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Principal Assessment of the Efficacy and Appropriateness of Their Training
The modernist notion of a preservice program centered on core knowledge and discrete skills which ultimately lead to a determinate zone of practice bears little relation to what emerged from the discourse. Postmodernism accepts the existence of indeterminacy as a given in the contemporary culture the central characteristic of which is its lack of homogeneity. It is an understanding which confirms Cunningham and Cordeiro’s (2000) description of educational administration as a field which is characterized as ‘uncertain, unstable, complex, and often unique.’ (p. 5)

Such was our observation a little over a decade ago (Nicholson & Leary, 2001). At the time, we were investigating the widespread perception that a discrepancy existed between the university’s understanding and the field dimensions of administrative practice, having recently embarked on a fairly radical transformation of both the content and assessment elements of our preservice principal program. The changes we were contemplating were rooted in an emerging body of research in the 1990s that proceeded from a different set of assumptions than those which had characterized previous decades’ university programs (Bredeson, 1995; Capper, 1995; Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2000; Denzin, 1991; Greenfield, 1988; Lincoln, 1994; Murphy, 1995; Owens, 1995). Grounded in postmodern thinking, the field was shifting from a positivist/modernist foundation to one which recognized that educational administration is not a “well-structured domain” in which “the a priori identification of appropriate relevant knowledge structures … can be readily transferred across the possible permutations of problems,” but rather an “ill-structured” one in which “set structures of the knowledge necessary for competent practice cannot be predetermined” (Prestine, 1995, pp. 274-5). It was this lack of predictability that catalyzed both our programmatic transformation and our interest in ensuring our students learn what it means to practice in such an environment.
As interviews are a generally accepted way of illuminating the experience of those who are engaged in a particular practice, we reviewed the transcriptions of 103 interviews with currently practicing principals who were acting as field mentors for our master’s degree students. The mentors, interviewed by their student mentees, provided commentaries on their administrative responsibilities as they related to their preservice experiences, focusing on the extent to which they felt prepared to execute those responsibilities. Their responses were rich and enlightening, from which three broad themes relevant to the preservice experience emerged: 
· effective preservice preparation should require curricula which are more closely aligned with the conditions of practice (the human relations element specifically);
· effective preservice preparation should require the thorough exposition of legal requirements and other mandated policies/regulations (particularly special education policies and laws); and
· effective preservice preparation should require a meaningful internship/ apprenticeship experience;

 Much has changed since we collected those data, including the dimensions of our preservice administrative preparation. Curricula were realigned to conform more closely to the specific standards of the Educational Leadership Constituent Consortium (ELCC), the conventional comprehensive exam was replaced with a portfolio assessment that places the responsibility for demonstrating the “knowledge, skills and dispositions” required by the ELCC on the student, reflective essays based on each of the six standards are required for admission to the capstone course, and 32 specific field-based experiences supervised by mentors who are practicing principals were infused throughout both the master’s and post-master’s certification programs, from the first course to the last.

 The external environment changed as well, and just as substantially. The idea of running schools like businesses, introduced in the 1980s and taking hold in the 1990s, accelerated with calls for reform featuring terms like “accountability,” “outputs,” “competition,” “merit pay,” etc.  The “school choice” preference, to be achieved through “vouchers” for charter schools or private schools, continued to lurk around policy discussions, and all of these talking points made it into federal policy with the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) in 2001. Based on the notion that setting “high standards” and establishing “measurable” goals would improve student outcomes, NCLB tied federal funding to students’ scores on standardized assessments – holding schools, and particularly principals, “accountable” should students fail to show “adequate yearly progress.”

The research related to preservice preparation, however, does not seem to have kept pace with these changes in the administrative environment. A quick search of Academic Search Premier through Ebsco using the string “principal + preparation + United States” between 2007 and 2012 returned only nine articles published between 2010 and 2012: one called for preparation programs to better prepare principals as instructional leaders for students with disabilities (Lynch, 2012); one reported principal interns' pre- and post-self-assessment of their understanding of the ISLLC standards (Williams & Szal, 2011); one discussed skills sets needed to succeed in the predominantly Hispanic schools (Roberts & Hernandez, 2012); one examined whether elementary school principals from preparation programs with certain characteristics are more or less likely to build teams of well-qualified teachers who positively affect overall student achievement (Fuller, Young & Baker, 2011); one analyzed student portfolios and found that students in the principal preparation program are better able to show mastery of the six ISLLC standards at the program’s conclusion than at its midpoint (Knoeppel & Logan, 2011); and two were opinion pieces, one of which that argued that that the national standards for principal preparation programs put forth by the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) are too heavily focused on tests (Hassenpflug, 2011), while the other recommended continuous support for new principals as they transition into their roles, and after they become established.

Only one study attempted to determine the influence of leadership preparation on principals’ subsequent administrative practice. Orr and Orphanos (2011) produced an extensive report on how leadership preparation influences school improvement by comparing 65 principals who had graduated from selected exemplary leadership preparation programs to a national sample of 111 other principals. Since most of the “exemplary” programs were able to provide a paid internship, among the not-very-surprising findings was that participation in an exemplary leadership preparation program was significantly associated with effective leadership practices and school improvement.
Among the state-level changes launched by NCLB were the development of two versions of West Virginia’s basic skills assessment (i.e., WESTEST and WESTEST 2), various pieces of legislation and West Virginia Board of Education (WVBE) policies focusing on “high quality” teaching, professional development and the like, and the implementation of the revised version of Policy 5310: “Performance Evaluation of School Personnel” (WVBE, 2006), which replaced the 2002 evaluation policy. Section 15 of Policy 5310 (WVBE, 2006) spells out the evaluation process for administrators in West Virginia’s public schools and includes administrative “responsibilities,” “performance characteristics,” and “cognitive skills,” among other such categories as “purpose and direction,” “educational values,” and “quality enhancement.” The complete list of criteria in survey form is provided in Appendix A. 
Because we now have a prescribed list of what the state considers the necessary cognitive skills, responsibilities, and performance characteristics (which sound much like the accreditation categories of knowledge, skills and dispositions with which we’re all so familiar), which we did not have at the time the interviews were conducted back in 2001, we thought it useful to revisit the subject of administrative preparation in light of these new guidelines. 
Study Design
Because Policy 5310 (WVBE, 2006) was not in effect when many practicing principals were graduated with their administrative credentials, we chose to limit the population for the study to those administrators who entered the field from the time the revised policy was passed in 2006 until the current year. Difficulties in obtaining times of hiring and acquiring functioning email addresses, plus time constraints, led us to further limit the population to our own graduates for whom contact information and years of graduation were more readily available.  Our inability to obtain accurate e-mail addresses for even our own graduates, however, further limited the response.  An effort was made to use e-mail addresses from Kanawha County (the state’s largest K-12 district and the home county for the South Charleston campus), but only a few additional responses were gained.  
An online survey measured principals’ perceptions regarding the efficacy of their preservice preparation by asking them to gauge the strength of that preparation on each of the 37 criteria in Policy 5310 (WVBE, 2006) using a six-point Likert scale. The survey also collected selected demographic data as independent variables, as well as responses to three open-ended questions. All three categories – demographics, strength-of-preparation characterizations, and responses to the open-ended questions – are reported in the section which follows.

Findings

The data reported in this section include descriptive statistics representing the demographic characteristics of the participants (e.g., sex, age, certification route to the principalship, school level, years of experience, etc.), and their perceptions of their preservice preparation as it relates to the criteria against which there are evaluated annually. Statistical analyses examining comparisons of means (i.e., t-tests and analyses of variance) and potential relationships between and/or among groups or survey items returned several significant results as well. 

Demographic Information
Thirty individuals responded to the survey, but only 17 are practicing principals (N = 17).  Of the 17 respondents, 14 are graduates of the Marshall principal preparation program and the majority of the respondents are female (76.5%).   There are respondents from each category of the age demographic with the greatest percentage being 30-39 years of age (29.4%); but 23.5% are 60 years of age or above, making age and years of experience variables that exert a substantial influence on several findings reported later herein.  Most (58.8%) hold an MA in educational administration and the majority are principals (76.5%), with most serving elementary schools (64.7%).  The greater percentage of schools is rural (47.1%), with suburban and urban being nearly evenly represented.  The majority of respondents have been principals for five or fewer years (47.1%), while 76.5% have been principals for fewer than 10 years.  These data can be seen in the following tables.
	Table 1
	

	Sex of Respondents
	

	Sex
	Number
	Percent

	Male
	 4
	23.5%

	Female
	13
	76.5%


	Table 2
Age of Respondents

	                   Age                                        Number                                    Percent

	Under 30
	2
	11.8%

	30-39
	5
	29.4%

	40-49
	3
	17.6%

	50-50
	3
	17.6%

	60 or above
	4
	23.4%


	Table 3

	Type of Preparation

	Type
	Number
	Percent

	MA in Ed Administration


	10
	58.8%

	18-Hour Post-MA Certification
	7
	41.2%

	Table 4
Administrative Level

	               Level
                            Number
                               Percent

	Elementary (K-5)
	11
	64.7%

	Middle (6-8)
	2
	11.8%

	High (9-12)
	4
	23.5%


	Table 5
Administrative Position

	                Position                                    Number                                     Percent

	Principal
	13
	76.5%

	Assistant Principal
	4
	23.5%

	Vocational Director
	0
	0.0%

	Other 
	0
	0.0%


	Table 6
School Location

	               Location                                    Number                                     Percent

	Rural
	8
	47.1%

	Suburban
	4
	23.5%

	Urban
	5
	29.4%


	Table 7
Years of Administrative Experience

	                   Years                                     Number                                     Percent

	5 or Fewer
	8
	47.1%

	6-10
	5
	29.4%

	11-15
	2
	11.8%

	16-20
	1
	5.9%

	21-25
	0
	0.0%

	26 or More
	1
	5.9%


Survey Responses 

As explained above, an online survey measured respondents’ perceptions regarding the efficacy of their preservice preparation by asking them to report the strength of that preparation on each of 37 criteria detailed in WVBE Policy 5310 (“Performance Evaluation of School Personnel,” 2006) using a six-point Likert scale. A table with all means per item can be found in Appendix B, and mean responses are reported below by category.  Respondents were asked to rate their level of preparation on a scale from 1 to 6, with 6 being the highest rating.  
Technology. In what is perhaps an acknowledgement of context and external expectations, the category with the highest number of discrete responsibilities is technology. Respondents were asked to assess the strength of their preservice preparation on these responsibilities:  modeling technology use for school staff; monitoring staff use of technology in instructional practices; using WVEIS (the WV Education Information System, a statewide database for collecting school and student information); implementing the WV Department of Education’s 21st Century Teaching and Learning Initiative; and monitoring technology use by staff and students for social, legal or ethical violations.
	Table 8
Technology Preparation Level

	Responsibility                                                                                       Mean Rating

	Model technology use for school staff
	4.29

	Monitor staff use of technology in instructional practices
	3.94

	Use WVEIS*
	2.29

	Implement West Virginia Department of Education 21st Century Teaching and Learning Initiative
	3.35

	Monitor technology use by staff and students for social, legal, or ethical violations
	3.71

	*WVEIS: West Virginia Education Information System


Instructional leadership. Data, instructional strategies and student achievement are included in this category. Specifically, respondents reported the strength of their preparation in gathering, analyzing and synthesizing student achievement data; designing strategies to improve student learning based on data analysis; leading the school to achieve AYP; and developing the state-required Five-Year Strategic Plan (Mission and Goals). 
	Table 9
Instructional Leadership Preparation Level

	Responsibility                                                                                             Mean Rating

	Gather, analyze and synthesize student achievement data
	4.24

	Design strategies to improve student learning based on data analysis
	4.35

	Lead your school to achieve AYP*
	3.71

	Develop 5-year Online Strategic Plan (Mission and Goals)
	3.88

	*AYP: Adequate Yearly Progress


Personnel. This category features four responsibilities, most related to hiring and supporting faculty. The first is interviewing and selecting personnel, followed by conducting classroom teacher observations, developing “Plans of Improvement” for teachers who require them, and identifying and providing professional development opportunities for staff.
	Table 10
Personnel Management Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                          Mean Rating

	Interview and select personnel
	4.06

	Conduct classroom teacher observations
	4.76

	Develop plans of improvement for teachers who require them
	3.47

	Identify and provide professional development for staff
	4.12


Finances. The financial category also details four expectations:  establishing financial priorities; budgeting and allocating resources; accounting for all expenditures; and planning for contingencies.
	Table 11
Financial Management Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                             Mean Rating

	Establish financial priorities
	3.94

	Budget and allocate resources
	3.88

	Account for all expenditures
	3.82

	Plan for contingencies
	3.94


Interpersonal interactions. There are actually two categories that address this responsibility, one that focuses on particular entities with whom the respondents were asked to rate their ability to interact (i.e., central office staff, the local Board of Education, and parents) and another that involves specific behaviors (demonstrating respect for others’ perspectives; intervening, negotiating and resolving conflicts; and leading groups to consensus). Respondents also reported the extent to which they were prepared to involve parents and their respective communities in their schools.
	Table 12
Interpersonal Interactions Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                             Mean Rating

	Work with central office
	4.18

	Work with local Board of Education
	4.12

	Interact effectively with parents
	4.35

	Demonstrate respect for others’ perspectives
	5.18

	Intervene, negotiate and resolve conflicts
	4.76

	Lead groups to achieving consensus
	4.59

	Involve parents and the community in your school
	4.41


Management. This category too combines responses to two discrete categories, one related primarily to the school facility and the other to student supervision. Respondents were asked about their ability to manage the school facility, to manage crises, and to ensure the safety of the school. They also reported their preparation for supervising student activities and disciplining student behavior.
	Table 13
Facility and Student Management Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                             Mean Rating

	Manage the school facility
	4.47

	Manage crises
	4.65

	Ensure the safety of your school
	4.53

	Supervise student activities
	4.06

	Discipline student behavior
	3.76


School law. In this category, respondents were asked to assess their preparation to adhere to state school laws; to adhere to special education laws in particular; and to work with students who have IEPs.
	Table 14
School Law Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                              Mean Rating

	Adhere to West Virginia school laws
	5.35

	Adhere to special education laws
	4.88

	Work with students who have Individual Education Programs
	4.47


Personal qualities. The last category focuses on particular behaviors or traits of the principal. Three concern communication skills (i.e., communicating effectively with internal staff, communicating effectively with external agencies or individuals, and writing with clarity and conciseness, using correct grammar), while the remaining two asked respondents to gauge their preparation to manage paperwork and/or time and to reflect on their professional practice, assessing the consequences of their choices. 
	Table 15
Personal Qualities Preparation

	Responsibility                                                                                             Mean Rating

	Communicate effectively with internal staff
	4.59

	Communicate effectively with external agencies or individuals
	4.24

	Write with clarity and conciseness, using correct grammar
	4.59

	Management of paperwork and time
	4.24

	Reflect on your practice, assessing the consequences of choices
	4.59


Qualitative Findings
There were two primary questions to which respondents were invited to provide their own responses, one asking which among their responsibilities they found the most challenging and the most rewarding.
  The majority reported that responsibilities related to personnel are the most challenging aspects of their jobs, a finding that is consistent with the earlier study that catalyzed this research (Nicholson & Leary, 2001). Among the examples they cited were evaluation of personnel, motivating staff, helping teachers who need improvement, and working with difficult teachers. Responsibilities relating to working with parents and community members were mentioned almost as often. The difference between these respondents and those who participated in the 2001 study, however, is that these reported they are better prepared to execute these responsibilities (see Table 10 above). 

Respondents also provided examples of those responsibilities they find most rewarding in their jobs, chief among them working with students. Specific examples included promoting student growth and achievement, celebrating student successes, increasing student potential, and motivating students. 
Ancillary Findings
As was noted in the discussion of the demographic composition of the respondents, the age and years-of-experience variables exerted a substantial influence on several of the ancillary findings, and were the only two of the demographic variables to do so. Significant relationships were identified among these two variables and seven of the eight survey categories (i.e., technology, instructional leadership, personnel, finances, interpersonal interactions, school law and personal qualities). Only the management category saw no significant relationship with these two variables.  
Technology. Correlational analyses on the age and years-of-experience variables returned two significant findings: one between respondents’ years of experience and the ability to monitor technology use of staff and students for potential violations and another between respondents’ reported ages and the same ability to monitor technology use. These findings can be seen in Tables 16 and 17 which follow.
Table 16
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Monitoring Technology Use of Staff and Students for Social, Legal or Ethical Violations

	
	
	Years Exp.
	Monitor Tech

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.658*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.039

	
	N
	10
	10

	Monitor Tech
	Pearson Correlation
	-.658*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.039
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 17
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Monitoring Technology Use of Staff and Students for Social, Legal or Ethical Violations

	
	
	Age
	Model Tech

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.522*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.031

	
	N
	10
	10

	Model Tech
	Pearson Correlation
	-.522*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.031
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Instructional Leadership. Survey items focusing on respondents’ perceptions of their ability to execute certain instructional leadership skills returned the second highest number of significant relationships with three. Only the personal-qualities category returned a higher number. Statistically significant relationships were seen between years of experience and the ability to lead the school to achieving adequate yearly progress (AYP), between age and developing the WV-required Five-Year Strategic Plan, and between age and using data analysis to improve student learning. Tables demonstrating these relationships follow.
Table 18
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Leading the School to AYP

	
	
	Years Exp.
	AYP

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.801**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.005

	
	N
	10
	10

	AYP
	Pearson Correlation
	-.801**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.039
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table 19
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Developing a Five-Year Strategic Plan

	
	
	Age
	Five-Yr Plan

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.524*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.031

	
	N
	10
	10

	Five-Yr. Plan
	Pearson Correlation
	-.524*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.031
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 20
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Using Data Analysis to Improve Student Learning

	
	
	Age
	Use Data

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.574*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.016

	
	N
	10
	10

	Use Data
	Pearson Correlation
	-.574*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.016
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Personnel.  Respondents’ reporting on their ability to engage in specific personnel-related activities returned two significant findings: one between years of experience and the ability to identify professional development opportunities for staff and one between age and interviewing/selecting personnel. Tables illustrating these relationships are below.
Table 21
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Identifying Professional Development Opportunities for Staff

	
	
	Years Exp.
	Identify PD

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.644*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.045

	
	N
	10
	10

	Identify PD
	Pearson Correlation
	-.644*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.045
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 22
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Interviewing and Selecting Personnel

	
	
	Age
	Interv/Select

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.731**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.001

	
	N
	10
	10

	Interv/Select
	Pearson Correlation
	-.731**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.001
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Finances and law. One significant relationship in each of these two categories was identified. In finances, a significant correlation was seen between age and planning for contingencies; and in law, a significant correlation was noted between years of experience and adhering to school law.  These findings can be seen in Tables 23 and 24, which follow.
Table 23
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Planning for Contingencies

	
	
	Age
	Plan Conting.

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.666**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.004

	
	N
	10
	10

	Plan Conting.
	Pearson Correlation
	-.666**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.004
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table 24
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Adhering to School Laws

	
	
	Years Exp.
	School Laws

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.867**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.001

	
	N
	10
	10

	School Laws
	Pearson Correlation
	-.867**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.001
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Interpersonal interactions. Survey items focusing on respondents’ perceptions of their ability to engage in particular interpersonal interactions returned two significant findings, both involving respondents’ years of experience. One related years of experience and the ability to demonstrate respect for others’ perspectives, while the other related years of experience and the ability to lead groups to consensus. Tables demonstrating these relationships follow.
  Table 25
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Respecting Others’ Perspectives

	
	
	Years Exp.
	Perspectives

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.670*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.034

	
	N
	10
	10

	Perspectives
	Pearson Correlation
	-.670*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.034
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 26
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Leading Groups to Achieve Consensus

	
	
	Years Exp.
	Ach. Consensus

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.714*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.020

	
	N
	10
	10

	Ach. Consensus
	Pearson Correlation
	-.714*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.020
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Personal qualities. The category returning the highest number of significant relationships by far between age and years of experience with specific skills was the one the WV Board of Education’s administrators’ evaluation policy (i.e., Policy 5310, WVBE, 2006) refers to as “personal qualities.” There were six survey items in this category and every one showed a significant relationship with either age or years of experience or both. These findings are demonstrated in the tables below.
Table 27
	Correlational Analysis: Years of Experience and Reflecting on Practice

	
	
	Years Exp.
	Reflecting

	Years Exp.
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.824**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.003

	
	N
	10
	10

	Reflecting
	Pearson Correlation
	-.824**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.003
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table 28
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Reflecting on Practice

	
	
	Age
	Reflecting

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.685**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.002

	
	N
	10
	10

	Reflecting
	Pearson Correlation
	-.685**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.002
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Table 29
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Managing Paperwork

	
	
	Age
	Paperwork

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.529*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.029

	
	N
	10
	10

	Paperwork
	Pearson Correlation
	-.529*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.029
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).




Table 30
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Communicating With Internal Staff

	
	
	Age
	Comm. Internal

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.535*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.027

	
	N
	10
	10

	Comm. Internal
	Pearson Correlation
	-.535*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.027
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 31
	Correlational Analysis: Communicating With External Agencies

	
	
	Age
	Comm. External

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.450*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.070

	
	N
	10
	10

	Comm. External
	Pearson Correlation
	-.450*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.070
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Table 32
	Correlational Analysis: Age and Writing Clearly and Concisely

	
	
	Age
	Writing

	Age
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	-.518*

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.033

	
	N
	10
	10

	Writing
	Pearson Correlation
	-.518*
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.033
	

	
	N
	10
	10

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


Discussion

If we compare the results of the earlier study (Nicholson & Leary, 2001) with the findings from this one, it appears our programmatic revisions have resulted in addressing two of the three issues identified a decade ago as critical (i.e., a focus on curricula which are more closely aligned with the conditions of practice, the human relations element  in particular; and a thorough exposition of legal requirements and other mandated policies/regulations, specifically special education policies and laws).
 As can be seen in the table below, an enhanced focus on human relations issues resulted in graduates’ reporting their preservice program prepared them well for demonstrating respect for others’ perspectives; intervening, negotiating and resolving conflicts as needed; communicating effectively with staff; leading groups to consensus; involving parents and the community in schools; and interacting with parents.  Increased attention to legal requirements and other mandated policies led as well to graduates who reported they were prepared for adhering to school laws and special education laws, and for working with students who have IEP’s.  
Table 33

Top 10 Skills Identified as Covered in Preservice Program (6-point scale)

	Responsibility
	Mean

	Adhere to WV school laws (1)
	5.35

	Demonstrate respect for others’ perspectives (2)
	5.18

	Adhere to special education laws (3)
	4.88

	Intervene, negotiate and resolve conflicts as needed (4)
	4.76

	Conduct classroom teacher observations (4)
	4.76

	Manage crises (5)
	4.65

	Communicate effectively with internal staff (6)
	4.59

	Lead groups to achieve consensus (6)
	4.59

	Write with clarity and conciseness, using correct grammar (6)
	4.59

	Reflect on your practice, assessing the consequences of your choices (6)
	4.59

	Ensure the safety of your school (7)
	4.53

	Work with students who have IEPs (8)
	4.47

	Manage the school facility (8)
	4.47

	Involve parents and the community in your school (9)
	4.41

	Interact effectively with parents (10)
	4.35

	Design strategies to improve student learning based on data analysis (10)
	4.35


Respondents selecting the skills above, however, were fairly recent graduates. Forty-one percent of the respondents were under the age of 40, with nearly 12% of those under 30. Even more important, 76.5% had 10 or fewer years of administrative experience, with 47.1% reporting five or fewer years as principals. Given that we conducted the major curricular overhaul only a little over a decade ago, all of those respondents were graduates of the new program. 
The second-highest category of respondents, however, was those who were 60 years of age or older, representing 23.5% of the sample. Combined with the 17.6% who reported their ages as 50 to 59, the representation of veteran principals was also 41% -- and the skills identified as those for which respondents felt they were least prepared, based on the correlational analyses discussed in the previous section, were reported by this group (see Table 34). These particular skills/abilities have emerged in only the past decade as necessary for principals to master, so it is hardly surprising that when asked if their preservice programs prepared them to execute them, most in this demographic said no.
Table 34
Bottom Five Skills Identified as Not Covered in Preservice Program

	Responsibility
	Mean

	Lead your school to achieve AYP  (20)
	3.71

	Monitor technology use by staff and students for violations  (20)
	3.71

	Develop “plans of improvement” for teachers who need them  (21)
	3.47

	Implement WVDE 21st Century Learning Initiative  (22)
	3.35

	Use WV Educational Information System (state database)  (23)
	2.29


Particularly strong correlations (i.e., significant at the 0.01 level) emerged between years of experience and leading the school to AYP; between age and interviewing and selecting personnel; between age planning for contingencies; between years of experience and adhering to school laws; and between both years of experience and age and reflecting on one’s administrative practice. Three of those are fairly readily explicable, since the issues of making AYP, finding and retaining “highly qualified” teachers, and reflecting on practice are all recent expectations. We are unable to explain, however, the strong relationships between age and contingency-planning and between years of experience and adhering to school laws, although it is certainly possible that the small sample size contributed to those outcomes – and it is because of that small sample size that we repeat our caveat that all of these findings are more suggestive than conclusive. 
Conclusion
Our study investigated the extent to which the curriculum and field experiences in our preservice principalship program align with the “cognitive skills, responsibilities and performance characteristics” articulated in the WV Department of Education’s administrative evaluation policy (WVBE, 2006) as perceived by graduates of the program. An online survey designed to measure principals’ perceptions regarding the efficacy of their preservice preparation asked respondents to gauge the strength of that preparation on each of the 37 criteria in that policy, and collected selected demographic data as well as responses to some open-ended questions. 
The final sample in the study included 14 graduates of the Marshall University program and three graduates of other programs.  The results indicate that the principals believed their preparation was especially strong in school law, respect for others’ perspectives, special education law, teacher observations, managing crises, communicating effectively with internal staff, leading groups to achieve consensus, writing skills, and the ability to reflect on practice.  Five areas deemed to represent tasks for which principals were not well-prepared by their preservice programs include leading  a school to achieve AYP, monitoring violations of technology use, developing plans of improvement for personnel, implementing the WVDE 21st Century Learning Initiative, and using the West Virginia Education Information System. As was noted in the discussion above, however, these responsibilities were identified by veteran principals whose preservice preparation predated those issues.
The results of this study suggest that the programmatic reforms we implemented a decade ago in response to recommendations made by practicing principals – many of whom felt university programs in general were out of touch with contemporary administrative practice (Nicholson & Leary, 2001) – may have helped to bridge the often-mentioned gap between university perceptions and school realities. Given the small size of the sample, however, the data are most useful to our program in assessing areas of strength and weakness. They are of insufficient size from which to draw conclusions and thus remain suggestive.
The study’s outcomes, despite the size of this sample, do appear to confirm one of the findings cited by Orr and Orphanos (2011) in their extensive study on how preservice administration programs influence the effectiveness of school leaders, and that is “that quality preparation matters and contributes significantly to what graduates learn and ultimately to how they practice leadership and work to improve their schools.” Moreover, they noted, the “quality of the program features – focus, content, faculty, and internships – is more important for a candidate’s success than simply enrolling in an exemplary program” (p. 50). This is an especially encouraging finding, given that most of us are unable to rise to at least one of the standards of “exemplary program” used by Orr and Orphanos (2011): a full year or more of paid internship.

Clearly, these preliminary findings need to be verified by extending the sample size in an attempt to replicate the outcomes and validate the relationships reported herein. 
Gaining data from a substantially increased number of principals would allow us to speak to the issue of preservice preparation with greater confidence.  
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� Respondents were also provided an option to enter “other comments,” but most either declined or entered additional comments related to job challenges and rewards.


� We have been unable to implement the third recommendation – a traditional apprentice-like internship – for financial reasons (i.e., the districts are reluctant to pay for a substitute teacher so our interns can be out of their classrooms for a sustained period of time). We have, however, substantially increased the number of contact hours that our students spend in schools with their mentors. As the mentoring issue is not part of the WV Board of Education’s administrator evaluation process, it was not included in the survey items for this study. 
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