the impact that 

principal turnover has had on student achievement.  Béteille et al. (2011) suggested that 

the frequency with which schools lose their principals has caused achievement among 

students to drop in those schools in the year following the vacancy.  The RAND 

Corporation conducted a study to examine first year principals’ actions and how these 

relate to student achievement (Burkhauser et al., 2012).  Of the schools that were 

examined in their study, 40 were led by a first year principal and subsequently 

experienced test score declines during the 2007-2008 academic year (Burkhauser et al., 

2012).  These schools then proceeded to hire another principal the following year but 

only nine showed improved test scores (Burkhauser et al., 2012).  Similar studies 

investigating the relationship between principal turnover and low performing student 
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achievement have found there to be a positive correlation between the two (Schmidt-

Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  Teacher surveys collected from more than 80 schools and 

2,700 educators revealed that schools that had the highest principal turnover rate in the 

previous ten years had the lowest student achievement (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 

2011).  However, it is not merely the negative academic gains that one must consider 

with principal turnover, it is the time that it will take to offset the nature of this 

regression. 

These types of academic setbacks may take a new principal three or more years to 

offset before he or she can advance the school forward (Béteille et al., 2011).  In some 

instances, the research has indicated that it may take as many as five years before 

administrators can improve instruction within the building and implement curricular 

initiatives designed to improve overall student achievement (Louis, Leithwood, 

Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010).  While the research has supported the claim that frequent 

principal turnover has led to lower student achievement in schools, Mascall and 

Leithwood (2010) have suggested that accountability standards have had an impact on the 

current attrition rate of administrators nation-wide.  Their argument is that principal 

turnover may be caused by low student achievement and individuals are being replaced 

because of poor outcomes (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010).  Nevertheless, Wood et al. 

(2013) pointed out that stable, strong building level leadership has a tendency to promote 

greater learning outcomes for both students and staff.    

Succession Planning 

 Joseph Bower (2007), author of The CEO Within: Why Inside-Outsiders are the 

Key to Succession, found that many companies, school districts included, followed a trial 
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and error method of replacing their top-level leaders.  This method, referred to by Bower 

(2007) as “test-tube development,” involved putting a principal in a new position, turning 

up the pressure, and waiting for the outcome.  If one does not like the results, simply find 

another principal, repeat the process, and examine the new results (Bower, 2007).  

Furthermore, Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms (2011) discovered that school districts have 

demonstrated the tendency to place a greater emphasis on picking the right leader as 

opposed to developing them.  This approach aligns with the findings of Fink and 

Hargreaves (2006) when they noted that most school districts do not have a well-

developed plan for school succession even though principal turnover is one of the most 

important events a school will encounter.  Cruzeiro and Boone (2009) stated, “At a time 

when public schools in the United States need new and dynamic leadership, finding those 

leaders will become increasingly difficult” (p. 1).  Thus, the attempt to improve schools 

by switching out leaders will prove to be a futile effort unless sustainable systems of 

support are developed (Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms, 2011). 

Mascall and Leithwood’s (2010) research on principal turnover revealed that 

school districts across the country would be well-served by adopting three practical 

applications designed to assist new building level leaders, thereby helping reduce 

administrative attrition.  First, district leaders should be committed to keeping principals 

in their schools for a minimum of four years; second, school district leaders should 

encourage new principals to understand and respect school-improvement initiatives 

currently in place; third, districts should be prepared to assist new principals with training 

and support and help create distributed leadership within the school (Mascall & 

Leithwood, 2010).   
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Adding to the body of research on the need for succession planning, Strickland-

Cohen et al. (2014) developed several district level sustainability enhancing strategies for 

schools.  They first outlined the need for the development of district level policies 

pertaining to performance standards; next, they advocated for the hiring of principals who 

support effective practices; then, funding must be secured in order cover the costs 

associated with programs and initiatives; finally, the district must be committed to the 

creation of district-level coaching positions in order to guide new principals through the 

early years of service (Strickland-Cohen et al., 2014).  Stressing the importance of district 

level policies, outlining performance standards, and creating job descriptions, are 

measures that districts can enact in order to ensure that a new principal fully understands 

what is expected of him or her in their new role (George and Kincaid, 2008). 

These findings help support the need for well-defined succession planning and a 

management framework for leaders in public education.  However, in order to fully 

understand the benefits associated with the practice of succession planning and 

management, one must have a working definition that provides a framework for 

exploring the elements associated with organizational stability.  Leading workforce 

development researcher William Rothwell (2010) described succession planning as a 

method of ensuring the continued performance of a work group over time.  This effort is 

supported by the development, replacement, tactical support and training of key people 

within the organization (Rothwell, 2010).  In order to further explore this concept, one 

must examine each of these elements in the context of replacing building level 

administrators.   
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Adding to the literature on succession planning and management, other 

researchers have explored the benefits of preparation programs as a means to safeguard 

against the perils often associated with high principal turnover.  Developing, 

implementing, and maintaining strong systems of administrative support can enhance a 

school system’s overall effectiveness while at the same time promoting greater student 

outcomes.  Frank Papa Jr.’s (2007) research study on principal retention provided school 

leaders with a general framework for exploring the practice of succession planning.  His 

model suggests that there are three stages of succession planning:  pre-succession, 

succession, and post-succession (Papa Jr., 2007).  During each stage, Papa Jr. (2007) 

advised school leaders to develop a series of policies and practices that will ultimately 

help support a well-designed district-wide succession plan.  While many researchers have 

developed slightly different succession planning models, the stages presented by others 

throughout the literature are strikingly similar and their processes are framed around the 

three basic themes presented in Papa Jr.’s research.  

Since the early 2000s, the New Leaders Program has been at the forefront of 

developing, training, and supporting highly qualified school leaders to serve in urban 

schools throughout the country.  The program’s goal was to partner with school districts 

in urban areas nation-wide in order to improve the working conditions of principals 

(Gates et al., 2014).  Supporting the concept of pre-succession, Gates et al.’s (2014) 

report on raising student achievement noted how the New Leaders Program had a 

carefully designed application process in place for aspiring school leaders.  The purpose 

was for the organization to screen and recruit candidates in a manner that ensures they 

would only admit the most highly qualified individuals into the program (Gates, et al.).  
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Further supporting this concept of pre-succession planning is Schmidt-Davis and 

Bottom’s (2011) research with principal talent identification and development.  They 

noted that a well-developed selection process, combined with on-the job training, can 

help eliminate lesser qualified individuals from future consideration and strengthen a 

district’s principal talent pool (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  Other methods that had 

been developed in an effort to prepare for possible administrative turnover included local 

training programs launched by some school systems nationally.  These “grow your own” 

programs were built upon the premise that school districts and universities can partner 

with one another in an effort to nurture and develop local talent (Wood et al., 2013).   

However, districts must not only develop and institute systematic methods of training 

future administrators, they must establish well-crafted hiring practices that ensure the 

success of principals new to their role.   

Hiring the right person for the job can go a long way to promote the success not 

only of the individual but for the organization as a whole.  Hiring the right principal is of 

upmost importance to the culture, morale, and academic achievement of a school, and is 

mission critical to the overall advancement of the learning community.  In Wood et al.’s 

(2013) survey research study on recruiting and retaining rural administrators, respondents 

noted how finding the right fit and commitment to a particular area were key indicators to 

principal retention.  This suggests that placing an added importance on the fit factor for a 

candidate during the hiring process may promote greater job satisfaction and ultimately 

lead to long-term stability for a school.   Additionally, principals interviewed during 

Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms’ (2011) research on principal succession indicated that the 

wrong person can have a detrimental impact on the culture and morale of a school, and 
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carefully crafted hiring practices can avoid bad placements.  As a result, districts must 

place great emphasis on identifying the right individuals when principalships become 

available.  Yet, school districts must be careful not to fall prey to the pre-succession and 

succession planning phases of principal development and overlook one of the most 

important aspects of employment success:  ongoing training, support, and professional 

development of the newly hired professional.   

The post-succession phase of the employment cycle may be one of the most 

important in terms of job satisfaction for the individual and long-term stability for the 

organization.  Often times, school systems may invest countless resources into the pre-

hiring and hiring phases of principal openings, but fail to offer ongoing and continuous 

support after the selection process has ended (Gates et al., 2014).  In order to support a 

strong post-succession planning program, research found that coaching and mentoring 

should continue for at least two years into the term of the new principal (Gray, Fry, 

Bottoms, & O’Neill, 2007).  As a result, the New Leaders Program provided recurring 

support and feedback to principals early in their tenure in an effort to further develop 

their capacities as instructional leaders (Gates et al., 2014).  Through a series of coaching, 

mentoring, and professional development opportunities, newly hired principals have a 

chance to engage with other individuals in activities designed to make them reflect upon 

their roles as instructional leaders (Gates et al., 2014). These practices could potentially 

increase the rate of retention for those new to the profession of school administration and 

ultimately strengthen the professional capacities of the school system.   

Other school systems have sought to establish a broader base of support by 

introducing professional development practices designed specifically for principals new 
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to their district and investing in technology in order to increase access to professional job 

coaches (Wood et al., 2013).  Additionally, school districts must explicitly state what 

they expect from their new leaders and provide them with some sort of roadmap for their 

first year, and subsequent years, on the job (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  The idea 

is that new principals will not be able to accomplish everything during their first year, but 

they will gain some insight into what is important and begin to make long term plans as 

to what may lie ahead (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).   

This process, more commonly known as onboarding, has long been practiced in 

the business sector (Hanover Research, 2015).  However, it is only recently that this 

concept has found its way into educational circles.  Now, more than ever, it is critical for 

school districts to provide new principals the skills, knowledge, and training needed in 

order to become effective instructional practitioners.  Before one can begin to 

conceptualize a framework of onboarding for educational leaders a review of the 

evolution of onboarding as a professional practice must be detailed.    

Theoretical Framework of Onboarding 

 The practice of onboarding evolved from the work of researchers studying the 

dynamics of organizational socialization in the 1970s.  Leading organizational theorists 

John Van Maanen and Edgar Schein (1979) explored these phenomena of organizational 

socialization and developed a framework for workforce acclimation.  Their work resulted 

in the operationalization of a process by which individuals acquired the basic knowledge, 

skills, and social capital needed in order to promote the overall advancement of the 

organization (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  Other researchers in the field of 

organizational socialization have referred to this process as one in which individuals 
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transition from “outsiders” to “insiders” in an effort to further their contributions to the 

betterment of the organization (Bauer, Erdogan, Bodner, Truxillo, & Tucker, 2007).  This 

transition should include an employee’s attempt to better understand the following 

dimensions of the organization as a whole:  its goals and values; its social relationships 

currently in place, and its policies and procedures governing everyday affairs (Klein, 

Polin, & Sutton, 2015).  However, these theoretical frameworks treat socialization as a 

broad, ongoing, continually evolving operation that views the assimilation and 

acclimation of the new employee as a life-long process.  While there is merit in 

understanding the typology of workforce socialization from this perspective, the concept 

of onboarding has emerged from the research of social scientists and offers another way 

to view newcomer adjustment. 

 Onboarding is closely associated with organizational socialization but there are 

some key differences between these two constructs found within the literature.  For 

example, socialization may be best understood as a process that occurs inside the 

individual while onboarding is a series of steps initiated by the organization in an effort 

to facilitate socialization (Klein et al., 2015).  From this perspective, onboarding may be 

considered as a means to achieve socialization so that the organization benefits from the 

contributions of the employee.  Taylor Bauer (2010), Professor of Management at 

Portland State University, asserted that the process of helping individuals adjust to the 

social and performance related components of their new job must occur as quickly and 

smoothly as possible.  This integration of individuals into the organizational structure of 

the company is a key aspect of onboarding and may be viewed within the larger context 

of socialization (Dai & De Meuse, 2007).  Additionally, onboarding involves 
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familiarizing newcomers with the practices, both formal and informal, policies, and 

programs enacted by an organization (Klein & Polin, 2012).  However, the literature 

cautions that one must be careful not to confuse the emergence of onboarding programs 

with the long-standing, commonly practiced procedure of new-hire orientation. 

 Early literature discussing the practice of onboarding categorized it as a process 

pertaining exclusively to the orientation of managers and executives (Gordon, 1999; 

Klein & Polin, 2012).  Later researchers, however, began to detail the distinct 

characteristics of onboarding and set it apart from orientation.  Goldsmith and Wheeler 

(2009) discussed the application of onboarding programs for executives new to their role 

and presented a framework for organizations to follow.  Their onboarding model placed 

great emphasis on the following:  the formation of relationships; two-way feedback 

between the newly-hired executive and the organization; clearly defining performance 

goals and measurements of success; and professional development focusing on leadership 

skills (Goldsmith & Wheeler, 2009).  Although their model made mention of orientation 

as a best practice, they were careful to note how this concept should be treated as a subset 

of onboarding itself (Goldsmith & Wheeler, 2009).  Additionally, researchers writing for 

the Journal of Library Management pointed out that orientation should be viewed as a 

distinct, stand-alone event while onboarding involves the development of an employee 

through a series of stages (Fyock, 2009; Graybill, Carpenter, Offord, Piorun, & Shaffer, 

2013).  Therefore, it may be best to consider onboarding as a systematic process designed 

to create an upward trajectory for individuals who have been newly hired within an 

organization (Derven, 2008).  In order to fully understand the full benefits of 
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implementing these programs, one must explore the workforce conditions that have given 

rise to the need for onboarding practices.   

Need for Onboarding 

 Each year organizations are faced with the daunting task of hiring individuals and 

filling critical needs areas within their respective employment sectors.  The most recent 

statistics released by the United States Department of Labor indicated that the average 

annual turnover rate reported by industries during the 2015 calendar year was 16.4%, an 

increase of nearly one percentage point from the previous reporting year (United States 

Department of Labor, 2016).  Further complicating the matter are studies that reveal that 

somewhere between 30% and 40% of newly hired leaders fail in their organizational 

roles within their first 18 months on the job (Ross, Huang, & Jones 2014).  Research on 

the causes behind these turnover and failure rates reveals that individuals cite a multitude 

of reasons for leaving an organization.  Among the most commonly reported reasons for 

separation are poor cultural fit, poor workplace relationships, lack of clarity with regards 

to one’s role, and absence of a formal assimilation process (Ross et al., 2014).  Whether 

these vacancies occurred through resignation, retirement, or involuntary separation, the 

mere fact that industries are faced with a rising dilemma of both hiring and training new 

personnel cannot be overlooked.  This ever-increasing workforce mobility has helped fuel 

the need for onboarding programs as a means to address the challenge of newcomer 

adjustment (Bauer et al., 2007).     

According to the literature, newcomer adjustment is a process by which newly 

hired employees must transition through a series of social and work related tasks in order 

to become acclimated to their role within the organization (Feldman, 1981).  Social 
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organizational literature commonly defines these social and work related tasks as (a) 

reducing a newcomer’s uncertainty and ambiguity with regards to their new position, (b) 

helping an employee make sense of their new environment, (c) assisting newcomers with 

the development of social capital, (d) facilitating the establishment of positive 

relationships, (e) providing an employee with the requisite knowledge so that they may 

be effective in their new role, and (f) reducing the anxiety that is often associated with a 

new job (Klein & Polin, 2012; Klein et al., 2015).  Adding to this, Bauer et al. (2007) 

used these commonly defined tasks to create a quantifiable method of measuring 

newcomer adjustment against socialization outcomes such as job satisfaction and 

organizational turnover.  The team of researchers created a model in which the indicators 

of role clarity, self-efficacy, and social acceptance mediated the effects of employee 

performance, job satisfaction, and organizational turnover (Bauer et al., 2007).  Their 

findings revealed that employees who been exposed to socialization tactics focusing on 

acclimation to their new role yielded higher work performance, greater job satisfaction, 

and were less likely to leave the organization (Bauer et al., 2007).  Other indicators 

designed to measure the effectiveness of onboarding programs include turnover and 

retention rates, retention thresholds, job performance indices, and systems of feedback 

(Graybill et al, 2013).  While these indicators do not provide an exhaustive means of 

measuring the effectiveness of onboarding programs, they can be used to determine an 

organization’s effectiveness at facilitating newcomer adjustment.  Ultimately, employers 

should seek to establish programs focusing on a new employee’s self-confidence, role 

clarity, social integration, and cultural knowledge of their new organization in an effort to 

account for newcomer adjustment (Bauer & Erdogan, 2011).  Onboarding programs 
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present an opportunity for institutions to mitigate these challenges by providing 

employees with the skills needed to be successful in their new role.   

A review of the literature associated with the benefits of onboarding programs 

revealed that there is merit in instituting and formalizing a structured assimilation 

program at the outset of an employee’s tenure with an organization.  Within the first 30 

days of employment, new employees will decide whether they feel as if they are a part of 

the organization (Friedman, 2006; Dai & Meuse, 2007).  Additionally, 90% of those 

newly hired to a company will determine how long to stay at the organization within their 

first six months of employment (Aberdeen Group, 2006; Dai & Meuse, 2007).  Couple 

this with the fact that new employees will only get about three months to prove 

themselves and it becomes clear that the initial stage of employment is critical in the 

long-term development of one’s role with an organization (Bauer, 2010).  Studies have 

shown that onboarding programs designed to capitalize on an employee’s first 90 days 

with an organization can reduce stress and job-related ambiguity, while at the same time 

enhancing the performance and satisfaction of the employee (Solinger et al., 2013).  

These socialization outcomes have the propensity to enhance the overall effectiveness of 

both the individual employee as well as the entire organization.   

Several leading organizational researchers have studied the effects of onboarding 

practices on socialization outcomes such as employee satisfaction, job performance and 

organizational commitment resulting in a reduction in turnover.  In one of the most 

comprehensive studies on newcomer adjustment tactics, Bauer et al. (2007) constructed a 

model to measure these outcomes by using a sample of employees who had been with an 

organization less than 13 months.  Their findings suggested that the process of role 
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clarity, defining one’s role within an organization, had a strong positive correlation with 

an employee’s job satisfaction and overall performance (Bauer et al., 2007).  Writing for 

the Journal of Academic Medicine, Ross et al. (2014) cited several studies in which 

onboarding practices gave employees a greater sense of their role within the organization, 

while the same time increasing their overall sense of performance and satisfaction within 

the organization.  Thus, organizations that place an added value on the importance of 

defining how an employee will contribute to the overall mission and vision of the 

company, stand a greater chance of having employees that report greater job satisfaction 

and higher performance (Graybill et al., 2013).           

Additional research on the connection between onboarding programs and 

employee productivity supported many of these same findings.  Bauer et al.’s (2007) 

meta-analysis of newcomer adjustment revealed that organizations that engage in formal 

onboarding practices produced employees that are more effective than those who did not 

participate in such programs. Additionally, although not scholarly in nature, Ross et al. 

(2014) cited a study conducted by Texas Instruments in which they assessed the overall 

effectiveness of their new-hires who were exposed to an onboarding program.  Those 

employees who experienced the onboarding process reached “full productivity” two 

months earlier than those who did not participate in the program (Ganzel, 1998; Ross et 

al., 2014).  Subsequent studies revealed that the mere presence of a comprehensive 

onboarding program that included two-way communication, formalized training, built-in 

networking, and ongoing assessment, increased employee performance by 11.3% 

(Lavigna, 2009).  Ultimately, the sooner an employee can become fully acclimated, 

assimilated, and acculturated into a new organization, the sooner to which they can 
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contribute to the overall advancement of the organization (Coff & Kryscynski, 2011).  

However, from a human capital perspective, companies must consider the practice of 

onboarding as a means to not only train individuals, but to keep employees committed to 

the organization for the long-term. 

Organizational turnover forces companies to put a great amount of time into the 

recruitment, hiring, training, and long-term development of employees.  Successful 

onboarding programs help organizations significantly reduce their turnover rate while at 

the same time increasing an employee’s commitment to the company (Dai & De Meuse, 

2007).  A review of several Fortune 500 companies revealed that onboarding programs 

have been shown to reduce executive attrition by as much as 60%, thereby saving these 

companies millions in both hiring and separation costs (Ross et al., 2014).  Additionally, 

a team of researchers from the Safety Sciences Department at Indiana University of 

Pennsylvania conducted a study on the relationship between formal onboarding programs 

and employee retention rates (Minnick et al., 2014).  Participants who had been a part of 

a comprehensive onboarding program when they initially joined their organization 

revealed that they were more likely to remain with the same company for the foreseeable 

future when compared to those who had no such formal training (Minnick et al., 2014).  

Even organizational leaders, when surveyed on the long-term benefits of socialization 

tactics, indicated that they perceived onboarding programs as an effective method of 

improving retention rates among their employees (Bauer, 2010).  Extending the benefits 

of these programs to other industrial sectors, most notably school-level leadership, may 

yield findings and results similar to those found throughout the research.  
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Onboarding Frameworks 

 Onboarding programs and frameworks have long been utilized as a means to help 

new employees, most notably senior-level managers or executives in the corporate sector, 

assimilate into their new roles as effectively and efficiently as possible (De Meuse & 

Gaeddert, 2011).  These frameworks range from somewhat abbreviated, condensed, 

concise employee orientation programs to comprehensive, multi-leveled, multi-phased 

approaches to organizational socialization (Klein et al., 2015).  Talent development 

authors Dai and De Meuse (2007) conducted a review of onboarding literature and 

advanced the idea that organizations should help newcomers adjust to six key areas 

during the onboarding process.  These areas included tasks such as performance 

proficiency, relationship-building, corporate politics, organizational vision and values, 

company history, and inner-office language (Dai & De Meuse, 2007).   

Other researchers have suggested that onboarding frameworks consist of four 

distinct levels:  1) compliance – employees learn basic rules and regulations; 2) 

clarification – employees become familiar with their new job and expectations; 3) culture 

– employees gain a sense of organizational norms; and 4) connection – employees 

establish relationships with others (Bauer, 2010).   Still others have concluded that 

onboarding programs should serve three primary purposes in the adjustment process of 

the newcomer:  1) inform the new employee; 2) welcome the new employee; and 3) 

guide the new employee (Klein et al., 2015).   While there is no universal, commonly 

used framework found within the literature, recurring themes such as building 

relationships, clarifying roles and responsibilities, and providing assistance to newcomers 

appear to have emerged from the research.  These themes are transferable across 
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organizational sectors and have become foundational pillars for the few new principal 

onboarding programs found in published writings.   

Prominent principal training programs such as the KIPP School Leadership 

Program, New Leaders, and New York City Leadership Academy have produced 

effective school-level administrators over the years (Cheney, Davis, Garrett, & Holleran, 

2010; Jensen, 2014).  Not only do they invest a great deal of effort into the selection and 

training of qualified candidates, these programs provide a network of on-going support to 

new administrators during their first few years of the principalship (Jensen, 2014).  This 

concept of support was a key component of Wood et al.’s (2013) research study on 

principal recruitment and retention.  Their fieldwork revealed that mentoring and 

coaching were essential components of any proposed onboarding program for principals 

(Wood et al., 2013).  Adding to this, Jensen (2014) posited that mentoring and coaching 

have proven to be instrumental in the development of a principal’s leadership capacity 

and instructional skillset.  However, on-going support in the form of coaching and 

mentoring cannot be the lone elements of a school district’s attempt at establishing an 

onboarding program for new principals.   

In addition to coaching, school districts should seek to embed continuous 

professional development and peer-to-peer networking opportunities into the framework 

of principal onboarding programs (Jensen, 2014).  These practices align with the findings 

revealed by the Southern Region Education Board’s research on effective onboarding 

programs (Hanover Research, 2015).  This analysis concluded that school districts should 

implement the following steps when new principals are hired:  clearly define the roles 

and responsibilities of the position; identify key relationships to build; establish both 
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short-term and long-term benchmark goals; conduct formal check-ins periodically; 

deliver professional development and encourage participation in professional learning 

communities; and continue to provide this level of support for at least the first two years 

of the principalship (Hanover Research, 2015).   Perhaps the most descriptive onboarding 

framework found within the literature was the model proposed by Schmidt-Davis and 

Bottoms (2011).  Their plan for new principal acclimation was adapted from the private 

sector and included a comprehensive check-list of items to review during a principal’s 

first year on the job.  Concepts such as professional development, coaching, networking, 

and reflection were presented in their framework and these practices paralleled the key 

themes advanced by other researchers (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  However, 

there appears to be a shortage of other new principal onboarding models as descriptive as 

this in the literature.   

Onboarding for Principals New to Their Role 

 Although the literature covering onboarding practices is rather extensive for the 

corporate sector, there is limited research on the implementation of these programs within 

the profession of school leadership.  Succession planning and turnover are discussed 

heavily in the field of school administration, but one would be hard pressed to find 

extensive literature addressing the sustainability and effectiveness of onboarding 

initiatives designed for new principals.  Much of the prior research on succession 

planning and turnover has focused on the impact that building level administrators have 

had on the educational environment, but very few studies have examined retention and 

training efforts for new administrators (Wood et al., 2013).  Essentially, school districts 

have focused primarily on recruiting top-level talent to the principalship but have failed 
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to recognize the need to develop long-term, continuous support for new school leaders 

(Jensen, 2014).  Additionally, educational entities have traditionally failed to invest the 

appropriate resources into ongoing mentoring and coaching programs for newly hired 

leaders (Gray et al., 2007).  This has resulted in a growing segment of school leadership 

who are bereft of ongoing support and development and are left to learn the nuances of 

the principalship on their own (Jensen, 2014).   

Creating a “sink or swim” environment for new building level leaders is counter-

productive to developing competent, capable principal leadership (Gray, et al., 2007).  

Those who are new to the principalship will often make critical and predictable decisions 

early in their tenure that could ultimately sabotage their careers (Schmidt-Davis & 

Bottoms, 2011).  School districts must be in a position to identify these potentially career-

ending missteps and offer proactive, immediate support in order to enhance an 

individual’s professional competencies so that they may avoid derailment (Schmidt-

Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  Onboarding programs can aid administrators new to their role 

by allowing them to become familiar with best practices in the field, while at the same 

time orienting them to both a district’s and school’s culture and climate (Hanover 

Research, 2015).  Additionally, school systems must be able to develop organizational 

socialization programs designed to increase both a principal’s skillset and their 

commitment to the profession.    

A review of the literature discussing principal succession planning indicated that 

school districts must do more than simply identifying and selecting the best candidate to 

fill a role when it becomes available.  Districts must be willing to recognize that a 

principal’s needs will evolve over time and establishing onboarding programs that 
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address future concerns, as well as providing ongoing training, will enhance an 

individual’s effectiveness and desire to remain with the profession (Schmidt-Davis & 

Bottoms, 2011).  Principals who received ongoing support through onboarding and peer 

networking indicated they felt more prepared to have a positive impact on their respective 

schools (Jensen, 2014).  Therefore, principals new to their role must be afforded an 

opportunity to network and collaborate with one another in order to become familiar with 

a district’s guidelines, policies, reform initiatives, and unwritten rules (Jensen, 2014).  

Additionally, ever-changing legislative requirements, new curricular guidelines, and 

advancements in teaching and learning require that principals be kept up to date and 

remain knowledgeable in current instructional practices (Wood et al., 2013).  Creating a 

method of support designed to foster a system of continuous professional development 

and support will enhance a principal’s instructional effectiveness while also increasing 

the likelihood that they remain committed to the profession (Wood et al., 2013).   

New principals who were the beneficiaries of formalized, well-designed 

onboarding programs were more likely to remain in their schools for more than three 

years and led schools to higher academic gains when compared to those new principals 

who never received such training (Gates et al., 2014).  In a study designed to measure the 

financial costs associated with high principal turnover, Jensen (2014) compared the 

mobility intentions of principals who had received varying degrees of professional 

development.  Of the principals surveyed in the sample, those who received the most 

extensive support after they were hired indicated that they were less likely to leave their 

current position for one in another location (Jensen, 2014).  Additionally, Jensen (2014) 

noted that previous studies on principal retention and job satisfaction revealed that 
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principals who were a part of a peer network support system reported higher responses on 

both indicators.  Unfortunately, organizational socialization practices such as these are 

not the norm in public education and formalized onboarding programs that last beyond a 

principal’s first year are rarely found in school districts (Hanover Research, 2015).  

Summary of the Key Findings 

Successful onboarding programs not only provide principals with a roadmap of 

how to navigate challenges during their first year in a new role, these programs will detail 

the type of support and resources principals should expect to receive during subsequent 

years in the role (Schmidt-Davis & Bottoms, 2011).  The literature noted the benefits that 

new principals stand to gain from participating in these programs, but there is no research 

on the most effective components of new principal induction and support.  This gap 

within the literature suggests that there is an opportunity to explore further those practices 

most commonly included in a quality onboarding programs for new principals.  The mere 

presence of these programs may have an impact on a new principal’s level of satisfaction 

with their position and may increase the likelihood that they remain committed to the 

profession for the duration of their career.   

To provide a framework for further consideration there are certain elements that 

were found to be included in onboarding programs most commonly utilized in the 

corporate sector.  Concepts most closely aligned with establishing compliance guidelines, 

clarifying one’s role, orienting individual to the workforce, emphasizing the importance 

of relationship-building, establishing goals, creating systems of progress monitoring, 

assigning either a coach or a mentor, and providing ongoing and continuous support have 

emerged as the leading elements most often associated with onboarding programs.  Thus, 
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these elements served as the focus for the instrument that was developed to explore 

further the existence of new principal onboarding practices across the state of North 

Carolina.      
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Chapter 3:  Research Methodology 

Introduction 

The previous chapter provided an overview of the literature associated with 

onboarding practices that have been developed as a mechanism for offering induction and 

support to new employees, as well as new principals.  The need for quality, 

comprehensive, professionally developed onboarding programs for principals new to the 

principalship has been well documented in the literature.  These programs not only 

enhance a principal’s professional competencies, they increase their level of job 

satisfaction as well as their desire to remain in the field of public education (Wood et al., 

2013).  However, the literature fails to identify those onboarding practices for new 

principals that are most effective at reducing the turnover rate among professionals 

serving in the principalship in the field of public education.   

This study was designed in order to add to the body of literature that has been 

written regarding the implementation of new principal onboarding programs.  Through 

the use of a quantitative methodology the investigator examined the strength of the 

relationship that exists between onboarding programs currently utilized by North 

Carolina school districts and the turnover rate among principals in said school districts 

across the state of North Carolina.  This chapter is further divided into the following 

sections: (a) Design of the study, (b) Research questions of the study, (c) Context of the 

study, (d) Participants of the study, (e) Instruments used in the study, (f) Data collection 

procedures, (g) Data analysis, and (h) Summary of the methods.    
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Design 

The study utilized a non-experimental, descriptive, quantitative survey design in 

an effort to examine the relationship between a school system’s new principal onboarding 

practices and their respective principal turnover rate.  The rationale for the selection of 

this design stems from the nature of the research questions.  These questions examined 

the relationship between existing or non-existing elements of a school district’s new 

principal onboarding program and the corresponding principal turnover rate in said 

district.  In their book An Introduction to Educational Research, Indiana University 

School of Education professors Chad Lockmiller and Jessica Lester (2015) advocated for 

the use of quantitative methodologies when the purpose of the research is to investigate 

the truth through the interpretation of data.  The research questions identified for the 

purpose of this study are best explored by using quantifiable data as a means of collecting 

information in an effort to better understand the relationship between new principal 

onboarding and principal turnover rate.  Practices from the literature review that have 

been identified as crucial to the success of onboarding programs were used to develop the 

framework of questions presented to LEAs via an online survey.  Additionally, the survey 

generated information associated with new principal onboarding programs that will 

enable school systems to replicate their design and structure should they choose to 

implement similar plans.   

According to Creswell (2013), the purpose of survey research is to attempt to 

draw generalizations from a sample of participants to the population as a whole, such that 

inferences can be made about some characteristic of the population.  Using this rationale 

as the primary method of investigation, the researcher elected to use a survey as the most 
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effective technique of gathering information.  Furthermore, the use of a survey allowed 

for timely collection of information from a large number of participants.  Randomly 

selected school districts were asked to participate in an online survey designed to solicit 

feedback on the types of new principal onboarding practices that are currently being 

utilized within their local administrative unit.  The survey itself was cross-sectional and 

only collected data from one point in time.   Once the information was collected it was 

then compared against the turnover rate in the corresponding district.  Ultimately, the 

study attempted to assess the strength of the relationship that exists between various 

elements of new principal onboarding practices and their corresponding association with 

the turnover rate among principals in the school districts under investigation.   

Research Questions 

Quantitative research questions rely on the existence of relationships among 

variables in order to reveal some truth, or meaning, about existing phenomena (Creswell, 

2013).  In order to narrow the focus of the purpose of the study, the following research 

questions were used to guide the researcher throughout the development of the 

investigation:   

1) What common elements can be found in district-sponsored new principal 

onboarding programs across local education agencies in North Carolina? 

2) What is the relationship between the elements found in a new principal 

onboarding program and the turnover rate among principals in a given local 

education agency in North Carolina when compared to other local education 

agencies? 
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Data collected from surveys and state released reports were the primary methods of 

examining information in an effort to address the above mentioned research questions.  

The information collected was used to describe the relationships that may, or may not, 

exist with regards to new principal onboarding practices and district-wide principal 

turnover rates. 

Context of the Study 

The state of North Carolina, in its annual release of School Report Cards, defined 

turnover rate as the percentage of principals who were employed in the previous year but 

are no longer employed by the district in the reporting year (North Carolina School 

Report Cards, n.d.).  For the most recent year on record, North Carolina reported a 

turnover rate among principals as just over nine percent statewide (North Carolina School 

Report Cards, n.d.).  Data obtained from previous years’ turnover reports placed North 

Carolina as one of the top ten districts nationally with regards to principal replacement 

(Jensen, 2014).  In fact, North Carolina reported one of the highest same-principal 

turnover rates in the nation and building level leaders remain at their same school for an 

average of 2.7 to 3.5 years (Jensen, 2014).  Recognizing that turnover among principals is 

a problem, and there is a need to reduce the frequency of its occurrence, was one of the 

main objectives of this study.  Attempting to identify new principal onboarding practices 

that migh help mitigate high turnover rates among building level leadership was a 

primary goal of the proposed investigation.  

Population and Sample 

The survey gathered information pertaining to the structure and framework of 

new principal onboarding practices from a stratified, systematic, random sample of 
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school districts across the state of North Carolina.  To accomplish this task, the 

characteristics of the local education agencies under investigation had to be known before 

school districts could be stratified prior to sampling (Fowler, 2009; Creswell, 2013).  

There are currently 115 local education agencies, not including Charter Schools, 

operating in the state of North Carolina’s public school system.  To ensure that all 

districts stand an equal chance of being represented in this investigation, LEAs were 

categorized first by size, and then systematically selected within each classification for 

participation in the study.  

Local education agencies, excluding Charter Schools, across the state of North 

Carolina were divided into three categories:  small, medium, and large as determined by 

their 20-day average daily membership (ADM) for the 2016-2017 school year.  The     

20-day ADM represents the number of students who were in membership in a given 

school district on the 20th day of school for that school year.  In an effort to evenly 

distribute LEAs into each of the reporting categories, the following criteria were used to 

determine size:  large LEAs were defined as having greater than 10,000 students; medium 

LEAs were defined as having between 9,999 and 4,000 students; and small LEAs were 

defined as having 3,999 or less students.  Using student accounting data obtained from 

the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction this categorization resulted in 36 

large LEAs, 39 medium LEAs, and 40 small LEAs.   

After stratification, LEAs were systematically sampled so that a representative 

group of school districts could be obtained from each size classification.  Systematic 

sampling involves establishing a random starting point on a list and then selecting every 

X number of participants from those included in the population (Creswell, 2013).  For the 
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purposes of this investigation the researcher utilized the following steps to generate a list 

of participants:   

1) Classify school districts according to their size and place them in the 

appropriate group (small, medium, or large); 

2) Rank order the school districts in each group from largest to smallest; 

3) Select the first LEA in each group as a participant in the study, skip the next, 

and select the third LEA on the list and, 

4) Repeat this process by selecting every other LEA on the list in each group until 

all participating agencies have been exhausted. 

This process yielded 18 LEAs for inclusion in the large group, 20 LEAs for inclusion in 

the medium group, and 20 LEAs for inclusion in the small group.  The procedure resulted 

in a total of 58 participating LEAs across the state of North Carolina and created a 

comparable number of LEAs in each sized reporting category.  Following this process 

ensured that each participant in the population had an equal chance of being selected and 

allowed for a more representative sample of participants.   

Instrumentation 

To collect information and data for the purpose of the investigation an online 

survey was distributed to participating school districts across the state of North Carolina.  

While the researcher used information gained from prior research on principal induction 

and support programs to develop the framework of the survey, no questions from 

previously developed instruments were used for this investigation.  Questions regarding 

procedures, timelines, and participation in onboarding as a means to acclimate new 

employees were gleaned from the literature in order to provide a basis for the type of 
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information sought from districts that participated in the study.  Given that there are no 

formal surveys to be found in the literature addressing onboarding practices for new 

principals, elements from those practices commonly utilized in the private sector served 

as the basis for this research.   

The instrument used during the implementation of this investigation was designed 

specifically for the purpose of this study and was developed in conjunction with input 

from local educational administrators.  To better improve the quality, and establish the 

validity and reliability of the survey instrument, practitioners typically refine surveys 

through the process of survey piloting (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  Additionally, the 

process of piloting allowed the investigator to properly vet the following:  a) determine 

whether the survey made sense to the intended audience, b) assess whether the intended 

responses were able to be solicited through the design of the question, and c) adequately 

gauge the time it should take participants to complete the survey (Lochmiller & Lester, 

2015).  The survey developed for this study underwent a formative and summative 

review process from a panel of educators so that revisions to the nature of the questions 

could be made prior to the instrument’s dissemination among participating school 

districts.   

In order to pilot the survey, and establish both the reliability and validity of the 

instrument, a district level team of educators from a suburban school district in the south-

central Piedmont region of North Carolina was assembled.  Members of the committee 

included the following personnel:  the district’s Director of Career and Technical 

Education, the district’s Director of Human Resources Operations, the district’s Director 

of Support Services, and three principals each representing one elementary, middle, and 
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high school in the system.  Each of these individuals has either served, or is currently 

serving as a principal, and piloting a draft of the instrument with this team allowed the 

investigator to make needed adjustments to the instrument in order to gain information 

necessary for the advancement of the study.  The team was tasked with vetting the survey 

through both a formative and summative process in an effort to improve the quality of the 

instrument.   

The initial instrument developed for deployment was shared with the team so that 

they could make recommendations on the content and construct of the items included for 

reporting.  The most notable suggestions made by the team during the formative 

assessment portion of the analysis involved adding a series of questions designed to 

capture the duration of the onboarding practices for new principals.  Inquiring about the 

duration of certain practices and the length of participation in the program allowed the 

investigator to better make comparisons about the similarities and differences of 

programs across the state.  Once changes were made and revisions were submitted to the 

piloting team, members of the committee had an opportunity to make further 

recommendations on the design of the instrument.  These suggestions dealt primarily 

with the purpose of the research study and how the survey would support the researcher’s 

efforts to investigate the practices associated with state-wide new principal onboarding 

programs.  This summative assessment process produced the final version of the School 

District Onboarding Survey that was used to capture new principal onboarding practices 

from school districts across the state of North Carolina.    

The researcher designed survey contained a total of 30 questions but it varied in 

length depending on whether an LEA indicated the presence of a formally developed new 
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principal onboarding program.  At the outset of the School District Onboarding Survey 

all participating LEAs were asked to provide basic categorical information.  Questions 

pertaining to the size of the district, the number of principals within the LEA, the number 

of principals with less than three years’ experience, and whether or not the district 

currently utilizes a formal onboarding program for new principals were first obtained.  

LEAs that responded “no” to the question pertaining to onboarding were asked to answer 

two final questions before exiting the survey.   

For those LEAs that responded “yes” to the presence of an onboarding program, 

they were directed to a series of questions designed to collect information on some of the 

foundational elements associated with their program.  These remaining twenty-four 

questions were designed to gain a conceptual understanding of the characteristics of the 

candidates in the program, the department in charge of the program within the school 

district, some of the common features associated with the framework of the program, and 

the duration of the program.  Once participants had an opportunity to provide this level of 

information they were prompted to select the type of components currently associated 

with their locally developed program. 

The next section of the survey pertained directly to the professional support and 

induction practices associated with the school district’s new principal onboarding 

program.  These practices parallel those elements most commonly found in the literature 

surrounding onboarding for new employees in the private sector.  Each participating local 

education agency was asked to indicate through a series of “yes” or “no” responses 

whether they currently use the identified practice.  In some cases, LEAs were afforded an 

opportunity to select from a series of responses designed to capture more specific 
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information on their onboarding practices. At the conclusion of the questions included in 

the onboarding practices section, there was an open-ended response item in which LEAs 

were afforded an opportunity to list any practices not included on the pre-selected list.   

Once the survey was approved by an institutional review board it, along with an 

invitation to participate, was disseminated to participating LEAs via Qualtrics® (see 

Appendices A, B, and C).  Selected participants then had a month to respond before the 

survey window closed.  A follow up reminder was sent via email weekly to the LEA 

contact in those districts that had yet to respond to the survey (see Appendix D).  This 

process was replicated until the survey window had expired.  The goal was to receive 

responses from at least 50% of the selected participants in each of the reporting 

categories.     

Data Collection Procedures 

Data collected for the proposed investigation was primarily obtained from two 

sources.  The first vehicle for collecting information relied on the use of an electronically 

designed, internet-based survey developed in Qualtrics®.  The survey was distributed to 

the email addresses of the Human Resources Directors in each of the districts selected for 

participation in the study.  A web-based link, as well as an invitation to participate and 

directions for completion of the survey, were included in the email.  Responses to each of 

the questions were captured through the Qualtrics® survey site and recorded in a word 

document for future analysis (Appendix E).   

Responses obtained from the surveys distributed were used to determine if there 

are common elements associated with new principal onboarding programs in similarly 

sized districts across the state of North Carolina.  The data were analyzed in order to 
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examine trends, patterns, and common themes amongst the respondents.  Comparisons of 

included practices were made both in like-sized and dissimilar-sized districts.  Recurring 

practices were documented, recorded, and categorized so that the researcher could gain a 

better understanding of the most commonly utilized new principal onboarding elements 

currently in practice across the state of North Carolina.      

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) served as the 

second source of collecting data for this study.  Information obtained from NCDPI’s 

School Report Card website was used to generate an annual principal turnover rate for 

each of the districts that respond to the survey.  By conducting a web-based search, the 

principal turnover rate for the most recent year on record may be found for each of the 

participating LEAs.  This information was then added to the measurement set so that all 

data could be housed in the same location.   

Once this data were disaggregated, the information was then used to examine 

whether a relationship existed between elements included in locally developed new 

principal onboarding programs and the turnover rates among principals in the districts 

under investigation.  The goal was to determine the strength of the relationship that 

existed between elements of a new principal onboarding program and the corresponding 

turnover rates for building level leadership in the school districts. 

Data Analysis 

 Creswell (2013) proposed that investigators should follow a step by step approach 

when analyzing the data associated with their research study.  This process allows the 

reader to more readily understand how one step contributes to the next during the data 

analysis portion of an investigation.  To better guide both the reader and researcher 
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through this section the of the dissertation, this study followed the model proposed by 

Lochmiller and Lester (2015) in their book titled An Introduction to Educational 

Research: Connecting Methods to Practice.  This cyclical approach treats the analysis of 

data as a four step process:  1) the dataset must first be prepared, 2) variables used in the 

dataset for the purposes of analysis must be identified, 3) frequencies, patterns, and trends 

must be analyzed using descriptive statistics, and 4) inferential statistical tests should be 

run to determine the relationship among the variables identified in the study (Lochmiller 

& Lester, 2015).   Using this framework as a guide the researcher began the analyzation 

of data by first reporting information associated with the survey. 

Preparing the Data 

Preparing the dataset begins with the collection of information generated from the 

dissemination of the survey previously discussed.  Survey data collected from school 

districts participating in the investigation was crucial for the advancement of the study.  

Therefore, it is imperative that a high response rate occur in order to establish a greater 

degree in the confidence in the findings associated with the investigation.  Surveys that 

generate a response rate of at least 50% have a greater chance of producing results that 

can be generalizable to a selected sample’s population (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2011).  

Conversely, a low response rate will certainly have a negative impact on the 

generalizability of the results.  In order to properly contextualize and frame the results 

reported from the LEAs included in the sample, the number of districts that did and did 

not participate in the survey was analyzed.  This information is displayed through the use 

of a table reporting out on the percentage of small, medium, and large school districts that 
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participated in the study.  Additionally, as part of the raw data collection, each district’s 

responses to the questions included on the survey are also provided in a table format.   

The online survey platform allowed for the information obtained to be filtered and 

categorized in a variety of ways that aided in the codification of the results.  Questions 

were sorted by response type and common themes, trends, and patterns were more readily 

available through the generation of customizable reports.  This information was then used 

to address the following research question:   

What common elements can be found in district-sponsored new principal 

onboarding programs across local education agencies in North Carolina?   

The features associated with the online survey platform allowed the investigator to 

highlight common onboarding practices across similarly, and dissimilarly, sized districts 

across the state of North Carolina.  Since the responses to the questions on the survey 

occur in a text format they were assigned a value so that they would categorized for the 

purposes of statistical analysis.  Responses such as “yes” and “no” were filtered in the 

collection of raw data but these responses represented very little value when determining 

statistical measures associated with a dataset.  Codifying the responses from the survey 

into numerical representations allowed for more complex statistical comparisons to the 

data obtained from the state of North Carolina regarding principal turnover rates.   

Each year the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction publishes a report 

card for school districts across the state.  These report cards identify the percentage of 

principals in each LEA who are no longer employed by the system.  Extracting this 

percentage from the report cards allowed the researcher to generate a set of turnover rate 
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data for each of the districts participating in the study.  This process then enabled the 

investigator to address the nature of the second research question: 

What is the relationship between the elements found in a new principal 

onboarding program and the turnover rate among principals in a given local 

education agency in North Carolina when compared to other local education 

agencies? 

After preparing the data to be used for the investigation the variables to be studied were 

identified.   

Identifying the Variables 

The research questions guiding the practitioner throughout the study were used to 

identify both the independent and dependent variables under investigation.  Survey 

questions pertaining to the inclusion of certain onboarding practices served as a means of 

establishing the independent variables associated with the study.  The independent 

variable does not depend on other factors and was used to determine whether there was a 

measurable change in a particular outcome (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  During the 

course of this investigation these variables were not directly manipulated by the 

researcher but they did serve as a predictor of the outcome to be measured.  The outcome 

to be measured, or dependent variable in this investigation, was the turnover rate among 

principals in a given local education agency in North Carolina.  Once the independent 

and dependent variables were identified the researcher had to determine how to classify 

the variables so that the most appropriate statistical analysis could be applied to the 

dataset.   
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 As previously noted, the responses to the questions presented on the survey 

appeared in a text format and are considered categorical variables.  These types of 

variables refer to a set of ideas or concepts and are generally descriptive in nature (Gay et 

al., 2011).  In order to generate data that can be statistically analyzed, these responses had 

to be quantified so that they could be measured against other variables included in the 

study.  Assigning each response item on the survey a numerical value, and identifying 

said items as variables to be measured, allowed for a more robust analysis of the 

information collected.  This procedure created a systematic way of pairing a particular 

response with a numerical value so that descriptive and inferential statistical measures 

could be utilized.  

Principal turnover rates obtained from the state of North Carolina’s annual release 

of School Report Cards for public schools were represented as a percentage of those 

individuals who were no longer employed by the reporting school district.  Figures such 

as these are referred to as interval variables and have a clearly defined absolute zero 

(Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  Unlike categorical data captured through the survey, these 

figures offer a meaningful value that can be compared in a statistical manner.  Therefore, 

no conversion will be necessary for this set of data since the figures exist in a naturally 

occurring numerical format.   

Descriptive and Inferential Statistics 

Once all data were prepared and collected, the analysis process began.  Data 

analysis tools embedded in Microsoft Excel® were used in order to conduct statistical 

analyses on the data generated from the implementation of the research.  This process 

began with the utilization of descriptive statistics for the purpose of describing the basic 
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features of the data associated with the study.  Information obtained from the surveys 

distributed to the participating LEAs was examined in order to identify recurring trends, 

patterns, and frequencies.  This allowed the researcher to make note of any similarities 

and differences pertaining to onboarding practices across the school districts and to 

document the most commonly used elements.  In addition, measures of central tendency 

and variability were applied to the turnover rate percentages of the districts selected for 

participation in the study.  This process provided information on the mean, median, 

mode, range, and variance of the participating school districts’ turnover rate and 

established a baseline set of data to be used during inferential analysis.   

Generating descriptive analyses for the school districts selected for participation 

in the study yielded informative information for said districts but does not lend itself to 

generalizing, or applying, this data to a larger population.  In an effort to extend the 

findings of the study to a wider range of school districts across the state of North Carolina 

the researcher used inferential statistics to generate predictive analyses.  Inferential 

statistics allow researchers to determine how likely it is that the results obtained from a 

sample of participants would have been obtained from the entire population (Gay et al., 

2011).  Several inferential statistical tests allow for the analysis of data across multiple 

groups but the most appropriate tests available for this study were a t test and a two-factor 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) without replication. 

The data analysis feature of Microsoft Excel® allowed for the calculation of a t 

test on the principal turnover rate of the two groups under investigation.  T tests are one 

of the most basic inferential statistical measures used when determining whether a 

significant difference exists between a set of values (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  The 
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values being compared in this portion of the study examined the degree of difference in 

turnover rates between LEAs offering a new principal onboarding program and those 

without such a program.  To determine the principal turnover rate of each participant, 

data were obtained from the most recent release of the North Carolina Department of 

Public Instruction’s School Report Cards (see Appendix F).  A separate spreadsheet was 

used to capture the turnover rate for each LEA before placing them into two groups:  

LEAs with a new principal onboarding program and LEAs without a new principal 

onboarding program.  Next, a t test was applied to the average turnover rate data of each 

of the groups in an effort to compare their means against one another.  This comparison 

provided information on the degree of difference between the principal turnover rate of 

the two groups but it did not answer the second research question outlined in the study.  

To further analyze the relationship between the elements of a new principal onboarding 

program, and a district’s principal turnover rate, a more detailed statistical measure was 

required.      

 Once again Microsoft Excel® was utilized in order to conduct a two-factor 

ANOVA without replication on the data collected from the groups, or school districts, 

participating in the study.  This statistical test is most appropriately used when there are 

two or more groups under investigation and comparisons are to be made between their 

results to determine whether there are significant differences (Gay et al., 2011).  For 

classification purposes, school districts were categorized as either having or not having a 

new principal onboarding program.  LEAs that indicated the presence of a new principal 

onboarding program in their district were further subdivided according to the elements 

associated with their program.  This categorization created multiple groups to be 
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investigated and a two-factor ANOVA without replication allowed for comparisons 

between new principal onboarding elements and principal turnover rates among the 

selected groups.   

Summary of the Methods 

The preceding chapter provided an overview of methodology that was carried out 

for the advancement of this study.  The chapter began by providing an introduction 

noting how the investigation was designed in order to add to the body of literature 

pertaining to new principal onboarding programs.  A non-experimental, descriptive, 

quantitative survey design was utilized in an effort to examine the relationship between a 

school system’s new principal onboarding practices and their respective principal 

turnover rate.  Information pertaining to practices and elements of the participating 

districts’ new principal onboarding program were collected through an online survey and 

the researcher relied on already existing data provided by the state of North Carolina 

detailing principal turnover rate.   

Once the results from the Qualtrics® survey were collected, LEAs were placed 

into groups based on their responses to the questions addressed through the online survey.  

Both descriptive and inferential analyses were then applied to the dataset in an effort to 

address the research questions presented at the outset of the investigation.  Through the 

use of two-factor ANOVA without replication, a statistical test often used to compare 

groups, the researcher determined whether the results obtained from the investigation 

could be generalized to the entire population of school districts across the state of North 

Carolina.  The ensuing chapter provides a detailed presentation of the results obtained 
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during the study and Chapter 5 offers an analysis and thorough discussion of the results 

before concluding with a summary of the findings. 
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Chapter 4:  Results 

Introduction 

 The problem under investigation in this study is the gap in the literature 

surrounding effective onboarding practices for novice principals and the impact that these 

practices have had on the turnover rate among school leaders.  Historically scholars have 

devoted a tremendous amount of effort discussing the framework and design of pre-

service and first year principal training programs as a means of preparing individuals for 

the principalship.  However, it appeared that investigators have given little attention to 

those quality components of an onboarding program that would be most beneficial to 

principals new to their role.  This indicated that there is a lack of research with regards to 

those key elements that should be included in a quality onboarding program for novice 

principals.   

 As previously stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of this study had several aspects.  

The first was to survey districts across the state North Carolina in order to determine 

whether or not they offer onboarding as a formal means of providing professional support 

to novice principals.  The second facet was to identify those practices that are currently in 

place and determine if there are common elements being utilized by school districts in 

North Carolina.  Lastly, the study attempted to determine if there is an association 

between the presence of a new principal onboarding program, certain elements of said 

programs, and the principal turnover rate among the local education agencies that 

participated in the study. 

This chapter provides an overview and an analysis of the results that were 

obtained from a new principal onboarding survey disseminated to selected LEAs across 
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the state of North Carolina.  To address the research questions presented in both Chapter 

1 and Chapter 3, results are presented in the order in which they were obtained from the 

survey since the questions were organized around themes associated with onboarding.  

The first portion of the chapter provides a brief review of the data collection procedures 

and analyzes the makeup and participation rates of the LEAs that elected to participate in 

the study.  Secondly, the characteristics of the survey respondents, as well as the results 

pertaining to the presence or absence of new principal onboarding programs among the 

participating districts, are examined.  Next, an examination of the common elements 

found in the respondents’ district-sponsored new principal onboarding programs is 

conducted.  The chapter concludes with a statistical analysis of the relationship between 

new principal onboarding programs and LEA principal turnover rates.  This thematic 

method of reporting allows for the results to be displayed in a manner that aids in both 

the understanding of the study and its results, and is best suited for addressing both the 

purpose and the research questions associated with the investigation.   

Data Collection and Survey Analysis 

Responses from participants were captured through the use of an electronically 

designed, internet-based survey developed in Qualtrics®.  As previously noted in Chapter 

3, the survey was distributed to the email addresses of the Human Resources Directors in 

each of the districts selected for participation in the study.  Participants received a      

web-based link, as well as an invitation to participate and directions for completion of the 

survey via email, and were afforded 30 days to complete the survey.  Once the 30-day 

window had expired, the investigator closed the link to the survey and collected the 

results from those LEAs that had elected to participate.  Responses to each of the 
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questions were captured through the Qualtrics® survey site and transferred to a word 

document for further analysis.   

Participation Analysis of Respondents 

Initially, 58 LEAs across the state of North Carolina were invited to participate in 

the study.  This number represents slightly more than half of the public, non-charter 

school systems throughout the state and the sample size included LEAs hailing from 

large, medium, and small-sized districts.  Table 1 provides an overview of the number of 

LEAs from each size category invited to participate in the survey, the number of 

responses obtained from each category, and the corresponding participation rate.       

Table 1 
 
New Principal Onboarding Survey LEA Participation and Response Rates 
 

LEA size 
Number 
sampled 

Number of 
respondents 

Response  
rate 

More than 10,000 students 18 7 39% 
9,999 to 4,000 students 20 5 25% 
3,999 or less students  20 6 30% 
Total 58 18 31% 

Note: Participation rates are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

When using LEA size as a method of comparison, the highest response rate in the 

survey came from those LEAs that had average daily membership numbers greater than 

10,000 students.  Roughly 39% (n=7) of the 18 large-sized LEAs that received the survey 

elected to participate, compared to 25% (n=5) of the medium-sized LEAs and 30% (n=6) 

of the small-sized LEAs.  LEAs that had student membership in excess of 10,000 

students also constituted the greatest percentage of LEAs responding to the survey.  

Large-sized districts accounted for 39% (n=7) of the total responses generated from the 

distribution of the survey.  Small-sized districts contributed 33% (n=6) of the responses 
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obtained from the survey while medium-sized LEAs provided 28% (n=5).  When totals 

are calculated for the entire group of respondents, 18 LEAs from across the state of North 

Carolina participated in the survey; this represents 31% of the sample population of 58. 

Characteristics of Survey Respondents 

 Local Education Agencies who responded to the survey were asked to identify the 

total number of principals in their respective districts, the number of principals in their 

respective districts with three or less years of experience, and whether the district 

currently offers a formally developed new principal onboarding program.  Table 2 

provides a detailed overview of the information obtained from the districts who elected to 

participate in the survey and lists their responses in relation to these fields. 

Table 2 

Principal Characteristics and Presence of Onboarding Program of Responding LEAs 
 

LEA 
identifier 

No. of  
principals 

 Principals     
<3 yrs. 

experience 

% Principals        
<3 yrs. 

experience 
LEA  
size 

Onboarding 
program 

LEA A 16 8 50% Medium No 
LEA B 16 9 56% Medium Yes 
LEA C 19 6 32% Medium No 
LEA D 7 4 57% Small No 
LEA E 29 12 41% Large No 
LEA F 29 11 38% Large Yes 
LEA G 23 5 22% Large Yes 
LEA H 47 17 36% Large Yes 
LEA I 8 1 13% Medium No 
LEA J 8 6 75% Small No 
LEA K 3 2 67% Small No 
LEA L 36 16 44% Large No 
LEA M 3 3 100% Small No 
LEA N 13 9 69% Medium Yes 
LEA O 25 14 56% Large No 
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LEA 
identifier 

No. of  
principals 

 Principals     
<3 yrs. 

experience 

% Principals        
<3 yrs. 

experience 
LEA  
size 

Onboarding 
program 

LEA P 7 0 0% Small No 
LEA Q 10 4 40% Small No 
LEA R 32 8 25% Large No 
Average 18.4 7.5 41% N/A N/A 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 

 The preceding table provides raw data on the districts that elected to participate in 

the study pertaining to new principal onboarding practices.  The first column masks the 

districts’ true identity and assigns the LEA an alpha identifier.  Column 2 represents the 

number of principals currently serving in the district under investigation and column 3 

indicates the number of principals in said district with less than three years of experience.  

Column 4 represents the percentage of principals in the responding district with less than 

three years of experience and Column 5 categorizes the LEA as either large, medium, or 

small.  The last column denotes whether the district offers a formally developed new 

principal onboarding program. 

 A review of the data in Column 1 reveals that the number of building level leaders 

currently serving in the districts that responded to the survey ranges from three principals 

to 47 principals with the average being 18.4.  Additionally, districts reported that 

anywhere from zero to 17 of the principals employed in their respective LEAs had three 

or less years of experience.   LEAs that elected to participate in the study had an average 

of 7.5 principals, per district, with three or less years of experience.  As depicted by the 

results in Column 3, 44% (n=8) of the districts reported that at least 50% of their schools 

were led by principals with three or less years of experience.  Seventy-two percent (n=13) 

indicated that at least one-third of their principals have three or less years of experience 

in the principalship. 
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 As previously noted, the final two columns report both the size of the LEA and 

whether or not the LEA utilizes a new principal onboarding program.  Twenty-eight 

percent (n=5) of the respondents indicated that they offered a new principal onboarding 

program in their district.  Of the five LEAs that offer programs, 60% (n=3) are 

categorized as large districts and 40% (n=2) are considered to be medium districts for the 

purpose of this study.  This figure can be further broken down by participating districts 

and their corresponding size.  Nearly 43% (n=3) of the large districts that responded to 

the survey reported the presence of a new principal onboarding program and 40% (n=2) 

of the medium districts replied in the affirmative.  No small-sized districts that elected to 

participate in the study reported the presence of a new principal onboarding program.    

Reasons for the Absence of a New Principal Onboarding Program 

 Local education agencies that elected to participate in the study were asked to cite 

whether or not they had developed a new principal onboarding program for utilization 

within their respective districts.  LEAs not offering a formal new principal onboarding 

program in their respective districts were afforded an opportunity to select from a pre-

defined list of reasons as to why they did not offer such a program.  Of the 18 districts 

participating in the study, 13 indicated that they currently do not offer an onboarding 

program for new principals.  Table 3 lists the reasons as to why these LEAs have decided 

not to offer a new principal onboarding program and provides the number of responses 

for each reason.  LEAs were allowed to select more than one applicable response and had 

the opportunity to describe, in narrative form, any situation that qualified as a selection of 

“other.”   
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Table 3 
 
LEA Reasons for the Absence of a New Principal Onboarding Program 
 
Reason for absence Number of responses Percentage of responses 
Lack of funding 2 13% 
Shortage of staff 6 40% 
Need never identified  2 13% 
Too time consuming 1 7% 
Unfamiliarity with onboarding 0 0% 
Other 4 27% 
Total 15 100% 

Note:  Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
 
   Among those reasons provided for not offering a formal onboarding program for 

new principals, 40% (n=6) of participating LEAs cited a shortage of staff.  The second 

leading reason for the absence of such a program came from the “other” category and 

constituted 27% of the respondents’ choices.  An examination of the narratives provided 

in the “other” selection revealed that LEAs either outsourced their onboarding program to 

other districts or offered informal orientation practices not defined as onboarding.  The 

third leading response behind the absence of a new principal onboarding program was 

split between either a lack of funding or a failure to identify such a need within the 

district.  These reasons each accounted for 13% of the total responses and witnessed two 

of the participating LEAs making such a selection.  The least selected responses to this 

question were “too time consuming” and “unfamiliarity with onboarding” as these 

choices accounted for 7% and 0% of the responses, respectively.   

Analysis of Common Elements Found in Onboarding Programs 

LEAs that participated in this study had an opportunity to indicate whether or not 

they currently offer a formally developed onboarding program to novice principals in 
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their district.  As previously noted, five of the 18 LEAs that responded to the survey 

indicated the presence of such a program.  In an effort to collect data on the elements, 

structure, and framework on the new principal onboarding practices currently being 

utilized across the state of North Carolina, respondents were asked to provide some 

background information on their programs.  Table 4 lists these features and disaggregates 

the information by those LEAs that noted the presence of a new principal onboarding 

program in their district. 

Table 4 

Onboarding Elements Reported by Districts with a Program 
 
Onboarding element LEA ‘B’ LEA ‘F’ LEA ‘G’ LEA ‘H’ LEA ‘N’ 
Years program offered n/a >3 & <4 >1 & <2 >4 1st Year 
Experience of participants n/a <3 yrs. <1 yr. <1 yr. <3 yrs. 
Required for principals n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Handbook n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Duration of program n/a 12 mos. 12 mos. 12 mos. 3 mos. 
Pre-service training n/a Yes No Yes No 
Orientation n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Mentors utilized n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Coach utilized n/a No No Yes Yes 
Regular meetings n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 
Opportunities for 
collaboration n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 

Note:  n/a indicates that no answer was provided. 
 
 While five LEAs indicated that their district had adopted a formally developed 

onboarding program for new principals, only four of these LEAs elected to provide 

additional details on the elements of their program.  Of these four, three completed all of 

the questions designed to collect information on the framework, structure, and format of 

their respective programs.  Fields represented by “n/a” indicate that the LEA did not 
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make a selection for the corresponding question.  Information pertaining to the elements 

associated with each LEA’s new principal onboarding program was broken down into the 

following sections on the survey:  a) characteristics of the candidates, b) types of training 

offered by the program, c) utilization of mentors and coaches, d) opportunities for 

meetings, and e) topics covered during the program.  The information presented in Table 

4 follows this sequence and presents the findings in the order in which they were 

captured on the survey. 

Characteristics of LEAs with New Principal Onboarding Programs 

 As shown in Table 4, the first three questions pertaining to the elements 

associated with new principal onboarding practices solicited information from the LEAs 

on the characteristics of the candidates in their programs.  When presented with a 

question inquiring about the history of their program, two LEAs reported having a 

program for more than three years, one reported having a program for more than one year 

but less than two years, and one LEA reported this as being their first year of offering the 

program.  When asked about the experience level of the principals participating in the 

onboarding program, 50% (n=2) of the LEAs indicated experience levels of three years or 

less and 50% (n=2) reported that the program was for principals with one year or less 

experience.  Each of the four respondents noted that participation in the onboarding 

program was required for principals who fit the eligibility criteria established by their 

districts. 

Types of Training Offered 

 The next set of questions on the survey pertaining to the elements associated with 

each LEA’s new principal onboarding program focused on training.  One-hundred 



 

73 
 

percent (n=4) of the respondents indicated that individuals participating in the program 

were provided with a handbook generated by the LEA.  Additionally, 100% of the LEAs 

disclosed that their district offered an orientation to new principals as part of the 

onboarding process.  However, there was some variation among the responses pertaining 

to the duration of the program and inclusion of pre-service training.  Seventy-five percent 

(n=3) of the LEAs noted that their onboarding program was designed to last between 90 

days and 12 months while 25% (n=1) reported a duration of less than 90 days.  

Subsequently, 50% (n=2) of the participants indicated that LEA sponsored pre-service 

leadership training was offered to new principals prior to their principalship and the 

remaining 50% (n=2) did not report such a practice.  

Utilization of Mentors and Coaches 

 Following the section on training, LEAs were afforded an opportunity to answer 

several questions related to the inclusion of both mentoring and coaching practices in 

their new principal onboarding programs.  Table 4 illustrates whether LEAs reported the 

use of these elements but does not provide specific detail on how these practices are 

deployed.  For reporting purposes, this information will be covered in the following 

narrative rather than a table format.   

Survey data collected in Table 4 reveal that the practice of assigning mentors was 

utilized in 100% (n=4) of the LEAs with new principal onboarding programs that 

answered this question on the survey designed for this study.  Additionally, LEAs were 

asked to indicate whether the LEA selects the mentor, whether the mentor selects the 

principal, or whether the new principal selects the mentor.  One-hundred percent (n=4) of 

the LEAs reported that the district was responsible for selecting the mentor in their new 
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principal onboarding program.  On the other hand, individuals who serve as mentors 

varies slightly among the respondents.  Seventy-five percent (n=3) of the responding 

participants indicated that their new principal onboarding program relied on other 

principals to serve as mentors while 25% (n=1) utilized LEA administrative staff.   

In all LEAs the relationship of the mentor to new principal was described as 

informal (no training offered to mentor and no specific goals or strategies outlined) as 

opposed to formal (training offered to mentor with specific goals or strategies outlined).  

Yet, the frequency with which mentors were expected to meet with new principals once 

again varied by LEA.  Participants could select from the following choices when asked 

about the frequency of meeting between mentors and new principals:  a) almost daily, b) 

at least once per week, c) at least twice per month, d) at least once per month, and e) less 

than once per month.  Fifty percent (n=2) of the participating LEAs indicated that 

mentors and new principals met at least once per month.  Twenty-five percent (n=1) 

selected less than once per month while the remaining 25% reported twice per month. 

With regards to the use of coaches during one’s participation in a new principal 

onboarding program, Table 4 reveals that 50% (n=2) of the LEAs make use of such a 

practice.  LEAs that offer coaching as an element of their new principal onboarding 

program were then asked if their coaches are formally trained prior to serving as a coach.  

Only one LEA indicated that coaches serving in their new principal onboarding program 

were formally trained before providing services to new principals.  The other LEA that 

noted the use of coaches in their new principal onboarding program did not provide a 

response to this question.   
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When presented with a question soliciting details on the position that coaches held 

in the LEA respondents were afforded an opportunity to select from the following:  a) 

mentor, b) other principals, c) LEA administrative staff, d) third party entities, or e) other.  

Again, only one LEA that made note of the use of coaches in their new principal 

onboarding program responded to this question.  Additionally, this district indicated that 

LEA administrative staff currently serve as coaches for their novice principals.   No 

response was generated from the other participant that referenced the utilization of 

coaches on the survey. 

The last two survey items pertaining to the use of coaches addressed the 

frequency in which coaches met with new principals and whether or not these individuals 

are compensated for their services.  When asked about the recurring nature of the 

meetings between coaches and new principals respondents could select from the 

following:  a) almost daily, b) at least once per week, c) at least twice per month, d) at 

least once per month, and e) less than once per month.  As was the case in the previous 

questions addressing the framework surrounding the utilization of coaches, only one of 

the LEAs noting the use of coaches in their district responded to this question.  In this 

instance they indicated that coaches met with novice principals at least once per month.  

This same LEA also revealed that their coaches are not compensated for their services 

while performing their duties in the new principal onboarding program. 

Opportunities for Meetings 

The last part of Table 4 provides the raw data pertaining to the existence of 

district level meetings with new principals, the frequency of these meetings, and whether 

new principals were afforded an opportunity to collaborate with one another.  As 
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previously noted five of the LEAs participating in this survey indicated the presence of a 

new principal onboarding program in their district; however, only three elected to 

complete this portion of the instrument.  All three of these LEAs that responded to the 

questions addressing meetings reported that their district-level leadership met regularly 

with new principals.  Nearly 67% (n=2) of the respondents indicated that these meetings 

occurred monthly while the remaining 33% (n=1) described these meetings as occurring 

quarterly.  Additionally, 100% (n=3) of the LEAs revealed that their novice principals 

were afforded an opportunity to collaborate with one another as part of the new principal 

onboarding program.  

Reported Topics Covered During New Principal Onboarding Program 

 Survey questions pertaining to the inclusion of certain topics covered during a 

LEA’s new principal onboarding program were derived from the North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives.  These standards were developed by the North Carolina 

Department of Public Instruction, with approval from the North Carolina State Board of 

Education, and serve as a guide for principals as they seek to improve their effectiveness 

as leaders (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Human Resources, n.d.)  

Table 5 offers an overview of these standards as well as some of the practices required of 

21st Century Leaders in North Carolina.  LEAs that participated in this portion of the 

survey were asked to identify the topics that are a part of their new principal onboarding 

program.  
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Table 5 
 
Topics Covered During LEA Sponsored New Principal Onboarding Program 
  

Leadership topic 
LEA 
‘B’a 

LEA 
‘F’ 

LEA 
‘G’ 

LEA 
‘H’ 

LEA 
‘N’a 

% of 
yes 

Strategic  n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
Instructional  n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
Cultural n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
Human resources n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
Managerial  n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
External  n/a Yes No Yes n/a 67% 
Micro-political  n/a Yes Yes Yes n/a 100% 
Academic achievement  n/a Yes No Yes n/a 67% 
Communication skills n/a Yes No No n/a 33% 
Conflict resolution n/a Yes No Yes n/a 67% 
21st Century technology n/a Yes No Yes n/a 67% 

Note: All percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number.  
a n/a indicates that no response was provided; percentages are therefore a representation of the responses 
captured from the LEAs that elected to respond to this portion of the survey.  
 

It is worth noting that of the five LEAs indicating the presence of a new principal 

onboarding program, only three completed this portion of the survey.  For those LEAs 

that elected to provide responses to the questions, six of the topics that were presented as 

possible options received unanimous selections.  Strategic leadership, Instructional 

leadership, Cultural leadership, Human resources leadership, Managerial leadership, and 

Micro-political leadership were selected by 100% (n=3) of the participating LEAs as 

topics covered during their new principal onboarding program.  Two-thirds, or 67% 

(n=2), of the LEAs responding to this part of the survey reported that they included 

External development leadership, Academic achievement leadership, Conflict resolution 

skills, and 21st Century technology as topics during their program.  Only one-third, or 

33% (n=1), of the LEAs mentioned the presence of Communication skills in their new 

principal onboarding program. 
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Statistical Analysis  

 The concluding sections of Chapter 4 report the results obtained from the 

application of statistical measures to the data collected during the course of the 

investigation.  As previously mentioned in Chapter 3, descriptive and inferential 

statistical analyses were utilized in order to both describe and make inferences about the 

participants selected for the study.  This portion of the chapter will begin by presenting 

turnover data obtained from the most recent release of North Carolina’s School Report 

Cards and will conclude by examining the relationship between onboarding practices and 

the LEAs principal turnover rate.      

Descriptive Analysis of Principal Turnover Rates 

 The second research question presented at the outset of the study sought to 

investigate the relationship between an LEA’s principal turnover rate and the elements 

found in a new principal onboarding program.  Before the study could make any 

determination on the association between these variables, baseline measures of the 

participating districts’ principal turnover rate had to be established first.  Table 6 provides 

an overview of the LEAs that elected to participate in the study, their size, whether an 

onboarding program is offered, and the district’s corresponding principal turnover rate 

from the 2015-2016 school year. 

Table 6 
 
LEA Size, Onboarding, and Turnover Rate Comparisons 

LEA identifier LEA size Onboarding  Turnover ratea 

LEA A Medium No 19% 
LEA B Medium Yes 20% 
LEA C Medium No 16% 
LEA D Small No 29% 
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LEA identifier LEA size Onboarding  Turnover ratea 

LEA E Large No 10% 
LEA F Large Yes 14% 
LEA G Large Yes 17% 
LEA H Large Yes 5% 
LEA I Medium No 25% 
LEA J Small No 25% 
LEA K Small No 33% 
LEA L Large No 11% 
LEA M Small No 33% 
LEA N Medium Yes 8% 
LEA O Large No 8% 
LEA P Small No 0% 
LEA Q Small No 9% 
LEA R Large No 10% 
Average N/A 28% 16% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
a Principal turnover data were obtained from the 2015-2016 North Carolina School Report Cards. 

 The preceding table offers a comparison of the participants’ turnover rates and 

indicates the presence or absence of a district sponsored new principal onboarding 

program for each of the LEAs that responded to the survey.  Once the turnover rate for 

each district participating in the study had been determined, measures of central tendency 

were applied to two groups:  LEAs that reported the presence of an onboarding program 

versus LEAs that noted the absence of such a program.   

Table 6 reveals that 28% (n=5) of the LEAs that elected to participate in the study 

reported the existence of a new principal onboarding program.  The corresponding 

principal turnover rates for these districts were as follows:  20% for LEA ‘B’, 14% for 

LEA ‘F’, 17% for LEA ‘G’, 5% for LEA ‘H’, and 8% for LEA ‘N’.  The measures of 

central tendency for these values consisted of a range of 15, with a median of 14, and no 

recurring value to be considered for the mode.  The average principal turnover rate for 
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districts with a new principal onboarding program was 13%, a figure that is three 

percentage points below the average principal turnover rate of all districts participating in 

the study.  LEAs that noted the absence of a new principal onboarding program 

accounted for 72% (n=13) of the districts participating in the investigation.  The principal 

turnover rate range for this group was 33, with an observed median of 16, and a mode of 

10.  The average principal turnover rate of 18% for this group is two percentage points 

higher than the mean for the sample population.   

Inferential Analysis of Principal Turnover Rates 

In an effort to gain a better understanding of the applicability of these results to 

the entire population of school districts across the state of North Carolina inferential 

statistics were applied to the values obtained above.  The values that were compared in 

this portion of the study examined the degree of difference in turnover rates between 

LEAs offering a new principal onboarding program and those without such a program.  

Table 7 below captures each of the descriptive reporting measures for the two groups of 

participants and utilizes a t test in order to evaluate the statistical significance of the 

results obtained from the two groups under investigation. 

Table 7 

Measures of Central Tendency and t Test Values for LEA Principal Turnover Rates 

  
LEAs with 
onboarding   

LEAs without 
onboarding 

Mean 0.13  0.18 
Variance 0.00  0.01 
Observations 5.00  13.00 
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0.00   
df 13.00   
t Stat -1.17   
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LEAs with 
onboarding   

LEAs without 
onboarding 

P(T<=t) one-tail 0.13   
t Critical one-tail 1.77   
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.26   
t Critical two-tail 2.16    

Note:  The values in Table 7 were obtained by applying a two-sample t test for unequal variances. 

 The table above reflects the measures of central tendency that were discussed in 

the previous section but also applies greater statistical analyses to the two groups under 

investigation.  The first three rows of the table provide descriptive statistical information 

on LEAs with and without formal onboarding programs.  Rows five and beyond reveal 

the values that were obtained after a t test was applied to the two pairings.  Row five 

indicates the degrees of freedom (df) calculated for the two groups while row six 

represents the t statistic.  Degrees of freedom analyses represent the degree to which 

turnover rates vary among the LEAs while the t statistic offers insight into how extreme 

the difference may or may not be between two groups.  Both of these measures are 

critical in determining the probability value, or p value, between two sets of scores.   

 Probability values indicate whether the results obtained from a set of data are 

statistically significant as they relate to the research question(s) under investigation.  The 

higher the p value the more likely it is that the results obtained occurred by chance.  

When a t test was applied to the values listed in Table 7 the researcher declared an alpha 

level of .05 at the outset of the test in order to establish a probability of 95% or greater 

that the results achieved did not occur by chance.   The statistical analysis utilized in 

Table 7 was a Two-Sample t test Assuming Unequal Variances and the test yielded a 

two-tail p value of .26.  This value is greater than the threshold of .05 alpha level that was 
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established at the outset of the analysis and indicated that there is no statistical difference 

between the principal turnover rates of the two groups under investigation. 

 Another subset of the second research question anchoring the study seeks to 

investigate the relationship between elements associated with a new principal onboarding 

program and the LEA’s principal turnover rate.  Before a statistical analysis could be 

applied to these variables the researcher had to convert the categorical data measuring the 

presence or absence of certain onboarding practices into numerical representations.  

Table 8 depicts the most common elements and practices found among the districts that 

reported the presence of a new principal onboarding program and adds their 

corresponding principal turnover rate for the 2015-2016 school year.  It is worth noting 

that one of the districts that responded in the affirmative to the presence of an onboarding 

program failed to complete this portion of the survey and is not represented in the 

ensuing table. 

Table 8 
 
Codification of Onboarding Elements and Turnover Rates of LEAs with Onboarding 
Programs 
 
LEA  Required Handbook Pre-service Orientation Mentor Coach Turnover 
LEA N 1 1 0 1 1 1 8% 
LEA H 1 1 1 1 1 1 5% 
LEA G 1 1 0 1 1 0 17% 
LEA F 1 1 1 1 1 0 14% 

Note:  A value of 1 indicates that the LEA incorporated the element into their program and a value of 0 
indicates that the LEA did not utilize the associated element. 
 
 LEAs with new principal onboarding programs that elected to complete the 

survey in its entirety are represented in Table 8.  The headings for each column indicate 

the most common elements and practices found in onboarding programs as reported by 

the districts participating in the study.  These practices were derived from the responses 
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generated by participants during the course of the survey.  In no particular order the 

following elements emerged as common practices:  required for new principals, 

handbook provided to participants, pre-service training offered to new principals, 

orientation offered to participants, mentor assigned to new principals, and coaching 

utilized as a support mechanism.  One hundred percent (n=4) of the LEAs participating in 

this portion of the survey indicated that their onboarding program was required, included 

a handbook, hosted an orientation, and provided a mentor for new principals.  Fifty 

percent (n=2) of the LEAs reported the presence of both a pre-service program and the 

use of coaching.  However, in order to evaluate the relationship between these practices 

and the turnover rates associated with the district reporting the use of such practices, the 

elements had to be converted into numerical representations.   

Onboarding practices that elicited a response of “yes” are represented by the 

number 1 in the table above; those practices that generated a response of “no” are coded 

as zero.  Additionally, each LEA’s principal turnover rate from the 2015-2016 school 

year was added to the table so that it could be included in the statistical analysis of 

variance.   These values were then used as the raw data for the application of a two factor 

ANOVA without replication.  This inferential analysis converted the values in the 

preceding table into a statistical expression that quantified the variance between the 

groups.  Table 9 provides an illustration of the results that were obtained from this 

statistical analysis.   
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Table 9 

ANOVA Comparing Elements of Onboarding Against Principal Turnover Rates 

Source of 
Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit 

Rows 9.714285714 3 3.238095238 0.708333333 0.559504 3.15990759 

Columns 355.7142857 6 59.28571429 12.96875 1.11E-05 2.661304523 

Error 82.28571429 18 4.571428571    

Total 447.7142857 27     
Note:  The values in Table 8 were obtained by applying a two factor ANOVA without replication to the 
elements of new principal onboarding programs and the corresponding districts’ principal turnover rate. 
 
 Table 9 provides statistical analyses of the mean values of both the rows and 

columns that were presented in Table 8.  The data generated from the two factor ANOVA 

without replication reported the following:  sum of squares (SS), degrees of freedom (df), 

mean squares (MS), F value, p value, and F critical.  Since this investigation is focused 

on the relationship between the elements of a new principal onboarding program and an 

LEA’s turnover rate, only the data in the first row will be examined.  These results reflect 

the values that were returned when the data from Table 8 was populated into the two 

factor ANOVA without replication.    

As was the case with the t test the most important statistical measure generated 

from this analysis is the p value.  Prior to the application of the two factor ANOVA the 

researcher declared an alpha level of .05 in order to establish a probability factor of 95% 

or greater that the results achieved did not occur by chance.  When the test was conducted 

on the data outlined in Table 8 the two factor ANOVA generated a p value of .559.  As a 

result, the p value from the two factor ANOVA exceeds the designated value of .05 

indicating that there is no statistical difference between the groups under investigation.   
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Summary of the Results 

The previous chapter summarized the key findings that were obtained from both 

the survey responses and principal turnover rates associated with the LEAs participating 

in the study.  The chapter began by reviewing the purpose, research questions, literature 

review, and methodology that guided the investigation.  Next, the data collection 

procedures were discussed and the characteristics associated with the LEAs that elected 

to participate in the survey were presented.  Then, for those LEAs that indicated the 

presence of a new principal onboarding program, the common elements utilized in said 

programs were categorized and reported.  The chapter concluded by applying statistical 

measures in an effort to evaluate the strength of the relationship that exists between 

onboarding programs and a LEAs principal turnover rate. 

Results extracted from the survey focused primarily on identifying current 

practices and elements that are part of new principal onboarding programs across the 

state of North Carolina.  These elements, along with each district’s principal turnover 

rate, served as the bases for statistical comparisons between LEAs.  Both inferential 

statistical analyses applied to the data indicated that there was no statistical difference in 

the values reported between the groups under investigation.  Therefore, the differences in 

principal turnover rates between LEAs with an onboarding program and LEAs without an 

onboarding program was statistically insignificant.  Additionally, the analyses revealed 

that there were no noticeable differences among LEAs with onboarding programs and 

their principal turnover rates when elements associated with their programs were 

introduced as variables.  To further investigate these trends, patterns, and occurrences, 
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Chapter 5 will review the chapters associated with the study and offer a thorough analysis 

discussion, interpretation, and summarization of the results. 

  



 

87 
 

Chapter 5:  Summary and Discussion 

Introduction 

Professional development has long been a mechanism by which organizations 

have attempted to enhance the skillsets of their newcomers.  Improving one’s workforce 

capacity contributes to an individual’s overall growth, their sense of self-worth, their job 

satisfaction, and may reduce organizational turnover (Bauer et al., 2007).  Furthermore, 

attending to a new employee’s needs as they relate to his or her workforce development 

can have a positive impact on the overall effectiveness of an organization and lessen an 

institution’s rate of attrition (Kozlowski, 2011).  In the 1970s, this practice of acclimating 

newcomers to the workplace in an effort to provide them with requisite knowledge, skills, 

and social capital needed to become successful, contributing members of the team 

became known as organizational socialization (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979).  This 

theory of organizational socialization paved the way for a recent phenomenon, known as 

onboarding, that has found its way into both public and private sector workplaces 

functioning in the 21st Century.     

Onboarding, or the practice of preparing, training, integrating, and supporting a 

new employee for a sustained period of time, is rooted in the theory of organizational 

socialization.  Researchers, investigating the early literature associated with workforce 

acclimation, expanded upon the tenets associated with organizational socialization and 

advanced the concept of onboarding (Gordon, 1999; Klein & Polin, 2012).  Their goal 

was to present a framework that would allow companies and businesses in the private 

sector to develop a means of orienting managers and executive leaders to the workforce 

(Gordon, 1999; Klein & Polin, 2012).  In the early 2000s, this practice made its way into 
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public education; subsequently, programs for new principal onboarding programs were 

advanced in order to better prepare school executives for leadership roles (Schmidt-Davis 

& Bottoms, 2011).  Unfortunately, the literature pertaining to the onboarding of public 

school leaders is very sparse and limited studies have been conducted on the most 

beneficial elements associated with new principal onboarding programs.   

It is against this backdrop that this investigation sought to identify the most 

common elements associated with new principal onboarding programs in North Carolina 

and the relationship between these elements and a school district’s principal turnover 

rate.  The preceding chapters provided an overview of the background pertaining to the 

role and importance of the principal, the literature associated with onboarding as a 

professional practice, the methods utilized for the implementation of the study, and the 

results obtained from participants who elected to participate in the investigation.  Chapter 

5 is intended to both review and discuss the study that was designed for the purpose of 

investigating new principal onboarding programs in North Carolina and the relationship 

that exists between the elements of these programs and a school district’s principal 

turnover rate.   

The following reporting format, utilized throughout the course of this chapter, 

allows for a complete synthesis and analysis of the phenomena under investigation and 

connects the major facets of the study.  First, the problem investigated during the course 

of the study is discussed and the key research questions that guided the implementation of 

the investigation are presented.  Next, a review of the methodology associated with the 

investigation and the accompanying instruments selected for implementation of the study 

are reviewed.  Then, a summary of the results is presented in order to provide a review of 
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the major findings revealed during the investigation.  The chapter concludes by offering a 

thorough discussion of the findings, their relationship to previous research, 

recommendations for practitioners, and suggestions for further study.   

Statement of the Problem 

The problem investigated during the course of this study was the gap that exists in 

the literature surrounding effective new principal onboarding practices and the impact 

that these practices have on a local education agency’s principal turnover rate.  As 

previously noted in Chapter 1, a review of the literature pertaining to new principal 

onboarding programs revealed a wealth of information addressing pre-service and first 

year principal training programs as a means of preparing professionals for the 

principalship.  However, little to no attention has been given to those components of an 

onboarding program that would be most beneficial to principals new to their role.  

Keyword searches of several academic research databases revealed that no studies have 

been conducted in an effort to solicit feedback from school districts on the effectiveness 

of new principal onboarding programs and the impact that these programs might have 

had on reducing an LEA’s principal turnover rate.   

The absence of academic studies within the literature on the effectiveness of 

principal onboarding programs suggests that there is a lack of research available to 

scholars with regards to those key elements that should be included in a quality 

onboarding program for new principals.  Thus far, the majority of the research conducted 

in this field has focused on the impact of mentoring and coaching with new principals 

and stopped short of discussing the most beneficial components of a quality onboarding 
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program.  In an effort to contribute to the body of literature on this topic the following 

research questions were developed for the purpose of this study: 

1) What common elements can be found in district-sponsored new principal 

onboarding programs across local education agencies in North Carolina? 

2) What is the relationship between the elements found in a new principal 

onboarding program and the turnover rate among principals in a given local 

education agency in North Carolina when compared to other local education 

agencies? 

Research on school leadership revealed that principals have an impact on the 

effectiveness of teaching and learning practices utilized within a school setting (Wood, 

Finch, & Mirecki, 2013).  Creating systems of support, networking, and on-going 

professional development for new principals could potentially offset some of the factors 

that have historically contributed to high principal turnover rates.  Rowland (2017) 

suggested that school districts would be wise to heed the findings of research on principal 

turnover and seek to establish locally developed programs designed to integrate and 

acclimate school level leadership into their new roles.  As such, this study was designed 

in order to further explore these concepts and offer findings that might aid the field of 

public education.  The subsequent sections of Chapter 5 review the methods and results 

of this investigation and offer a detailed discussion of the findings obtained through the 

advancement of the study. 

Review of Methods 

As previously noted, the purpose of this study was to add to the body of literature 

pertaining to onboarding as a means of providing professional support to new principals.  
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A descriptive, non-experimental, quantitative design was utilized to conduct the 

investigation.  School districts across the state of North Carolina were divided into three 

categories:  small, medium, and large as defined by their average daily membership 

reported by the 2016-2017 statistics obtained from the North Carolina Department of 

Public Instruction.  For the purpose of this investigation, small districts were categorized 

as having 3,999 or less students, medium districts had between 4,000 and 9,999 students, 

and large districts contained 10,000 or more students.  A stratified random sampling was 

used to select districts from each of the size categories for participation in the study.   

Online surveys were then distributed to a simple random sample of human 

resources directors from each LEA selected to participate in the study in an effort to 

collect descriptive data on locally developed onboarding programs.  Selected participants 

had 30 days to respond to the survey and auto generated reminders were sent weekly until 

the participation window closed.  Given that there were no formal surveys pertaining to 

new principal onboarding practices found in a review of the literature, the researcher, 

with the input of local educational administrators, developed an instrument for utilization 

in this study.  Using the literature review as a guide, questions pertaining to practices, 

procedures, timelines, and participation in new principal onboarding programs comprised 

the framework of the survey disseminated to LEAs.  Responses from the online 

instrument were then collected and disaggregated in an effort to determine if LEAs 

utilized common practices in their new principal onboarding programs.  Once the data 

were examined the information was used to examine the relationship that exists between 

onboarding and principal turnover in the school districts under investigation.   
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Information obtained from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 

(NCDPI) denoting LEA principal turnover rates in the 2015-2016 school year served as a 

secondary source of data for this study.  Statistics obtained from NCDPI’s School Report 

Card website were used to generate an annual principal turnover rate for each of the 

districts that responded to the survey.  By conducting a web-based search, the principal 

turnover rate for the most recent year on record was found for each of the participating 

LEAs.  This information was then added to the measurement set so that all data could be 

housed in the same location and compared against each other during the statistical 

analyses portion of the investigation.   

Both descriptive and inferential analyses were applied to the dataset in an effort to 

address the research questions presented at the outset of the investigation.  Information 

gleaned from the survey provided details on the number of districts currently offering a 

formally developed new principal onboarding program.  Additionally, the survey 

generated data on the characteristics associated with each of the school districts that 

elected to participate and allowed for LEAs to report out on the current practices and 

elements embedded within their program.  This information was used to draw 

comparisons between districts so that conclusions regarding common new principal 

onboarding practices could be identified.  These practices, along with each LEA’s 

principal turnover rate, then served as variables during the inferential analyses portion of 

the study to determine the strength of the relationship between new principal onboarding 

practices and LEA principal turnover rates.  

The application of inferential statistical analyses provided a more robust 

comparison of the variables included in the study and generated statistical measures that 
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addressed the research question pertaining to onboarding practices and principal turnover 

rates.  The utilization of a t test allowed the researcher to determine whether a significant 

difference exists in the turnover rates of districts with new principal onboarding programs 

versus districts without new principal onboarding programs.  In order to examine the 

degree of difference in turnover rates among LEAs with a new principal onboarding 

program, a second inferential statistical method was utilized.  Through the use of two-

factor ANOVA without replication, a statistical test often used to compare groups, the 

researcher assessed the probability of certain onboarding practices having an effect on an 

LEA’s principal turnover rate.  School districts that reported the presence of a new 

principal onboarding program were identified as the bases of measurement for this test.  

LEAs, along with their corresponding onboarding elements and 2015-2016 principal 

turnover rates, were compared against one another to determine if one set of variables 

affected another.  Greater detail on the results obtained during the course of the 

investigation will be discussed in the ensuing section.   

Summary of Results 

Results generated for the purpose of this investigation were obtained primarily 

from two sources: online survey responses provided by participating LEAs and principal 

turnover rates extracted from the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction.  Each 

set of data served as a means to address the research questions posited for the 

advancement of the study and allowed for the application of both descriptive and 

inferential statistical analyses.  To better understand how the survey data contributed to 

the findings and revelations associated with the study, an overview of the results obtained 

through the administration of the online instrument is presented below. 
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Responses generated from the survey focused primarily on identifying current 

practices and elements that are part of new principal onboarding programs in public 

school districts across the state of North Carolina.  In all, 31% (n=18 out of 58) of the 

districts selected to participate in the study elected to respond to the online survey.  Of 

the 18 participating LEAs, seven had student enrollment numbers greater than 10,000 

students, five had enrollment numbers between 9,999 and 4,000 students, and six had 

3,999 or less students.  Five of the 18 LEAs that elected to participate in the study 

indicated the presence of a new principal onboarding program in their district, yet only 

four were able to provide enough information on the survey such that an analysis of their 

program could be conducted.  Among these four several themes emerged with regards to 

common elements embedded within their program, regardless of the size of the school 

district. 

To report out on the types of practices included in their respective new principal 

onboarding programs, LEAs had an opportunity to choose from a pre-selected list of 

common elements identified in the literature as essential to onboarding.  These elements 

included the issuance of a handbook, a pre-service training event, an orientation program 

designed to acclimate newcomers to the workplace, the assignment of both a mentor and 

a coach, and an expectation that the new principal participate in the program.  One 

hundred percent of the LEAs indicated that the following were a part of their program:  

assignment of a mentor, issuance of a handbook, inclusion in an orientation, and required 

participation in the program.  Fifty-percent of the participating LEAs noted the 

assignment of a coach and the presence of a pre-service training program.  These 

responses allowed the investigator to offer an analysis of the research question addressing 
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the common elements of new principal onboarding programs in public schools across the 

state of North Carolina.  However, in order to delve further into the relationship 

associated with the elements of new principal onboarding programs and an LEA’s 

principal turnover rate, more advanced statistical applications were required of this study.    

Descriptive statistics provide an opportunity to describe the characteristics of a 

given set of data but they do not reveal details about the relationship between the 

variables under investigation.  Inferential statistics are applied to sets of data in order to 

determine the relationship that may or may not exist among the results and their 

applicability to the entire population (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  In an effort to 

determine if significant differences existed in turnover rates between LEAs with a new 

principal onboarding program and LEAs without a new principal onboarding program, a t 

test was utilized during this investigation.  T tests are especially useful when one is 

attempting to compare the results between two groups (Lochmiller & Lester, 2015).  

When comparing the average principal turnover rate of LEAs with a new principal 

onboarding program against LEAs without a new principal onboarding program, the t test 

returned a probability value of .26 with an alpha level of .05.  Since the p value is five 

times greater than the alpha level in this analysis this indicates that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the principal turnover rates of the two groups.  To further 

delve into the relationship between certain elements of new principal onboarding 

practices and LEA principal turnover rates among those districts, a more detailed 

inferential statistical measure is required.  

When comparing whether multiple variables may affect the outcome of an 

investigation, a two factor ANOVA is most commonly utilized.  A two factor ANOVA 
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without replication is appropriate when the investigator wishes to study the interactions 

between two or more independent variables (Gay et al., 2011).  Since the data in the 

survey pertaining to the presence or absence of certain onboarding practices was captured 

in a categorical context the responses had to be converted into numerical representations.  

Onboarding practices that generated a response of “yes” in the survey were assigned a 

value of 1; those practices that received a response of “no” were coded as a zero.  

Principal turnover rates from the 2015-2016 school year were then added to the 

measurement so that they could be included in the statistical analysis.  A two factor 

ANOVA without replication was then applied to the four LEAs included in this portion 

of the study.  The results among the four districts under investigation revealed a 

probability value, or p value, of .559.  The alpha value in this statistical analysis was set 

at .05 in order to establish a probability factor of 95% or greater that the results did not 

occur by chance.  Since the p value in this measurement is nearly six times the value of 

the alpha level there is no statistical difference in principal turnover rates among the four 

LEAs included in this portion of the investigation.  

As noted above both inferential statistical analyses applied to the data indicated 

that there was no statistical difference in the values reported between the groups under 

investigation.  Therefore, the differences in principal turnover rates between LEAs with 

an onboarding program and LEAs without an onboarding program was statistically 

insignificant.  Additionally, the analyses revealed that there were no noticeable 

differences among LEAs with onboarding programs and their principal turnover rates 

when elements associated with their programs were introduced as variables.  The 

remaining portion of this chapter will be devoted to a thorough discussion and 
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interpretation of the results, their relationship to previous research, possible 

recommendations for future practitioners, and suggestions for further study.  

Discussion 

 To better understand the findings obtained during the investigation previously 

outlined, and to place these findings properly within the context of the literature covering 

new principal onboarding practices, this section of Chapter 5 will begin by interpreting 

the results of the study.  The sequence in which the results will be interpreted follows the 

same reporting sequence outlined in Chapter 4 of this investigation and will address the 

key research questions guiding the advancement of the study.  This method of 

presentation allows for the findings to be interpreted in light of the research questions put 

forth at the outset of Chapter 1 and provides a clear, concise reporting format (Creswell, 

2013).  The findings will then be related to previous research conducted in the area of 

onboarding before the chapter concludes with recommendations for practitioners and 

suggestions for further study.   

Interpretation of the Findings 

 To properly frame the context of the results, one must first begin by discussing 

the characteristics associated with school districts sampled for participation in the study.  

As previously mentioned, there were 58 LEAs, representing slightly more than half of the 

public-school systems throughout the state of North Carolina, selected to participate in 

the investigation.  Among the 58 LEAs sampled, a total of 18, or 31%, elected to 

participate in the study.  While this response rate represents less than half of those that 

were sampled for participation, it exceeded the national return rate average of 10% to 

15% for surveys distributed to participants not belonging to the surveying institution 
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(Fryner, 2015).  Had a low response rate been encountered, this would have made it less 

likely that the results obtained from the study could have been applied to the entire 

population under investigation.  Additionally, low response rates increase the likelihood 

of reporting errors in statistical analyses (Fosnacht, Sarraf, Howe, & Peck, 2017).  The 

fact that the distribution of the survey coincided with the first month of school for many 

LEAs might account for the nearly 70% non-response rate among participants.  

Nevertheless, the response rate generated by this study was twice the average rate 

typically obtained for external surveys; therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that certain 

findings in the results may be representative of LEAs across North Carolina.  Before a 

more in-depth analysis of the findings is offered, a further examination of the 

characteristics associated with the participating districts must occur.  

 Characteristics of Survey Respondents 

The survey distributed to LEAs sampled for inclusion in the study asked 

participants to self-identify the following characteristics:  the size of their respective 

districts, the number of principals with three or less years of experience currently serving 

in their districts, and whether the LEA offered a new principal onboarding program.  

Seven of the responding LEAs were considered large-sized LEAs and reported 

enrollment numbers of 10,000 or more students; five LEAs were considered medium-

sized LEAs and indicated enrollment between 9,999 and 4,000 students; and six LEAs 

were identified as small-sized LEAs and reported 3,999 or less students in their district.  

These returns indicated that roughly the same number of LEAs from each size category 

elected to participate in the study, thus providing a fairly equal distribution for 

comparative purposes.   
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Results from the study revealed that five of the 18 LEAs responding to the online 

survey noted the presence of a new principal onboarding program in their school districts.  

This means that 28% of the LEAs participating in the investigation have created a formal 

process for acclimating new principals to their role.  If one were to generalize these 

findings to school districts across North Carolina it would be reasonable to assume that 

less than one-third of the state’s LEAs currently offer onboarding programs to novice 

principals.  Given the importance of the principal in the advancement of the school, and 

with a statewide principal turnover rate of nearly ten percent, one might find it surprising 

to find such a low participation rate among districts with regards to onboarding programs.  

With a survey response rate of 31%, all indications are that this same trend would hold 

true even if more LEAs were sampled.  However, the best way to determine a more 

accurate representation of the presence of onboarding programs would be to survey all 

LEAs across the state. 

When comparing the size of the LEA against whether a district-sponsored 

onboarding program was offered to new principals, it was interesting to note that new 

principal onboarding programs were offered exclusively in either large or medium sized 

districts participating in the study.  None of the small-sized districts reported the presence 

of such a program.  Reasons for the absence of these programs among small districts may 

be a result of shortage of personnel to oversee such programs and lack of funding to 

support said programs.  Typically, larger school districts have greater access to fiscal 

resources and this might allow for the addition of more personnel to both staff and 

oversee the professional development programs for new principals.  Other factors that 

might have an influence on the decision of whether a district should offer a new principal 
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onboarding program may stem from the number of inexperienced principals in an LEA; 

yet, there does not appear to be any conclusive evidence of this assumption in the 

findings. 

  When the percentage of principals with less than or equal to three years of 

experience in a given district was compared against whether an LEA offered a new 

principal onboarding program, the results obtained from the survey were somewhat 

mixed.  The average percent of principals with three or less years of experience hailing 

from LEAs with a new principal onboarding programs was 40% compared to an average 

of 41% for those districts without such a program.  These averages are nearly identical to 

the overall average of 41% for all LEAs participating in the study.  This would suggest 

that the number of principals in a district with three or less years of experience was not a 

determining factor in whether an LEA decided to offer a new principal onboarding 

program.  This assumption is supported when one takes into consideration the size of an 

LEA and uses it as the basis of comparison among groups. 

Medium-sized LEAs with new principal onboarding programs reported, on 

average, that 62% of principals in their districts had three or less years of experience.  

This is a stark contrast to the 35% that was reported by medium-sized LEAs without 

onboarding programs for new principals.  Based on this statistic, one might conclude that 

the percentage of principals with three or less years of experience was a driving factor in 

whether or not a district should offer a new principal onboarding program.  However, this 

is not the case when one examines the difference among large-sized LEAs that 

participated in the study.   
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When the percent of principals with three or less years of experience in large-

sized LEAs offering new principal onboarding programs was compared against the 

percentage of novice principals in those districts without such programs, a different result 

emerged.  Large-sized districts with onboarding programs reported 33% of their 

principals as having three or less years of experience while large-sized school systems 

without new principal onboarding programs reported 41%.  This reporting measure is the 

inverse of that found among medium-size LEAs.  Ultimately, this statistic does not lend 

credence to the assumption that the number of novice principals in LEAs across the state 

of North Carolina was the determining factor as to whether a school system made an 

onboarding program available to new principals in their district.  Given that no 

conclusive evidence surrounding the rationale for implementing new principal 

onboarding programs could be gleaned from the results of the survey, the focus of this 

discussion will now shift to the guiding research questions.       

Common Elements Found in Onboarding Programs 

The first key research question presented in Chapter 1 sought to identify the 

common elements associated with district-sponsored new principal onboarding programs 

among LEAs in North Carolina.  Although five of the 18 LEAs that participated in this 

study noted the presence of a new principal onboarding program in their district, only 

four of the LEAs that responded in the affirmative provided enough information to be 

included in this portion of the discussion.  Due to the small sample size, it is difficult to 

make inferences about the results obtained from this portion of the study and apply these 

results to LEAs across the state of North Carolina.  While this lack of generalizability 

limits the application of any results beyond the boundaries of this investigation the 
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findings do yield insight on some of the onboarding practices currently taking place 

within the state.  As such, the survey results obtained from the four LEAs mentioned 

above will be used as the framework for the ensuing discussion pertaining to the presence 

of common elements found in new principal onboarding programs.   

The online survey distributed to LEAs selected for participation in this study 

grouped new principal onboarding practices into five central categories:  1) general 

characteristics of onboarding programs, 2) types of training offered, 3) use of mentors 

and coaches, 4) opportunities for meetings, and 5) topics covered during the program.  

These categories coincide with the subheadings presented in the results section of 

Chapter 4 and, as discussed in Chapter 2, are representative of the types of elements 

generally found in private sector onboarding programs.  Each category had a series of 

questions designed to solicit feedback from the participants in order to provide 

information on the types of new principal onboarding practices most commonly utilized 

among school districts.   

When results of questions pertaining to the inclusion of certain onboarding 

elements were compared among LEAs there were several practices that emerged as 

consistent across districts.  The issuance of a district-provided handbook, a formal 

orientation for new principals, the assignment of mentors to participants, the use of 

regularly scheduled meetings, and opportunities for individuals to collaborate were 

reported as common elements in each of the LEAs responding to these questions.  These 

practices were selected from the literature for inclusion in the study and can be found 

interspersed throughout each of the categorical groupings referenced at the outset of this 

section.  Thus, one might assume that these elements form the foundational components 
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of new principal onboarding programs across the state of North Carolina.  However, as 

previously noted, due to the limited number of participants in this portion of the study 

one cannot generalize these findings to the overall population.  A larger sample would 

have strengthened the confidence in these results and allowed for greater application.  

While a great deal of information can be gleaned from the commonalities among LEAs, 

the differences must also be examined in order to fully understand the framework of new 

principal onboarding elements.    

Though there were numerous practices utilized unanimously across all districts 

the study revealed variations among LEAs with regards to several key elements often 

associated with onboarding programs.  These observed variations will serve as variables 

in the subsequent sections outlining statistical differences in turnover rates among LEAs; 

for the purpose of this portion of the chapter they will be discussed within the context of 

common onboarding elements.  Results of onboarding practices obtained from the survey 

revealed that districts differed in the experience level required of their participants, the 

duration of their program, the utilization of pre-service training, and the assignment of 

coaches.  These questions were embedded within the categorical topics delineated at the 

onset of this section and are discussed below.   

The experience level of participants and the duration of an onboarding program 

are two key elements identified in the literature as impacting a principal’s professional 

development (Hanover Research, 2015).  Identifying the experience level of principals 

and the duration in which they participated in new principal onboarding programs were 

two of the key aspects associated with questions introduced at the outset of the survey.  

With regards to the years of experience, two of the LEAs indicated that their program 
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was designed for principals with three or less years of experience.  The remaining LEAs 

reported the experience level of their participants as one year or less.  When queried 

about the duration of their respective programs, three of the LEAs reported that their 

programs lasted between 90 days 12 months while the remaining LEA noted a duration 

less than 90 days.   

It is interesting to note the variations in these findings and how two of the LEAs 

exclude principals with two or three years of experience from their respective programs.  

Additionally, none of the LEAs reported that their program lasted longer than 12 months 

and one program lasts less than three months.  Therefore, based on the results obtained 

from the survey, it would be reasonable to assume that individuals with both one year and 

three years of experience received the same amount of exposure to a district’s onboarding 

initiatives.  After serving in the program for the established period of time, it appears that 

these individuals were no longer eligible to participate in subsequent offerings of district 

level onboarding support.  As a result, one could question the level of support and 

assistance offered to novice principals when they no longer receive the services once 

made available by their involvement in an onboarding program.    

When examining the reporting differences between pre-service training 

opportunities and the assignment of coaches to participants, the results from the survey 

indicated that there were inconsistencies among the inclusion of these elements in new 

principal onboarding programs as noted by LEAs.  In both cases, two LEAs noted the 

inclusion of a pre-service training program for new principals and two LEAs reported the 

utilization of coaches.  These findings indicate that there is no uniformity with regards to 

onboarding practices among the districts that elected to participate in the investigation. It 
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is not possible to extrapolate these results to LEAs across the state of North Carolina and 

assume that the same results would hold true for the entire population.  Both pre-service 

training and coaching are considered to be foundational elements for onboarding 

programs found within the literature (Bauer, 2010); yet, they appeared in only 50% (n=2) 

of the districts that reported the presence of an onboarding program.  Additionally, when 

referring to the parameters for inclusion in new principal onboarding programs set forth 

in the preceding sections, these responses would suggest that principals do not have 

access to coaching after their service in the program has ended. 

This is not to say that there are not local measures in place supporting new 

principals beyond their participation in a locally administered onboarding program. 

However, based on the responses generated from the survey, it appears that novice 

principals are not included in a formal onboarding process after their term in such a 

program has expired.  This preclusion may restrict their access to locally-provided 

resources designed to support and aid new principals and limit their access to district-

level personnel.  Asking LEAs whether ongoing support was offered to principals once 

they exited the new principal onboarding program would have provided greater insight 

into post-onboarding practices and helped address the question outlined above.       

Relationship Between Onboarding and Principal Turnover Rates 

The second research question guiding the advancement of this study attempted to 

determine if there was a relationship between the elements found in a new principal 

onboarding program and an LEA’s principal turnover rate.  Chapter 4 presented the 

statistical analyses used to determine the variances in principal turnover rates among 

districts with and without new principal onboarding programs.  Data obtained from the 
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2015-2016 North Carolina School Report Cards provided information such that turnover 

rates could be applied to each of the LEAs participating in the study.  Districts were then 

grouped according to whether or not they offered a new principal onboarding program.  

The intended goal was to determine if there were significant differences in the principal 

turnover rates of LEAs offering new principal onboarding programs versus those districts 

without such programs.     

Once the average turnover rate for the entire group of participants was calculated 

a t test was applied to determine if there was a statistically significant difference in the 

turnover rates of the participating LEAs.  An alpha level of .05 was established at the 

outset of the analysis in order to establish a probability factor of 95% or greater that the 

findings obtained did not occur by chance.  The results of the t test generated a 

probability level of .26 indicating that there was a 26% chance that the differences in 

turnover rates among the comparison districts were not tied to the presence of a new 

onboarding program.  To establish greater levels of confidence in the results obtained by 

the application of a t test researchers typically assign a probability level of .05 or less 

(Gay et al., 2011).  This means that there is a five percent or less chance that the results 

obtained occurred by accident and this statistical return strengthens the relationship of the 

variables under investigation.  For the purpose of this study this would indicate that the 

presence of a new principal onboarding program had a positive impact on the principal 

turnover rate of LEAs that offered such a program.  However, the findings do not support 

such an assertion and there is not enough evidence to indicate that onboarding practices 

played a role when comparing the principal turnover rates of districts with and without 

these programs. 
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The second aspect of the research question investigating the relationship stated 

above pertains to the elements of an LEA’s onboarding program and the impact that these 

elements may or may not have had on a school district’s principal turnover rates.  This 

study sought to determine whether certain practices associated with a new principal 

onboarding program had an influence on a district’s principal turnover rate.  Again, using 

data obtained from the 2015-2016 North Carolina Schools Report Card, turnover rates 

were assigned to each of the LEAs that noted the presence of a new principal onboarding 

program.  The researcher then codified each LEA’s response obtained from the survey 

into a numerical representation so that an inferential statistical analysis could be applied.  

Using a two factor ANOVA without replication a statistical analysis quantifying the 

variances between the groups under investigation was conducted.      

Again the probability value assigned prior to this statistical analysis was .05.  As 

previously stated this baseline was established in order to ensure that the results obtained 

from the analysis would yield a confidence level of 95% or greater.  When the two factor 

ANOVA without replication was applied to the four LEAs that participated in this 

portion of the study a p value of .559 was generated from the application of the analysis.  

This statistical return indicated that there is a 56% chance that the findings obtained from 

this statistical test were a direct result of something other than those variables included in 

the analysis.  Essentially, there is no statistical evidence to suggest that certain elements 

associated with new principal onboarding programs have a significant impact on an 

LEA’s principal turnover rate.  To place the findings of this investigation within the 

framework of the literature the following section will discuss how these results align with 

the research conducted in the field of new principal onboarding programs.      
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Relationship of Findings to Previous Research 

 As previously noted in Chapter 2 there is limited research found in the literature 

investigating the common elements associated with new principal onboarding programs 

and the relationship of these elements to an LEA’s principal turnover rate.  Much of the 

research in this area has focused exclusively on pre-service training and succession 

planning for principals with little attention given to the acclimation and ongoing support 

of novice principals.  As such it should come as no surprise that only 28% of the LEAs 

that elected to participate in this study reported offering a new principal onboarding 

program to newly hired school executive leaders.  This low participation rate among 

LEAs offering new principal onboarding is indicative of what Gray et al. (2007) referred 

to as a “sink or swim” environment for new building level leaders.  Furthermore, these 

practices and philosophies run counter to those supported by researchers operating from a 

theoretical concept grounded in organizational socialization.   

Onboarding arose from the work of organizational researchers in the 1970s.  

These theorists believed that in order to fully maximize one’s contribution to the 

organization, one must create a process by which individuals acquire the basic skills, 

social capital, and fundamental knowledge needed in order to be successful (Van Maanen 

& Schein, 1979).  As such, onboarding emerged as a process by which organizations 

began to familiarize newcomers with the practices, policies, and programs associated 

with an individual’s role (Klein & Polin, 2012).  These programs spawned certain 

practices that eventually became the foundational elements associated with onboarding 

frameworks found across multiple sectors of business and industry (Dai & De Meuse, 

2007).  Unfortunately, at the time this study was conducted, there was no prior research 
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in the literature investigating the common elements of new principal onboarding 

programs and their relationship to principal turnover rates.  Therefore, it would be 

reasonable to conclude that onboarding for new principals has yet to make its way into 

the lexicon of public education.  This did not preclude the researcher from developing a 

means to survey school districts in North Carolina on the practices associated with their 

new principal onboarding programs in an effort to address the first research question 

associated with this study. 

The online onboarding survey distributed to randomly sampled school districts 

across the state of North Carolina contained items that were drawn from the literature 

pertaining to onboarding in the private sector.  Since no comprehensive study 

investigating the framework of a school district’s new principal onboarding program had 

been conducted, the researcher had to rely on the literature for guidance on foundational 

elements most commonly found in onboarding programs.  These elements included 

establishing compliance guidelines, role clarification, relationship building, goal creation, 

progress monitoring, and providing ongoing and continuous support.  To create practices 

on the survey that reflected the aforementioned onboarding elements the online 

instrument asked LEAs to indicate whether their new principal onboarding program 

offered the following:  a handbook, pre-service training, an orientation, opportunities for 

collaboration, regular meetings, assignment of a mentor, and utilization of a coach.   

LEAs that indicated the presence of a new principal onboarding program in their 

respective school district unanimously reported the use of each of these elements outlined 

above with the exception of two; pre-service training for new principals and utilization of 

a coach.  Only two of the four LEAs responding to these questions on the survey made 
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mention of these practices.  Otherwise, the LEAs were consistent in the types of 

opportunities offered to new principals and these practices were aligned with the 

foundational elements associated with onboarding programs most commonly found in the 

literature.  This would suggest that school systems offering new principal onboarding 

programs have attempted to mirror their programs after those professional development 

support systems documented within the literature.  To further explore the relationship 

between these practices and an LEA’s principal turnover rate the second research 

question under investigation will be presented against the backdrop of the literature. 

Again, as was the case with new principal onboarding elements, no studies 

evaluating the relationship between a school district’s new principal onboarding program 

and the LEA’s principal turnover rate could be found in the literature.  The literature is 

rife with research evaluating the impact of onboarding programs on retention rates of 

private sector employees.  In some cases, onboarding programs have been shown to 

reduce attrition among executive level leadership by as much as 60% (Ross et al., 2014).  

Additional research suggests that individuals who have been part of an onboarding 

program, when they initially joined their organization, were more likely to remain with 

the same organization for the future when compared to those who had not been exposed 

to such training (Minnick et al., 2014).  However, determining the practices that increase 

the likelihood for employee retention is a newly developed concept and one would 

benefit by identifying those elements that provide the greatest yield.  

To add to the literature on the topic of onboarding, this study sought to determine 

if a relationship existed between certain elements of an LEA’s new principal onboarding 

program and its principal turnover rate.  While it has been well documented in the 
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literature that onboarding programs increase retention and reduce attrition among private 

sector employees, this same level of investigation has not occurred within the profession 

of public school administration.  When one examines the difference in principal turnover 

rates between LEAs offering a new principal onboarding program and LEAs devoid of 

such a program, this study revealed that the average turnover rate among LEAs with a 

program was 13% compared to 18% for LEAs without a program.  These percentages do 

not reflect the same statistics reported in the literature surrounding onboarding programs 

in the private sector. 

When attempting to determine the relationship between certain elements of an 

onboarding program, and the impact that these elements might have on the turnover rate 

among principals in a particular district, there was no basis of comparison found within 

the literature.  Therefore, it was difficult for the researcher to determine if the results 

obtained from this study were either consistent with or applicable to the current literature.  

The fact that there was no statistically significant relationship derived from the results of 

this portion of the study may indicate that further research is needed in order to explore 

this concept.  The proceeding section of Chapter 5 will offer recommendations for 

educational practitioners and make suggestions on how the findings associated with the 

study could potentially benefit the field of public education.                 

Recommendations for Practitioners 

The preceding study was designed to add to the literature surrounding effective 

onboarding practices for novice principals and the impact that these practices might have 

on the turnover rate among school executive leaders.  While the literature governing 

onboarding for private sector employees is quite extensive, there is little attention given 
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to those quality components of an onboarding program that would be most beneficial to 

newly appointed principals.  Thus, school systems attempting to establish their own 

locally developed onboarding programs designed to acclimate and offer support to new 

principals have very little guidance on how to proceed with the development, 

introduction, and implementation of such programs.  The findings obtained from the 

advancement of the study outlined in the preceding chapters may offer the direction that 

school systems so desperately need in order to craft their own locally developed 

onboarding program for new principals.  

Local education agencies seeking to establish an in-house onboarding program 

may use the framework proposed in this investigation as a template for future 

professional development opportunities for principals new to their role.  The elements 

and practices most commonly associated with new principal onboarding programs in 

randomly sampled LEAs across North Carolina have been clearly identified and these 

may serve as the foundational components for emerging programs.  Subsequently, both 

the duration and the eligibility criteria for candidates selected for participation in the 

programs under investigation add to the body of literature governing the framework for 

new principal onboarding programs.  Additionally, bringing to light the impact that 

onboarding programs have had on increasing retention rates among employees in the 

private sector may encourage public school district-level leaders to deploy these types of 

programs in their respective school districts.      

The second research question guiding this study pertained to the relationship 

between certain elements of a new principal onboarding program and an LEA’s principal 

turnover rate.  Results obtained from the statistical analyses applied to this investigation 
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did not reveal any statistically significant findings with regards to this question.  

Therefore, it would behoove districts with locally developed new principal onboarding 

programs to identify metrics by which they can track and document the influence of these 

programs on their respective principal turnover rates.  Specifically, tracking the turnover 

rates of new principals who participate in locally developed onboarding programs might 

provide some insight on the impact that these programs have on said individual’s 

retention rate.  From this type of analysis one might be able to determine if there are 

certain onboarding practices, as compared to others, that yield a higher new principal 

retention rate within a particular school district.  To explore how this investigation might 

aid future research the ensuing section will discuss how the results obtained from this 

study might offer suggestions for further study.              

Suggestions for Further Study 

 This multi-faceted research study was designed to investigate the framework of 

new principal onboarding programs across the state of North Carolina and the association 

between these programs and a school system’s principal turnover rate.  The findings 

obtained from the advancement of this study have provided greater insight on the most 

common elements of new principal onboarding programs currently utilized in select 

school districts and offer practitioners a model for future use.  However, the study did not 

reveal any evidence suggesting that there was a relationship between the presence or 

absence of these programs and the turnover rate among principals in the LEAs under 

investigation.  These results run counter to the finding presented in the literature linking 

the presence of onboarding programs to reduced employee turnover rates.  Therefore, 
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future researchers might consider exploring this phenomenon further in order to 

determine if these results were merely an anomaly or if they serve as the norm. 

 As previously mentioned, the low participation rate among LEAs with onboarding 

programs may have skewed the results obtained from the investigation.  A sample size of 

four LEAs is hardly large enough to make broad generalizations to the overall population. 

Additionally, minor variances in the variables under investigation can have a significant 

impact on the results when statistical analyses are applied to the dataset.  Further research 

investigating the relationship between onboarding practices and principal turnover rates 

would benefit by having a larger number of participants involved in the study in order to 

increase the sample size.  One could accomplish this by expanding the study to include 

all school districts in the state under investigation or invite participants from multiple 

states to be a part of the study. 

 Aside from expanding the study to include more participants, one might consider 

investigating the relationship between onboarding programs and the turnover rates of 

novice principals in an LEA as opposed to the turnover rates of all principals in the 

district.  This study used data on principal turnover rates archived by the state of North 

Carolina in its annual School Report Cards report as the basis for a district’s principal 

turnover rate.  However, these rates do not reflect the turnover rates of novice principals 

in LEAs across the state.  As a result, the findings do not delineate between the turnover 

rates of principals who may have participated in an onboarding program and those who 

were not part of such a program.  To better gauge the relationship between onboarding 

and principal retention, future researchers may elect to focus exclusively on the turnover 

rates of principals with three or less years of experience. 
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 Lastly, given the shortage of scholarly research pertaining to new principal 

onboarding programs in the literature, practitioners and researchers may wish to 

investigate which elements of a new principal onboarding program are most effective 

when determining principal preparedness.  There are numerous studies in the literature 

discussing the impact of onboarding as a means of improving an employee’s 

effectiveness and productivity in the private sector; yet, there are very few 

comprehensive studies detailing which elements provide the greatest yield with regards to 

preparing principals for their day to day responsibilities.  This study provided a 

framework for new principal onboarding components but it did not go so far as to 

identify those onboarding practices deemed to be most conducive to principal 

preparedness.  To accomplish this one must consider redesigning the investigation to 

include principals in the study and developing an instrument that will allow for the 

collection of the intended data.  However, the findings revealed as a result of this study 

have established the framework for pursuing this proposal.  

Conclusion 

 Investing in human capital in order to improve the overall effectiveness of an 

institution is a fundamental belief found across nearly all organizations.  Employees who 

are exposed to acclimation and support programs designed to reduce stress and job-

related ambiguity are more likely to experience enhanced job performance and greater 

satisfaction at work (Solinger et al., 2013).  These initiatives have come to be known as 

onboarding programs and they allow individuals to develop the requisite knowledge and 

skills needed in the workforce while at the same time improving organizational retention 

rates (Bauer, 2010).  Although there is a plethora of information in the literature 
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documenting the implementation of these programs in the private sector, there is limited 

research available on the widespread use of onboarding as a means of acclimating 

principals new to their roles.  Furthermore, there are no studies investigating the 

relationship between the elements of a new principal onboarding program and the 

turnover rate among principals. 

 This study offered an examination of the key components associated with new 

principal onboarding programs in the state of North Carolina and sought to investigate 

their relationship to an LEA’s principal turnover rate.  Results obtained from the online 

survey administered to LEAs selected for inclusion in the study indicated that 28% of the 

participating school districts currently offer a new principal onboarding program.  The 

instrument also revealed that there are similarities in the constructs of these programs. 

Practices such as offering a handbook, administering an orientation, assigning a mentor, 

meeting regularly with participants, and providing opportunities for collaboration 

emerged as universal elements and were found to be those most commonly used.  

However, when the data generated from the survey was combined with a school district’s 

principal turnover rate, the statistical analyses indicated that there was no relationship 

between onboarding and an LEA’s principal turnover rate.   

 Although the inferential analyses utilized in this study revealed no association 

between new principal onboarding programs and a school district’s principal turnover 

rate, the literature is quite clear with regards to the benefits of onboarding.  Providing 

principals with on-going, continuous support in their daily endeavors can only strengthen 

their professional capacities.  Given the fact that principals have a direct impact on 

student achievement, teacher effectiveness, and school culture, their professional needs 
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should be a priority for district-level leadership.  Historically, school districts have placed 

a greater emphasis on principal preparation and pre-service training programs.  

Unfortunately, too many LEAs have failed to allot the same time, energy, and effort to 

the establishment of post-principalship support initiatives.  At the end of the day, it is the 

students who stand to benefit the most when school systems decide to devote the 

resources necessary toward the development of a comprehensive, well-designed, 

sustainable new principal onboarding program.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

IRB Approval for Research 

 

August 9, 2017  

Protocol #: 201707-616  
Title of Research: Investigating Onboarding Practices for New Principals  

Primary Investigator: Jonathan Cline Bowers, School of Education  

Faculty Sponsor: Barbara Zwadyk, School of Education  

The High Point University Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed and approved this 
research protocol under an exempt review (rules 1 & 2) in accordance with Title 45 CFR 46.110.  

If you require any modifications that alter methodology in a substantial way, change the Principal 
Investigator (PI) or Co-Investigator(s), or any changes in the selection of your participants, you 
must notify the IRB before implementing the modifications as required by Title 45 CRF 46.103 
(b) 4iii. To report changes, you must submit a protocol modification form for review.   

The project is approved for one year. A study completion report must be submitted to the IRB by 
August 9, 2018.   

The IRB approved the waiver of written, signed consent for the protocol. The consent information 
must be used for all human subjects in this study.  

All investigators listed in this protocol must maintain current human subjects training certificates 
for the duration of the study.  

If you have any questions related to this research or to the IRB, you may contact me at (336) 841-
9246.  

Sincerely,  

  
Dr. Kimberly Wear  
Associate Professor of Psychology  
IRB Chair 

HUMAN PARTICIPANTS INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD   
HIGH POINT UNIVERSITY   
One University Parkway          High Point, North Carolina 27268          (336) 841 - 9000 

  



 

119 
 

APPENDIX B 

 

Email Narrative Inviting LEAs to Participate in New Principal Onboarding Survey 
 

 
Greetings fellow educators, 
 
Your participation in this educational study for High Point University would be greatly 
appreciated. 
 
Your LEA has been randomly selected to participate in a survey designed to collect 
information on the utilization of new principal onboarding programs across the state of 
North Carolina. Onboarding, according to Merriam-Webster, is the formal process of 
acclimating new employees to the workforce. 
 
You are receiving this invitation because you are currently listed as the Director of 
Human Resources for your LEA. If you are not the point of contact for new principal 
onboarding, please forward this invitation for participation in the survey to someone who 
is familiar with such practices. Only one survey may be submitted from the LEA. 
 
Your participation will provide invaluable information on the current status of new 
principal onboarding practices across the state of North Carolina and will contribute to 
the body of literature pertaining to onboarding for principals. This survey will collect 
information on the elements of the LEA's onboarding program in an effort to establish a 
relationship between the presence/absence of these programs and the LEA's principal 
turnover rate. 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 status of new principal onboarding programs. 
 
Click the link below if you have read the information above and you agree to participate 
in this study. 
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APPENDIX C 

 

School District Onboarding Survey 

LEA INFORMATION 

Please indicate your LEA 20-day student enrollment for the 2016-2017 school year. 

o More than 10,000 students 

o 9,999 to 4,000 students 

o 3,999 or fewer student 
 
Number of principals within the LEA. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Number of principals in the LEA with three years or less experience in the principalship. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
Does your LEA currently offer a formally developed new principal onboarding program? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
If possible, please indicate the reasons for the absence of a new principal onboarding 
program (check all that apply): 

▢ Lack of funding 

▢ Shortage of staff 

▢ Need has never been identified 

▢ Too time consuming to develop 

▢ Unfamiliarity with onboarding as a practice 

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
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Would your LEA be interested in developing and adopting a new principal onboarding 
program? 

o Yes 

o No 

o Uncertain 
 
ONBOARDING INFORMATION 

How long has your LEA utilized a new principal onboarding program? 

o First year of the program 

o More than one year but less than two 

o More than two years but less than three 

o More than three years but less than four 

o More than four years 
 
What department/division within the LEA is responsible for developing and 
administering your new principal onboarding program? 

o Administration 

o Communications 

o Curriculum and Instruction 

o Human Resources 

o School Performance 

o Auxiliary Services 

o Other ________________________________________________ 
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Which of the following best describes the experience level of the participants in the new 
principal onboarding program? 

o Principals with three years of experience or less in the principalship 

o Principals with two years of experience of less in the principalship 

o Principals with one year of experience or less in the principalship 
 
Are eligible principals required to participate in the new principal onboarding program? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
Are individuals participating in the new principal onboarding program provided with a 
handbook generated by the LEA? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
What is the duration of your new principal onboarding program? 

o Less than 90 days 

o Between 90 days and 12 months 

o Greater than 12 months but less than 24 months 

o 24 months to 36 months 

o Greater than 36 months 
 

 
ONBOARDING COMPONENTS 
 
As part of the new principal onboarding program, do individuals receive any type of LEA 
sponsored leadership training or development prior to the principalship? 

o Yes 

o No 
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As part of the new principal onboarding program, does the LEA offer orientation for new 
principals? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
Are mentors assigned to individuals as part of the new principal onboarding program? 
(Note:  For the purpose of this survey a mentor is defined as an informal, long-term 
association focused on an individual's career and professional development). 

o Yes 

o No 
 
How are mentors for new principals selected? 

o LEA selects the mentor 

o Mentor selects the new principal 

o New principal selects the mentor 

o Other method 
 
How are mentors for new principals assigned? 

o LEA selects the mentor without any formal process 

o Individuals volunteer to serve as mentors 

o Individuals are screened and then interviewed in order to serve as mentors 
 
Who serves as a mentor? (check all that apply) 

▢ Current principals in the LEA 

▢ Principals from other LEAs 

▢ Retired principals 

▢ LEA administrative staff 

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 
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Which of the following best describes the mentor to new principal relationship? 

o Formal (mentor is trained, specific goals/strategies developed with new principal,  
      established meeting schedule is followed) 

o Informal (no training offered by the district, not specific goals/strategies   
      developed, no specific meeting schedule) 

 
How often do mentors meet with new principals? 

o Almost daily 

o At least once/week 

o At least twice/month 

o At least once/month 

o Less than once/month 
 
Are principals, as part of the new principal onboarding program, provided the services of 
a principal coach? (Note:  For the purpose of this survey a principal coach is defined as 
an individual who focuses on providing short-term, performance based, non-evaluative 
feedback and guidance). 

o Yes 

o No 
 
Are individuals who fulfill coaching responsibilities formally trained? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
Who provides coaching support for new principals? 

o Mentor 

o Other principals in the LEA 

o LEA administrative staff 

o Third party entities 
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How often do coaches meet with new principals? 

o Almost daily 

o At least once/week 

o At least twice/month 

o At least once/month 

o Less than once/month 
 
Are coaches compensated for their services? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
As part of the program, does the LEA's administrative leadership offer regularly 
scheduled meetings with new principals? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
How often does the LEA's leadership meet with individuals participating in the new 
principal onboarding program? 

o Weekly 

o More than once/month 

o Monthly 

o Quarterly 

o Annually 

o Never 
 
Please indicate which of the following topics are covered during the LEA's new principal 
onboarding program (check all that apply): 

▢ Strategic leadership 

▢ Instructional leadership 

▢ Cultural leadership 
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▢ Human Resources leadership 

▢ Managerial leadership 

▢ External Development leadership 

▢ Micropolitical leadership 

▢ Academic Achievement leadership 

▢ Communication skills 

▢ Conflict resolution skills 

▢ Use of 21st Century Technology/Tools 

▢ None of the above 
 
As part of the program, are new principals afforded an opportunity to collaborate with 
one another in a formal setting? 

o Yes 

o No 
 
Are there any unique features, or major strengths, associated with the LEA's new 
principal onboarding program that you would like to share? 

o Yes ________________________________________________ 

o No 
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APPENDIX D 

 

School District Onboarding Survey Reminder Narrative 
 
 

Greetings fellow educators, 
  
This reminder is a merely a follow-up to an email that was previously sent inviting your 
LEA to participate in an educational study for High Point University.  Your help and 
assistance would be greatly appreciated in an effort to gather information on onboarding 
practices for new principals. 
  
Your LEA has been randomly selected to participate in a survey designed to collect 
information on the utilization of new principal onboarding programs across the state of 
North Carolina. Onboarding, according to Merriam-Webster, is the formal process of 
acclimating new employees to the workforce. 
  
You are receiving this invitation because you are currently listed as the Director of 
Human Resources for your LEA. If you are not the point of contact for new principal 
onboarding, please forward this invitation for participation in the survey to someone who 
is familiar with such practices. Only one survey may be submitted from the LEA. 
  
Your participation will provide invaluable information on the current status of new 
principal onboarding practices across the state of North Carolina and will contribute to 
the body of literature pertaining to onboarding for principals. This survey will collect 
information on the elements of the LEA's onboarding program in an effort to establish a 
relationship between the presence/absence of these programs and the LEA's principal 
turnover rate. 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 status of new principal onboarding programs. 
  
Click the link below if you have read the information above and you agree to participate 
in this study. 
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APPENDIX E 

 

School District Onboarding Survey Results 

QID1 - Please indicate your 20-day student enrollment for the 2016-2017 school year. 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 More than 10,000 students 38.89% 7 
2 9,999 to 4,000 students 27.78% 5 
3 3,999 or fewer student 33.33% 6 
 Total 100% 18 

 
QID5 - Number of principals within the LEA. 
 
16 
16 
19 
7 
29 
29 
23 
47 
8 
8 
3 
36 
3 
13 
25 
7 
10 
32 
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QID7 - Number of principals in the LEA with three years or less experience in the 
principalship. 
 
8 
9 
6 
4 
12 
11 
5 
17 
1 
6 
2 
16 
3 
9 
14 
0 
4 
8 

 
QID6 - Does your LEA currently offer a formally developed new principal onboarding 
program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 27.78% 5 
2 No 72.22% 13 
 Total 100% 18 
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QID8 - If possible, please indicate the reasons for the absence of a new principal 
onboarding program (check all that apply): 

 
 
# Answer % Count 
1 Lack of funding 13.33% 2 
2 Shortage of staff 40.00% 6 
3 Need has never been identified 13.33% 2 
4 Too time consuming to develop 6.67% 1 
5 Unfamiliarity with onboarding as a practice 0.00% 0 
6 Other 26.67% 4 
 Total 100% 15 

 
Other 
We offer, just not formal 
A formalized new administrator support program was started 16-17 
We have principals participate in programs outside the county that address 
onboarding. We do not have a formal in house program. 
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QID9 - Would your LEA be interested in developing and adopting a new principal 
onboarding program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 27.27% 3 
2 No 0.00% 0 
3 Uncertain 72.73% 8 
 Total 100% 11 

 
QID10 - How long has your LEA utilized a new principal onboarding program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 First year of the program 25.00% 1 
2 More than one year but less than two 25.00% 1 
3 More than two years but less than three 0.00% 0 
4 More than three years but less than four 25.00% 1 
5 More than four years 25.00% 1 
 Total 100% 4 
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QID11 - What department/division within the LEA is responsible for developing and 
administering your new principal onboarding program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Administration 25.00% 1 
2 Communications 0.00% 0 
3 Curriculum and Instruction 25.00% 1 
4 Human Resources 50.00% 2 
5 School Performance 0.00% 0 
6 Auxiliary Services 0.00% 0 
7 Other 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 
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QID12 - Which of the following best describes the experience level of the participants in 
the new principal onboarding program? 

 

# Answer % Count 

1 Principals with three years of experience or less in the 
principalship 50.00% 2 

2 Principals with two years of experience of less in the 
principalship 0.00% 0 

3 Principals with one year of experience or less in the 
principalship 50.00% 2 

 Total 100% 4 
 
QID13 - Are eligible principals required to participate in the new principal onboarding 
program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 4 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 
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QID14 - Are individuals participating in the new principal onboarding program provided 
with a handbook generated by the LEA? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 4 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 
 
QID15 - What is the duration of your new principal onboarding program? 
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 Answer % Count 
1 Less than 90 days 25.00% 1 
2 Between 90 days and 12 months 75.00% 3 
3 Greater than 12 months but less than 24 months 0.00% 0 
4 24 months to 36 months 0.00% 0 
5 Greater than 36 months 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 

QID16 - As part of the new principal onboarding program, do individuals receive any 
type of LEA sponsored leadership training or development prior to the principalship? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 50.00% 2 
2 No 50.00% 2 
 Total 100% 4 

 
QID17 - As part of the new principal onboarding program, does the LEA offer 
orientation for new principals? 
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# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 4 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 

QID18 - Are mentors assigned to individuals as part of the new principal onboarding 
program? (Note:  For the purpose of this survey a mentor is defined as an informal, long-
term association focused on an individual's career and professional development). 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 4 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 

QID19 - How are mentors for new principals selected? 
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# Answer % Count 
1 LEA selects the mentor 100.00% 4 
2 Mentor selects the new principal 0.00% 0 
3 New principal selects the mentor 0.00% 0 
4 Other method 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 

QID20 - How are mentors for new principals assigned? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 LEA selects the mentor without any formal process 75.00% 3 
2 Individuals volunteer to serve as mentors 25.00% 1 

3 Individuals are screened and then interviewed in order to serve as 
mentors 0.00% 0 

 Total 100% 4 
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QID21 - Who serves as a mentor? (check all that apply) 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Current principals in the LEA 75.00% 3 
2 Principals from other LEAs 0.00% 0 
3 Retired principals 0.00% 0 
4 LEA administrative staff 25.00% 1 
5 Other 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 4 

 
QID22 - Which of the following best describes the mentor to new principal relationship? 
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# Answer % Count 

1 Formal (mentor is trained, specific goals/strategies developed 
with new principal, established meeting schedule is followed) 0.00% 0 

2 Informal (no training offered by the district, not specific 
goals/strategies developed, no specific meeting schedule) 100.00% 4 

 Total 100% 4 
 

QID23 - How often do mentors meet with new principals? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Almost daily 0.00% 0 
2 At least once/week 0.00% 0 
3 At least twice/month 25.00% 1 
4 At least once/month 50.00% 2 
5 Less than once/month 25.00% 1 
 Total 100% 4 

  



 

140 
 

QID24 - Are principals, as part of the new principal onboarding program, provided the 
services of a principal coach? (Note:  For the purpose of this survey a principal coach is 
defined as an individual who focuses on providing short-term, performance based, non-
evaluative feedback and guidance). 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 50.00% 2 
2 No 50.00% 2 
 Total 100% 4 

 

QID25 - Are individuals who fulfill coaching responsibilities formally trained? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 1 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 1 
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QID26 - Who provides coaching support for new principals? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Mentor 0.00% 0 
2 Other principals in the LEA 0.00% 0 
3 LEA administrative staff 100.00% 1 
4 Third party entities 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 1 

 

QID30 - How often do coaches meet with new principals? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Almost daily 0.00% 0 
2 At least once/week 0.00% 0 
3 At least twice/month 0.00% 0 
4 At least once/month 100.00% 1 
5 Less than once/month 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 1 
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QID27 - Are coaches compensated for their services? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 0.00% 0 
2 No 100.00% 1 
 Total 100% 1 

 

QID28 - As part of the program, does the LEA's administrative leadership offer regularly 
scheduled meetings with new principals? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 3 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 3 
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QID29 - How often does the LEA's leadership meet with individuals participating in the 
new principal onboarding program? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Weekly 0.00% 0 
2 More than once/month 0.00% 0 
3 Monthly 66.67% 2 
4 Quarterly 33.33% 1 
5 Annually 0.00% 0 
6 Never 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 3 
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QID31 - Please indicate which of the following topics are covered during the LEA's new 
principal onboarding program (check all that apply): 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Strategic leadership 11.11% 3 
2 Instructional leadership 11.11% 3 
3 Cultural leadership 11.11% 3 
4 Human Resources leadership 11.11% 3 
5 Managerial leadership 11.11% 3 
6 External Development leadership 7.41% 2 
7 Micropolitical leadership 11.11% 3 
8 Academic Achievement leadership 7.41% 2 
9 Communication skills 3.70% 1 
10 Conflict resolution skills 7.41% 2 
11 Use of 21st Century Technology/Tools 7.41% 2 
13 Other 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 27 
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QID32 - As part of the program, are new principals afforded an opportunity to 
collaborate with one another in a formal setting? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 100.00% 3 
2 No 0.00% 0 
 Total 100% 3 

 

QID33 - Are there any unique features, or major strengths, associated with the LEA's 
new principal onboarding program that you would like to share? 

 

# Answer % Count 
1 Yes 0.00% 0 
2 No 100.00% 3 
 Total 100% 3 
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APPENDIX F 

 

2016 LEA Principal Turnover Rates  
as Determined by Data Obtained from                                                     

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 
 

LEA Alpha Identifier 2016 Principal Turnover Rates Onboarding Program 

B 20% Yes 
F 14% Yes 
G 17% Yes 
H 5% Yes 
N 8% Yes 
A 19% No 
C 16% No 
D 29% No 
E 10% No 
I 25% No 
J 25% No 
K 33% No 
L 11% No 
M 33% No 
O 8% No 
P 0 No 
Q 9% No 
R 10% No 
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