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ABSTRACT 

 

ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL PROFESSIONAL GROWTH NEEDS: A MIXED METHOD 

ANALYSIS OF PERCEIVED SKILL IMPORTANCE 

 

Mary Ellen Garduno, PhD. 

George Mason University, 2009 

Dissertation Director:  Dr. Dennis R. Dunklee 

 

 Schools of the 21
st
 century face many challenges. One of the greatest will be to 

fill the positions of the principals who will retire and leave their positions within the next 

ten years. This study examined the beliefs of three educator groups, assistant principals, 

principals and district executive staff regarding the importance of specific skill sets 

identified through an analysis of evaluation tools used for administrators in the state of 

Virginia. These groups provided importance ratings on the skills both for beginning 

assistant principals and for more experienced assistant principals preparing to become the 

potential principals of the future. In addition, beginning assistant principals provided 

information on their pre-training in the specific skills presented. 

 A mixed method analysis was completed combining the results of a quantitative 

analysis of survey results with qualitative analysis of interview results to look at the 



  

 

differences in belief systems of the three groups over the two time periods. Assistant 

principals had higher expectations for themselves in all of the presented skill sets as they 

started their careers. There were statistical and practical differences between their scores 

and the scores of principals in most areas reviewed. District executive staff generally 

rated the skills higher than the principals and lower than the assistant principals for first 

year skills. All three groups demonstrated increased expectations over time with practical 

and statistical significance present only in budgeting and resource management for more 

experienced assistant principals.  

 Assistant principals reported receiving instruction through their university 

preparation programs in the specific skill sets presented 27% to 100% of the time.  

These findings provide useful information for helping principals and district executive 

staff provide supports to beginning assistant principals as well as professional growth 

opportunities. University programs may also find the results helpful in developing pre-

training curriculum which addresses the skills needed for success as school 

administrators. 



 

 1 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Seeking school principals. Qualifications: Must be faster than a speeding 

bullet, more powerful than a locomotive and able to leap tall buildings in a 

single bound. Must communicate in multiple languages. Ability to be in 

more than one place simultaneously, to perform miracles and to walk on 

water is highly desirable. (Cushing, 2003 p. 28) 

Statement of the Problem 

 Historically there has been a shortage of qualified candidates to fill the growing 

number of vacancies for school administrator positions, specifically principal positions, 

in schools in the United States. For example, the National Association of Elementary 

School Principals (NAESP) reports in a survey conducted in 2002 that 66 percent of 

elementary principals plan to retire in six to ten years. The Maryland Task Force on the 

Principalship (2000) reported that 66 percent of Maryland’s secondary principals would 

be eligible to retire in the next five years.  Potter (2001) reported that 40 percent of the 

nation’s 93,200 principals have reached retirement age. Numerous shortages of qualified 

principals have been reported over the past five to 10 years across the nation. These 

shortages have been spread throughout the United States, creating middle management 

and executive leadership problems for cities, such as New York City and Boston, and the 
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 states of Connecticut, Maryland and California (Henry, 2000; Kerrins, 2001; Maryland 

Task Force, 2000).  The United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005) predicted a 13 

percent increase in education administration positions from 2000 to 2010 and reports that 

job openings will continue to be more numerous when compared to other professions 

through the year 2014. The National Center for Education Statistics (2005) reports an 

increase in school enrollments of five percent at the elementary school level reflecting a 

growing school population in the next 12 years while, at the same time, reporting a spike 

in the rate of the retirement of principals. The current market for school administrators 

will be the most promising in the past 30 years and is likely to remain an open market 

(Kersten & Kersten, 2006).  

The role of the school principal has changed dramatically over the past 20 years. 

It has evolved from being simply a manager to being an amalgamation of manager, 

instructional leader, public relations expert, cheerleader, and counselor, just to name a 

few. The emphasis on learning, enhanced by the requirements of No Child Left Behind, 

move the principalship into the role of ensuring academic success for all students. This 

role shift has added additional layers of responsibilities on principals, and requires 

additional skills and knowledge that may not have been politically critical in the past 

(Cushing, 2003).  

 Unfortunately many school districts view the candidates for school level 

administrative positions, both assistant principals and principals, as not having all the 

skills and experiences they believe are necessary to be successful administrators (Gauch, 

personal communication, June, 2005 and McCreight, 2001). They feel that additional 
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training opportunities are needed to develop a pool of viable candidates for leadership 

positions in their schools.  

 Outside of university classrooms, i.e., licensure programs, where do principals get 

their primary training?  While Glanz (2004) states that the assistant principal position 

should be viewed as a role and job totally separate from the job of principal and should 

not be viewed as a stepping stone to the job of principal, Hintz (2002) states that the 

majority of high school principals were previously assistant principals, and Potter (2001) 

encourages viewing the assistant principal as the potential principal of the future, stating 

that the best option open to schools is to “grow and nurture” their own candidates. The 

National Center for Education Statistics (2006) reports that 68 percent of principals in the 

United States in the 2003 and 2004 school year held the position of assistant principal 

prior to their appointment as principals. These percentages were even higher in urban and 

suburban areas. Whether right or wrong, most administrators, both school level and 

central office level, view the assistant principalship as a stepping stone or training ground 

for future principals. With this in mind, the problem becomes to determine what specific 

additional skills and experiences are needed for new administrators to round out their 

abilities, develop the expertise they need to be successful in their current role and to 

become viable candidates for top school level administrative positions in the future 

Background of the Problem 

 Current “baby boomer” principals are reaching retirement age, and many are 

opting to leave the stress of the job behind often even before retirement age.  High 

growth areas, specifically suburban school districts, currently face the dual stress of 
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trying to fill the positions left vacant by both early and full-term retirements and, at the 

same time, fill positions created by new schools being constructed to meet increasing 

student populations.  While there has been no comprehensive study on the shortage of 

principals (Fenwick & Pierce, 2001), there are many who believe they can identify why 

principals leave before or at retirement age. Among the reasons principals are retiring 

early are low pay when compared to comparable positions with the same level of 

responsibility and the number of hours spent on the job, stress related to the changing 

nature of the job and the broadening requirements of the position and the new 

accountability mandates created by the No Child Left Behind Act (Kerrins, 2001; 

Mulhall, Flowers, & Mertens, 2004; Maryland Task Force, 2000). McCreight (2001) also 

reports that principals are leaving positions because of their perceptions of limited 

support from central office personnel and the expectations that schools must not only 

educate children but also solve myriad social problems ongoing in our society. 

 While there has been an increase in the number of people receiving administrative 

credentials through state licensure programs, there has been a decrease in the number of 

applicants for open positions (Cushing, 2003). Numerous teachers who hold 

administrative certification choose not to apply for positions as assistant principals and 

principals because of the changing demands on these jobs and the increased expectations 

for job performance (Hintz, 2002). In addition to the reduced number of applicants, there 

is also a problem with the level of expertise of those applying for the jobs. Gauch 

(personal communication, June, 2005) indicated that school districts are not always 

happy with the caliber of applicants they see, indicating that those applicants often lack 
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some of the skills and experiences that predict successful performance as a school 

administrator. Numerous school districts have initiated programs to increase the number 

of viable candidates for both assistant principal and principal positions by initiating 

“grow your own” programs at both local and state levels (McCreight, 2001). 

Significance of the Problem 

 School districts throughout the United States are faced with the problem of 

recruiting and training new administrators to fill vacancies at the school level. As the 

number of children entering schools increases, the number of administrators will also 

increase, at a time when current administrators are leaving in record numbers. Attracting 

entry level school administrators and providing them with the skills necessary to be 

successful in reaching their school and district goals, while balancing the job demands, is 

a challenge. Many school districts are implementing a grow-your-own approach to 

develop administrative pools, initiating programs to encourage teachers to move into 

administrative positions, providing support systems and staff development for new 

administrators and building a cohort from which new principals can be selected 

(Maryland Task Force, 2000; Goldbeck, 2004; Chicago Leadership Academy, 2005; 

Browne-Ferrigno, 2003). 

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

 The purpose of the study and the subsequent research questions for the study 

focus on identifying the specific skills, knowledge base and experiences that entry level 

administrators, i.e. assistant principals, need to be successful in their current jobs and to 

be able to move into higher-level administrative positions with success. The study 
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focuses on the central question: Is there a significant difference in the perceptions of 

current school administrators regarding the adequacy of preservice principal preparation 

experiences and training?  

 The study approaches this question from four perspectives: (1) Entry level 

assistant principals’ perceived needs for professional growth; (2) Current experienced 

principals’ beliefs regarding essential skills for assistant principals’ success; (3) Current 

school district executives’ beliefs regarding essential skills for assistant principals’ 

success; and (4) Whether these levels of success prepare assistant principals for principal 

positions in the future.  

 The primary research question, therefore, is: is there a significant difference 

between the beliefs of assistant principals, principals and district executives regarding 

additional preparation for success as assistant principals and as future principals?  This 

central research question is addressed through several secondary questions, including, but 

not limited to: 

• What are the specific skills and knowledge (skills sets) that first year assistant 

principals, principals and district executive staff (Educator Groups, EG) 

believe are the most important for entry level assistant principals success in 

year one of their current job? 

• What skills sets do the EG believe are the most important for more 

experienced (years 2-5) assistant principals as they gain skills to become the 

potential principals of the future?  
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• What skills sets do entry level assistant principals report were and were not 

taught in certification classes for administration? 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the 

Educator Groups regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed 

for the success of first year assistant principals?  

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the 

Educator Groups regarding the importance of the skill sets of more 

experienced assistant principals preparing to become the principals of the 

future? 

• Does the time frame context effect the Educator Group’s beliefs regarding 

skills needed for success for the first year assistant principal and the more 

experienced assistant principal?  

Hypothesis 1:  There is a statistical and practical difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of beginning assistant principals 

Hypothesis 2:  There is no statistical or practical difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of assistant principals preparing to become principals.  

Hypothesis 3:  There is a time frame context effect (first year vs. five years) in the 

Educator Groups beliefs about the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation 

needs in terms of planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and 
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organizational management, communication and community relations, professionalism 

and site based management.  
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2. Review of the Literature 

 

Countless and extraordinary changes have taken place in the schools of our nation 

and in the society they are charged to serve.  While the world appears to be growing 

smaller, in fact our universe continues to provide ever expanding challenges for more and 

more scientific exploration.  At the same time, the need for public schools to be an 

instrument of democratic and politically driven policy has increased.   

The magnitude and complexity of the myriad administrative tasks involved in 

meeting America’s education needs continue to severely test our public schools’ capacity 

to fulfill their obligations. Our nation’s schools are constantly evolving institutions, 

adjusting and adapting to new circumstances and new demands. Today’s public schools 

are clearly the products of evolution as well as revolution .The roles and responsibilities 

of administrative leaders/managers call for persons of wisdom, skill and courageous 

optimism, as well as a deep commitment to the ideals a democratic society values. 

Increasing threats to our national security and the demands that civil rights and 

economic problems be solved more quickly have caused the spotlight of public attention 

to focus more than ever on the role of public education in our national life.  The political 

agenda demonstrates impatience with the perceived mediocre performance of our 

nation’s public schools and the administrators who lead them and seeks to remedy 

conditions and performance levels that previously were acceptable.   
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Graduate level training, pre- and in-service education and practice and natural 

ability are all factors in the overall development of effective school –based leaders such 

as principals and assistant principals.  But is graduate level training alone adequate to 

meet the individual and diverse needs of individual school districts?  Are there definitive 

or specific topics outside of the normal administrative licensure requirements that 

building principals need for success in their first year?  What do new assistant principals 

believe they need as additional experiences to prepare them for success in their current 

job and to be able to seek higher-level jobs successfully in the future?  What do 

experienced principals believe that beginning assistant principals need to round out their 

degree requirements to support their success as assistant principals and to prepare them to 

be the principals in the future? 

After a brief review of the history of the principalship, the primary focus of the 

review of the literature for this research is on three general areas: defining the job, doing 

the job and deciphering the job. The first area of literature review, “defining the job,” 

focuses on pre-training of beginning administrators prior to licensure and eligibility for 

being hired for assistant principal positions. This includes university programs, licensure 

requirements and potential on-the-job training provided through both university programs 

and involvement in quasi-administrative positions, i.e. internships, etc.  The second area, 

“doing the job,” examines the traits of successful administrators and the skills that are 

identified as keys to success. The third area “deciphering the job,” focuses on an 

examination of professional growth models for leadership development and other existing 

programs; how they have trained individuals, and what their success rates have been. 
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Review of the History of the Assistant Principal and Principal 

 The leadership positions we call assistant principal and principal have gradually 

evolved over the centuries into the jobs they are today. As early as the 1500s, John Sturm 

became the “rector” or principal of a new high school in Germany. This appointment was 

made after Sturm had served an apprenticeship as a teacher and demonstrated that he was 

ready for more responsibilities and capable of education leadership.  Sturm, while serving 

as the rector, wrote compositions delineating his principles of education to include school 

organization, the relationship of the parent and school and the academic necessities of the 

programming for students (Ensign, 1923).  His idea was to prepare teachers to become 

school leaders. 

 In the United States, in the early part of the 18
th

 Century, the leader of the school 

was frequently called the headmaster. The qualifications for this position were not 

necessarily stringent.  One source noted that the headmaster could be “married or single, 

whole in body, sober, discreet, honest and learned in Latin literature and Greek. 

Applicants were required to be at least 27 years of age and able to teach, as well as be 

severe in discipline” (Ensign, 1923, p. 184).  

By the mid 19
th

 Century, the role of the school leader had evolved and was often 

called the “principal teacher.” Persons selected as the principal teacher also generally 

held other roles within the small town in which they worked. They might be teachers, as 

well as, town clerks, church bell ringers, gravediggers or court messengers. Eventually 

they had so many responsibilities within the school that the teacher part of the position 

title was dropped and they became simply “principals” (Goldman, 1966). 
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 Shortly before the Civil War, free public education became more prevalent 

throughout the country and high schools developed. Previously most public education 

ceased at the end of the eighth year. As these changes were made, there were more 

children attending schools and the head teacher often served as the principal. The head 

teacher had little power or authority regarding the running of the school. By the late 19
th

 

Century, the number of schools continued to increase, and school enrollment grew from 

about 14 million to over 21.5 million. To manage multiple schools within a jurisdiction, 

the position of superintendent of schools developed. Superintendents generally oversaw 

several schools and were unable to attend adequately to the day to day running of 

individual schools. They needed the assistance of a “principal teacher” who could 

supervise at the building level on a daily basis. By 1920, as principal teachers were 

relieved of teaching duties, they became simply the principal (Glanz, 2004).  

The job of the principal was to offer assistance to inexperienced teachers on 

instruction, curriculum, and management of the classroom. In addition to assisting 

inexperienced teachers, the principal was responsible for the school plant and ensuring 

that the building and everything in it operated smoothly. Additional duties of the 

principal during the 1920s were outlined by Bolton and Howard in 1925. These included 

• developing the policies of the school  

• seeing and understanding the school as a whole and its relationship to students, 

parents and the community;  
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• performing the administrative duties of the school both regarding district 

requirement and internal supervision including enrollment, grades and visitors to 

the building and most important supervising classroom instruction . 

 Eikenberry (1930) defined the secondary principal as a social engineer who 

directs the activities of the school in the direction of pupil growth rather than in the 

direction of formal mastery of traditional subject matter. The duties of the secondary 

principal included preparing reports, handling complaints, speaking to community 

organizations, inventorying supplies, interviewing teachers, supervising instruction, 

selecting textbooks and conducting graduation. The principal during the 1920s and 1930s 

was viewed as the “foreman” of the school (Gantz, 2004). 

 Because of the numerous requirements placed on the principal, it became apparent 

in the early 1900s that those serving as the principal needed additional training. Ellwood 

P. Cubberly of Stanford University and George D. Strayer of Teachers College of 

Columbia became leaders in providing programs of study for principals. Cubberly stated 

(as cited in Bolton & Howard, 1925) “The prime test of the competency of an elementary 

school principal is his ability to improve instruction in his school by helpful and 

constructive services to his teachers in their work of instructing children” (p. 143). 

Cubberly and Strayer developed programs to provide systematic training in the principles 

related to school administration which included legal issues, school finance, powers and 

duties of the school board, understanding the functions of school officers and managing 

buildings and equipment (Noble, 1954). 
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 Throughout the 20
th

 Century, the roles and responsibilities of the school 

administrator continued to evolve. School populations continued to grow and additional 

support personnel were needed. The position of school “supervisor” began to appear. 

There were two types of supervisors, the special supervisor and the general supervisor. 

The special supervisors helped less experienced teachers with subject matter and 

curriculum, were generally female and had no formal leadership training. The general 

supervisors, usually male, helped teachers with content involving science and math and 

assisted the principal with administrative and logistical matters, including discipline, 

plant operations, etc. By the 1940s and 1950s, the title of the general supervisor had 

evolved to the assistant principal (Gantz, 2004).  

 Newsom and Michelson (1949) identified four periods of development of the 

principalship. These included the teaching principal, the clerical principal, the 

managerial/administrative principal and the leadership principal. By the end of the 1940s 

they defined six major functions of the elementary school principal, for example. These 

included: 

1. administering the school democratically,  

2. carrying out the policies and programs of the superintendent,  

3. providing leadership for establishing an educational philosophy for the school, 

4. providing leadership in the development of curriculum,  

5. providing an effective program of public relations and  

6. professionalizing teaching in the school.  
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 Over the next 50 years, the role of principal and assistant principal continued to 

evolve. The assistant principal, while an integral part of the educational process, is little 

researched or discussed in journals of education leadership (Waller & Waller, 2004). 

Studies in school leadership have focused on the change from being a manager, the one 

who does the day to day operations of the school, to a leader who plans, delegates, 

coordinates and motivates those within the school. As late as 1988, the Encyclopedia of 

School Administration and Supervision does not even list the assistant principal in its 

section on school administrative roles (Marshall et.al, 2006) 

 Austin (1972) defines the assistant principals as focused on people and 

relationships within the building, as well as the basic operations of the building. The 

assistant principal does all the things that no one else wants to do and is oriented to 

handling the day to day crisis situations within the building, i.e., the broken door, the 

unruly child and lunch duty. Gantz (2004) reports many assistant principals and 

principals are required to do jobs that they received little training for in their 

administrative credentialing programs. These responsibilities include discipline, lunch 

duty, master scheduling, special education, running efficient meetings, involving parents, 

operating the school plant and safety issues. This comes at a time where there is more and 

more focus on academic achievement and principals are being held accountable as the 

instructional leaders in their buildings. The focus for the principal has become 

instruction, not management, which represents a dramatic change in expectations for the 

principal over the past 20 years (Maryland Task Force, 2000). In many instances, the 
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assistant principal is viewed as the manager within the building, giving the principal the 

time to be the instructional leader (Waller, et.al., 2004). 

 In the 21st Century the focus of the jobs of principal and assistant principal has 

continued to change toward instructional leadership. The new requirements for schools, 

under the No Child Left Behind Act, have created a changing climate in schools with 

emphasis on academic achievement of all children. Consequently the roles of principal 

and assistant principal continue to evolve to meet current perceived needs. Robinson 

(2004) reports the findings of Panyako and Rorie who noted that the assistant principal 

may be the most dynamic and evolving position in public schools, even though it is often 

the most overlooked in both significance and prestige. 

 The Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005) provides the following as a current job 

description for education administrators. 

Educational administrators provide instructional leadership as well as 

manage the day-to-day activities in schools…Educational administrators 

set educational standards and goals and establish the policies and 

procedures to carry them out. They also supervise managers, support staff, 

teachers, counselors, librarians, coaches and others. They develop 

academic programs, monitor students’ education progress, train and 

motivate teachers and other staff, manage career counseling and other 

student services, administer record keeping, prepare budgets, handle 

relations with parents, prospective and former students, employees and the 

community and perform many other duties (Nature of the Work, para.1). 
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The list of duties and responsibilities of the school administrator demonstrate the range of 

skills necessary and the multi-faceted dimensions of the job. It is obvious that the job of 

the school administrator today is more involved and complex than ever before and 

requires multiple skills and expertise for success. 

Defining the Job 

Pre-Training 

 Pre-training for administrative positions in the schools is a generic type of 

preparation. There is generally no distinction between the preparation for those seeking 

administrative positions as assistant principals, principals, curriculum supervisors or 

other central office positions. Systematic training for administrators in how to run schools 

began as early as the beginning of the 20th Century.  Bernard and Maynard (2001) 

describe Cubberly as one of the early leaders in the training of administrators. He is 

credited with training a generation of administrators in the “science” of management.   

 The focus of administrative training in the early part of the 20th Century informed 

many of the programs in the latter part of the century. Eikenberry (1930) proposed that 

administrators study foundational courses in education including the philosophy of 

education, educational psychology, general introduction of public school administration, 

the history of education, organizational structures of education and educational statistics. 

He further supported that coursework in supervision of staff, students and curriculum, 

tests and measurements, public relations, school finance, business management and 

construction and equipping school buildings would also be useful to the beginning 

administrator.  
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 In the mid-20th Century administrative preparation programs focused on the 

scientific approach to education with emphasis on leadership courses, management and 

social sciences as well as school business administration (Murphy, 2003). Although the 

focus of public schools was directed more toward student learning in the latter part of the 

20th century, minimal changes were instituted in preparation programs for administrators. 

Masters degrees (the general requirement of most states for certification as a school 

administrator) of the early 21st Century continue to focus on much the same content as 

100 years ago. Murphy (2003) outlines the typical coursework for a school administration 

program. This coursework consists of school business administration, personnel 

administration, school facilities, supervision of employees, pupil personnel 

administration, statistics, community relations, organizational theory, school finance, and 

history/philosophy of education. 

 Busch, O’Brien, and Spangler (2005) outline the development of guidelines in the 

past 30 years for administrative preparation. The American Association of School 

Administrators (A.A.S.A) developed guidelines for the preparation of administrators in 

1983 following the release of reports of unsatisfactory school achievement in the 1970s. 

In 1993 A.A.S.A. continued in this role by instituting a commission on Standards for the 

Superintendency. The Council of Chief State School Officers formed the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) in 1994 to develop standards for school 

leaders that were compatible with the curriculum guidelines for administration by the 

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE). The ISLLC 

standards were released in 1996 and by 2002 more than 30 states had adopted these 
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standards for school leadership. The standards identified through ISLLC inform school 

leadership behavior and practices (Green, 2005). College and university preparation 

programs and accreditation of the programs are being redesigned to meet these standards 

and many states have adopted testing procedures that prospective school administrators 

must pass in order to be licensed.  

 Currently, many prospective administrators must go outside of their school 

districts to receive the training they need to become proficient in the skills necessary for 

school leadership. State Departments of Education have requirements for certification or 

licensure in administration that are generally prerequisites for being hired in a position of 

assistant principal or principal. These requirements appear to be similar across states 

(Virginia Department of Education, 2006; Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2001; 

Illinois Department of Education, 2006). University programs within states work with 

their respective State Departments of Education to outline programs that will be accepted 

by the state for individuals to receive the credentials needed for school administration. 

University programs tend to place significant emphasis on the generalities of 

management and minimal emphasis on instructional leadership (Villanova University, 

2006; George Mason University, 2006). The Southern Region Educational Board (SREB, 

2003), in their report Good Principals are the Key to Successful Schools: Six Strategies to 

Prepare More Good Principals, state that university preparation programs generally give 

equal attention to many different areas, including management, supervision, finance, 

school law, leadership and research. However, curriculum and instruction generally 

receive minimal attention, often only one course, which is geared toward theory and not 
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practice. It is their recommendation that university preparation programs be redesigned to 

emphasize the most importation functions of high achieving schools, i.e., curriculum, 

instruction and student achievement. 

 There seems to be growing interest in improving programs for administration and 

supervision throughout the United States. With the changing focus of education and the 

changing requirements for education leaders, there is a call within the education 

community for changes to the ways that administrators are trained and educated for their 

jobs. Daresh (1997) recommends that university programs increase their emphasis on: 

• helping candidates to develop reflective skills,  

• consider the moral and ethical implications of decision making,  

• provide mentoring opportunities for administrative candidates,  

• provide a more sequential curriculum and  

• change the emphasis of program to teaching and learning.  

Brown-Ferringo and Muth (2006) add that the focus on instruction and assessment must 

be coupled with improving the leadership skills of the individuals and enabling them to 

become “change agents” within their schools. These skills are a move away from the 

business manager emphasis of prior years and a move toward a focus on student 

achievement (Murphy, 2003). A major component of the changes suggested includes 

giving administration candidates the opportunity to develop the skills and behaviors they 

will need for leadership either through internship opportunities or coursework providing 

opportunities for scenario practice, reflection and application of skills, as opposed to the 
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traditional program which is often disconnected from the realities of the daily job of 

administration and more focused on theories and trends (Normore, 2004). 

 Many universities and school districts are exploring possible ways to improve 

how prospective administrators are trained. Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) urge involving 

schools districts in the design and delivery of administration programs that focus on 

curriculum, instruction and student learning, and teach prospective administrators how to 

apply their leadership skills to the problems encountered in the school setting. The focus 

of these programs should incorporate the ISLLC standards aimed at the academic success 

of students. Cooperative programming between universities and schools to determine the 

critical needs of administrators, develop programs that meet those needs, identify 

potential future leaders and provide opportunities for participation are becoming more 

commonplace (Brown & McLenighan, 2005).  

When we look at the training currently provided for prospective administrators, 

across the nation, the training makes no distinction between candidates seeking positions 

as assistant principals and those seeking positions as principals. In urban and suburban 

areas, most school level administrators begin their careers as an assistant principal, 

thereby gaining additional skills needed to be the key leader in the building (Glanz, 

2004). In rural areas, there are more instances of first time administrators being appointed 

immediately to principal positions (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2006). 

Eligibility 

 The eligibility procedures for applying for and being appointed as a building level 

administrator vary from school district to school district and state to state. Some states are 
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currently reviewing programs offering school level administrator certification through 

alternative licensure programs. These have not yet been widely accepted. States generally 

make no differentiation in their preparation requirements for assistant principal or a 

principal licensure, and the pre-training requirements for both positions are the same 

(Marshall & Halley, 2006). 

 The Commonwealth of Virginia currently allows individuals to apply for 

administration and supervision endorsement when they have completed one of several 

options. These options include completion of a Virginia-approved program, completion 

of an out-of-state approved program in administration and supervision or holding an out-

of-state administration and supervision license. Potential administrators must also 

complete a beginning administration and supervision assessment (i.e., ISSLC-type 

examination) or successfully complete one year of full time experience as an assistant 

principal or principal (Virginia Department Of Education, 2006). The current assessment 

used by most states is the State Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA). The approved 

programs for the Commonwealth of Virginia include an extensive listing of the types of 

courses which are required for certification. 

 Individual school districts in Virginia have their own requirements for eligibility 

for administrative positions. While the state requirements apply to all school districts, 

individual districts may require other levels of experience and specific eligibility 

guidelines. A review of the requirements of three counties in Northern Virginia reveals 

that all applicants for administrative positions must hold or be eligible to hold a Virginia 

certification with endorsement in Administration and Supervision Pre-K-12. Each county 
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requires a different application process that includes completing a formal application, 

submitting written statements regarding philosophy, five to seven years experience as a 

classroom teacher and written references. All three counties stated that after review of the 

application, the candidate would be contacted if there appeared to be positions they might 

be considered for. One county indicated that an initial interview would be required with 

central level administration and if passed through that panel, the name would be 

forwarded to school based committees if appropriate (Fairfax County Public Schools, 

2006; Loudon County Public Schools, 2006; and Prince William County Public Schools, 

2006). 

On the Job Training 

 Marshall and Hooley (2006) believe that formal coursework does not transform 

someone into a good education leader. They suggest that other experiences are needed to 

develop the skills needed to be productive and successful as principals. There are several 

ways to gain on the job experience, the most likely as an assistant principal.  

Principals are generally appointed to their positions after having served as 

assistant principal. Many view the job of assistant principal as the training ground for the 

principalship and can be one of the most powerful learning experiences to prepare 

principals (Daresh, 2000; Daresh, 2006; and Border, 2004). Hartzell (1995) believes that 

becoming a first year assistant principal is often a difficult move for an educator, who 

usually moves to the position directly from a teaching position. This transfer from teacher 

to administrator requires the new assistant principals to make major changes in the way 

they perceive themselves in their school role. Assistant principals are often overwhelmed 
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and frustrated by their new role that involves a new set of job requirements and often a 

sense of isolation, particularly if they were promoted to the job in the school in which 

they previously taught. This shift in roles requires new administrators to become 

“socialized” to their new role and make changes to the way they view their role in the 

school. 

Assistant principals’ first challenge is to learn the procedures and culture of the 

school and determine their specific role in the building (Marshall & Hooley, 2006). The 

role of the assistant principal is not well defined and duties are assigned to the position at 

the discretion of the building principal. These roles vary from principal to principal, 

school to school and year to year. Some building principals use the assistant principal as 

the “mop up” person to take care of the jobs the principal may not have time, or want, to 

do. Marshall and Holley (2006) suggest that being assistant principals may actually 

undermine the educators’ ability and affinity for instructional leadership as they are given 

tasks that take them away from the classroom and, generally require only management 

skills. Batenhurst (2002) reviews research that shows that while assistant principals are 

involved in learning some skills they will need as principals, often those skills have little 

to do with instructional leadership. While principals report that they need highly 

developed skills in instructional leadership, most assistant principals have little 

opportunity for experience in these areas. 

 The learning experiences available through on the job training as an assistant 

principal can be powerful if accompanied by the right guidance and structuring of the job.  

If the on the job training involves mentoring, time to reflect and a building principal who 
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accepts the responsibility of helping to develop new leaders for the future  the learning 

experiences can include: 

• practice in leading collaborative staff initiatives,  

• actively participating in curriculum development 

• implementation of instructional change,  

• participating in professional learning communities and serving as the leader of the 

community and  

• learning to reflect on practice (Marshall et.al., 2006; Potter, 2001; Robinson, 

2004).  

Quasi-Administrative Positions 

 The development of future school leaders sometimes begins with assignments in 

jobs that assist with administration, but do not necessarily include all of the job 

responsibilities of a school administrator. These roles may include teachers with 

administrative contracts who may assist with school discipline, department chairs who 

may be involved with curriculum development and enhancement and internship 

programs. These roles may be intended to be stepping stones to actual administrative 

positions or may be part of a school’s plan to develop leadership capabilities among its 

administrators and teachers. 

 In Northern Virginia, the area in which this research was conducted, it is common 

for teachers to be given administrative contracts. The job description of this position 

indicates that the teacher, while not necessarily endorsed as an administrator, will take on 

some of the roles of the administrator. This is done often to give the administrator 
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additional time to focus on instructional issues while the teacher administrator handles 

some of the daily management tasks, including discipline issues, supervision of students 

and handling low level parental concerns. Brown-Ferrigno and Muth (2006) suggest that 

giving teachers administrative assignments is a viable way to develop leaders for the 

future, as long as the focus of their job includes instructional leadership, not simply 

managerial duties. These experiences provide teachers with opportunities to try out the 

administrative role and make decisions about their comfort with this role. Such teachers 

can then decide whether they wish to pursue a career in administration or return to the 

classroom and remain in the role of teacher leader. Observing teachers in quasi-

administrative roles also provides school and district administrators the opportunity to 

assess the teachers on administrative assignment and determine their adequacy for future 

administrative positions. Browne-Ferrigno and Muth also suggest that job sharing of 

teachers and administrators is a potential way to allow teachers to practice their 

administrative skills while they learn and have the opportunity to share information, 

feedback and reflection with someone in the same situation. 

 In large high schools department chair positions are often full time 

responsibilities. Department chairs serve as members of the school leadership team and 

liaise between teachers and administrators. Department chair responsibilities vary from 

school to school and from department to department within schools depending upon the 

specific interests of the principal. These teachers serve as a filter between the 

administration, teachers and students. In some cases they provide direct services to 

students, while assisting with organization of the department, ordering educational 
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materials and ensuring that the department staff is meeting the requirements of the 

school. In other cases they may be a buffer between administration, students and parents, 

serving in a problem solving role and ensuring that legal mandates, such as special 

education procedures, are followed in the building.  

 Department chairs do not have the administrative duties of evaluation but are 

often asked by their principal to be a resource for struggling teachers and to provide input 

on evaluations. They generally serve as part of the leadership team of the school and are 

involved in planning and implementing school programs. This position is viewed as a 

potential stepping stone to administration and may provide some of the organizational 

and problem solving experiences necessary for an administrator (McGregor, M., personal 

communication, April, 2007). 

 Internship programs may be elements of degree preparation programs or a 

separate job entity within a school district. Some university programs require internships 

as part of the preparation for the degree. Some internships enable the intern to substitute 

for an assistant principal; others entail participation in a specials school-based project 

(Marshall et.al., 2006). Cordeiro and Smith-Sloan (1995) suggest that administrative 

interns have the opportunity to learn about the day to day operations of schools, practice 

information gathering and problem solving, develop ways of working with adults and 

learn to manage their time effectively. These skills are all necessary for success as a 

school administrator although they do not directly address the need for instructional 

leadership. 
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 School districts in Northern Virginia use administrative intern positions as a 

means to develop a pool of potential candidates for future school level administrative 

positions. These internships are one year in length and are offered to candidates who are 

close to completing the certification requirements for administrative licensure. In two 

counties, the focus of the administrative internships is instructional leadership and interns 

are mentored directly by the principal (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2007 and Prince 

William County Public Schools, 2007). 

School districts outside of Northern Virginia also offer administrative internship 

programs. One interesting example is the LAUNCH program being implemented in the 

Chicago area with cooperation between the Chicago Schools and Northwestern 

University. This one year program includes a summer leadership academy and then a one 

year internship/externship paid by the Chicago school district. Participants receive both 

elementary and secondary experiences while being mentored by a current principal.  In 

addition they participate in continuing education activities, such as monthly meetings, 

action research, book studies and school case studies. Participants are required to submit 

leadership portfolios, videos and other artifacts at the completion of their program 

(LAUNCH, 2007). 

 It is through administrative assignments, job sharing, internships and department 

chair positions that many teacher leaders begin to make the transition from teaching to 

administrative positions. These experiences are intended to provide opportunities for 

professional growth and development of the skills needed to be successful school 

administrators. In addition, these quasi-administrative positions provide opportunities for 
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teachers to experience the administrative realm prior to making the decision to enter into 

formal certification programs. 

Doing the Job 

Role of the Assistant Principal 

The position of school administrator has evolved over the years and today is a 

multi-task job. Building principals are responsible for developing and guiding the 

instructional program, leading the faculty, staff, students and school community, and 

managing the building and grounds. Marshall and Holley (2006) note that while the role 

of principal is fairly well defined, the role of the assistant principal is poorly defined and 

ambiguous in nature. When they defined the role of the assistant principal in 2004, they 

indicated that the main task of the assistant principal is to assist the principal. Assistant 

principals may supervise and evaluate instructional and support staff; assist with field 

trips, testing, data collection, school improvement plans, budget management, physical 

plant maintenance, student attendance, discipline, substitute teachers, extra curricular 

activities and additional duties as assigned by the principal. Other duties often assigned to 

the assistant principal include scheduling, creating handbooks for students and staff and 

establishing and enforcing the code of conduct. Chan, Webb, and Bowan (2003) note that 

assistant principals they surveyed reported that the majority of their time is spent on 

student discipline, cafeteria supervision, meeting with parents, providing a safe 

environment and observing teachers for evaluation purposes. Marshall and Hooley (2006) 

conclude that the assistant principal is often the most highly visible administrator in the 
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building responding to events on the frontline and facing the greatest confrontations, 

while having significantly fewer coping skills than the experienced principal.  

Daresh (2006) notes that the position of assistant principal is often a type of no 

man’s land, not a teacher and not really a principal. Assistant principals can find it hard to 

determine what their job really is because the responsibilities vary from building to 

building and change based upon the current needs of the principals. The assistant 

principal is an assistant to the principal, but not a co-principal.  

May (2001) reports that most building principals were previously assistant 

principals and may view the assistant principalship as a right of passage, an internship for 

becoming a principal; however, few of the responsibilities given to assistant principals 

actually prepare them for the role of principal. Assistant principals have an obligation to 

support the principal of their building.  

Just as the job of the principal continues to evolve, the role of assistant principals 

is also evolving. Border (2004) indicates that assistant principals fill the role of middle 

managers in the schools, much the same as their counterparts in the business world. With 

the current focus on academic expectations and student learning, it makes sense that the 

role of the assistant principal will evolve to include more responsibility in the area of 

instruction (Oliver, 2005). Assistant principals believe that their duties should mirror the 

responsibilities of the principal, but most report that the structure of schools at this time 

does not support this division of duties. Assistant principals have little chance to practice 

the educational leadership skills that will be necessary for moving successfully into a 

principal position (Chan et.al., 2003).  
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Glanz (2004) says, that to become an effective school leader, assistant principals 

must develop skills in educational leadership, managerial competencies and 

political/leadership skills. Brown and McLenighan (2005) propose 10 competencies that 

will be necessary for the 21
st
 Century administrator. These include both leadership and 

management skills the enable the administrator to bring the commitment of school staff 

to a cause greater than themselves. The 10 competencies include: 

1. data management 

2. knowledge of technology  

3. understanding of diverse learners 

4. global knowledge 

5. ability to ensure a positive school climate 

6. ability to provide professional development that is integrated into the learning 

environment,  

7. ability to facilitate decision making within the school 

8. support teacher leaders  

9. approach tasks with honesty and openness, and 

10.  ability to be both a highly skilled manager and the instructional leader 

These competencies can only be developed with instruction and practice both on and off 

the job. Ferrandino (2003) contends that the ability to work with the public and political 

context of the present and to keep focused on the vision and mission of the school will be 

an imperative administrative skill for the future. 
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 A longitudinal study conducted in California from 2000 to 2004 on the needs of 

assistant principals in California, indicated that there has been a change in the focus of 

the job of the assistant principal. In both 2000 and 2002, assistant principals indicated 

that their duties were mainly managerial and requested professional development that 

addressed time management, supervision of staff, discipline, budgeting and other 

management-oriented tasks. In 2004, assistant principals indicated that their role was 

changing. While they continued to have a significant role in the managerial duties of the 

building, they saw an increase in their role in the instructional process and requested 

professional development in instructional leadership (Oliver, 2005). With the change in 

focus from strictly managerial duties to more instructional duties, it is evident that the 

way that assistant principals are prepared must also change. 

Role of the Principal 

Olson (2000) points out that, with the change in the accountability of schools, the 

role of the principal is changing.  Principals continue to be held responsible for managing 

their schools but are increasingly being held accountable for student achievement. The 

Institute of Educational Leadership (IEL) agrees. In its task force report on the 

reinvention of the principal, IEL noted that the principal must continue to be responsible 

for managerial duties, but more important, serve as the leader to improve the delivery of 

instruction and student achievement. To be successful principals must be able to practice 

instructional leadership, communication leadership and visionary leadership. Fenwick 

and Pierce (2001) state “the principal is the guardian of a sacred trust—an implicit 

contract with every parent: Send us your children and we will educate them and prepare 
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them to participate in an increasingly complex and diverse society” (p. 27). At the present 

time, we are asking that schools do something that has never been done before in 

education, to ensure that every student achieves in school. The principal’s job is to 

perform as the “chief learning officer” of the school, with responsibility for the success or 

failure of the school as measured by individual student achievement (Bottoms & O’Neill, 

2001). With the change in expectations for schools, the role of the assistant principal and 

principal will continue to evolve and it is important to determine what skills are needed to 

ensure that the schools administrators will be successful as measured by the educational 

success of their students. Normore (2006) states schools, and their leaders, in the 21
st
 

Century must be able to adapt to differing roles, needs and strategies if they are to survive 

in the current era of accountability. 

Successful Schools 

 The success of schools today is measured by the standards required by the No 

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). This law requires that students be assessed periodically 

to determine whether they are making adequate progress toward meeting the curriculum 

standards established by the State Departments of Education. Schools are also measured 

on their ability to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as measured by closing the 

achievement gap between students of low socio-economic backgrounds, minority 

students, special needs students, and limited English proficiency students and Caucasian 

students. Schools that show improvement in the standardized achievement scores of all 

students and in their ability to meet the social, emotional, physical and academic needs of 

students are known as “effective schools” (Waller & Waller, 2002).  
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The concepts of effective schools and effective school leaders have been around 

for more than 20 years and continue to be refined in terms of meeting the accountability 

requirements of NCLB. DuFour (1999) defined the role of the principal as the person 

who leads through a shared vision and shared values by enlisting faculty and other 

stakeholders in the decision making process and empowering them as individuals to make 

decisions. This leader must provide staff and stakeholders with information and training 

to be able to make decisions effectively and to keep stakeholders focused on results. The 

effective school leader concentrates on asking the right questions rather than imposing 

solutions on others.  

 Devin (2004) reports emerging research that confirms there is an important and 

positive relationship between the role of the principal and student learning. Leadership 

factors in place in a school can raise student performance by an average of 10 percent to 

12 percent (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003, 2004). Effective schools research 

indicates that the principal, as the instructional leader, is one of the key ingredients to 

school success (Christie, 2000). Other factors include high expectations for all students 

by the school staff, an emphasis on academic skills with increased time on teaching and 

learning, a safe and orderly environment and frequent and systematic evaluation of 

student learning (Waller & Waller, 2002). Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) add several 

additional factors.  They suggest that it is also imperative to include parents as partners in 

the educational collaboration and to improve our understanding of how adults learn in 

order to provide sustained professional development to teachers and administrators that 

enables them to make changes in processes and learning. They also believe that it is 
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imperative that school leaders understand the change process and are able to manage the 

change process effectively in the schools, acquire and use resources wisely, obtain and 

use support for school improvement and be willing to learn and use proven practices for 

improving achievement.  

 Pankonien (2005) identified a number of common characteristics among effective 

principals whose schools have been successful in meeting the requirements of NCLB. 

These characteristics included the ability to: delegate, collaborate, empower others, 

develop the leadership skills of others, articulate a clear vision for the school, have a clear 

focus on learning, nurture and change the school culture, focus on instruction and be 

accountable. Marshall and Holley (2006) suggest that, in effective schools, the principal 

is the instructional leader, focuses on the coordination and control of instruction, supports 

the efforts of teachers to improve and spends more time on observation and discussion of 

instruction. The characteristics and skills of effective principals are encompassed in the 

ISLLC standards that currently guide the preparation of school administrators. 

Professional Growth Models 

 Assistant principals receive training related to school administration in graduate 

level university programs as by states for certification as administrators. Their course 

work may or may not cover all of the skills they need to be successful as first year 

assistant principals and the competencies they will need to develop if they wish to be 

principals in the future. As noted above, the skills needed to be a successful education 

leader today are not the same skills that were necessary even 10 years ago. The changes 
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in the expectations for administrators and their schools have not necessarily been 

followed in a timely fashion by education leadership preparation programs.  

 There is currently an identified need to develop an expanded pool of candidates to 

fill future school level administrator positions. The role of developer has been taken on 

by a number of different entities. These include college and university programs, school 

districts, state department of education programs and a cohort approach to mixing and 

matching services and needs among these agencies. Petersen (2002) states professional 

development programs for practicing school leaders need to be long term, planned, job-

embedded and focused on student achievement, as this is the current requirement under 

NCLB. In addition, programs for new and aspiring principals need be experience based 

and provide opportunities for potential leaders to strengthen their skills through practice 

with new techniques and philosophies. Browne-Ferrigno (2005) further develops this idea 

saying, “the process of ‘making a principal’ is a continuous active learning experience 

which must be paired with guided reflection activities to enable to participant to grow and 

develop through the experience”(p.23).  

School leader preparation programs are offered in various methods across the 

United States. These programs may be aimed at teacher leaders to provide additional 

candidates for leadership positions, internship programs, leadership development 

programs for new administrators and professional growth activities for practicing 

administrators. 
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Need for Enhancing Skills 

 The philosophy and goal of education has changed and diversified over the past 

100 years. There has been a major change in focus for educators in the past 20 years, with 

the primary focus today on improving student achievement and meeting the educational 

needs of every child in every school. Stronge (1998) states the school principal is 

expected to manage the curriculum, define a vision for the school, foster healthy school 

community relations, increase student achievement, manage fiscal resources and 

contribute to the effectiveness of the school. These expectations move the focus of the 

principal and other school leaders from teaching to learning and from managing to 

instructional leadership.  

Many candidates completing graduate level education leader preparation 

programs feel unprepared to be the school principal (Browne-Ferrigno, 2005). 

Preparation for principal positions involves more than simply recruitment, licensure and 

placement. It requires continuous career long professional development (Brown-Ferrigno 

& Muth, 2004). Given the new requirements for school leadership, many current 

principals are struggling to change their perspective from management to leadership and 

refine their skills to meet the new expectations. 

 A study completed by Ricciardi and Petrosko in 2000 indicates that the success of 

many entry level administrators may be tied to their ability and opportunity to engage in 

developmental activities early in their careers. The majority of the assistant principals 

interviewed felt they were ready to handle issues related to student discipline and 

management; but unprepared to plan and implement curricular changes and supervise 
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instructional programs. Most new administrators reported that they spent little time on 

curricular and instructional issues although they perceived that these were the most 

important job of the principal (Chan, Webb, & Brown, 2003). 

 Villani (2006) reports that among the most significant challenges perceived by 

new school principals are: the fear of being seen as incompetent, particularly in the area 

of student achievement; difficulty in setting priorities and getting everything that is 

required of the job done; the technical and logistical problems of the job; changing the 

school culture, and being viewed as a manager. Principals no longer have the option to 

learn as they go and make changes in the future. Today they are expected to take control, 

implement change and ensure that all students are learning. They do not have the option 

of learning as they go and making changes in the future. Because of the increased job 

expectations, new principals need training and support if they are expected to be 

successful in their jobs.  

Developing a Pool of Candidates 

 Numerous efforts have been implemented to increase the number of candidates 

for administrative positions. Some programs are intended to identify potential candidates 

for leadership positions.  The Southern Tier Leadership Academy is one example. This 

program provides teachers with experiences to enhance their understanding of leadership 

theory and its implications for practice while triggering an interest in school 

administration (Bush, O’Brien, & Spangler, 2005). 

 Other programs are designed to enhance the skills of current administrators. Such 

programs to recruit and train candidates for principal positions are often known as “grow 
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your own” programs. Many of these programs partner with local universities, provide 

mentoring or apprenticeship programs, provide scheduled reviews and feedback to 

participants and vary the tasks required of the participants to give them experience in 

many different areas of responsibility. These programs are designed to allow participants 

to thrive rather than simply survive in administrative positions (Marshall & Hooley, 

2006). 

 School districts are also working cooperatively with universities to provide 

graduate level training as cohort programs available to and designed expressly for district 

personnel. These programs are often held at central locations requiring less travel time for 

participants, include a group of people who proceed together through the program 

developing working networks with other people in the school district. They also often 

include interaction with central level staff to give more visibility to the candidates 

(Tucker, Henig, & Salmonowicz, 2005). 

 Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) stress the larger problem is not in having candidates 

to fill the shortages, but rather in having less than quality candidates to fill the positions. 

School districts have to fill the positions that are vacant. However, unless the districts 

provide adequate training and support their new principals may not be able to lead their 

schools successfully. 

Adult Learning Models 

 Programs developed for adult learners require different considerations than those 

designed for children. Knowles (1990) proposed theories of adult learning, known as 

andragogy. These theories advocate that adults require a more self-directed approach to 
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learning, expect to take responsibility for their decision making regarding learning and 

approach learning tasks in a different manner than children. Knowles says that adults 

need to know why they are learning certain materials, want to learn experientially, need 

to apply their learning to problem-solving situations and learn best when the topic is of 

immediate value. Adults also must be able to integrate new learning into their existing 

knowledge and participate in activities that build on their success incrementally. Ringler 

(2004) says that adults learn best when they pose their own problems and then participate 

in activities to help them learn how to solve the problem, rather than just listening to 

training presentations. He goes on to say that effective professional development for 

school administrators must be built on a core set of beliefs that include the school 

improvement process to promote change in the school while considering the principles of 

adult learning proposed by Knowles.  

The Maryland Task Force (2000) defines effective professional development for 

school administrators as being standards based and systematic; flexible enough to address 

current and evolving needs; focused on effective practices and based on educational 

theory and research; evaluated on the basis of outcomes; held accountable for results; 

address the learning needs of the administrator, and focused on the three goals of 

personal improvement, meeting school goals and fostering career growth.  To be 

effective, professional development must be long term, planned, job embedded and 

focused on student achievement and focus on the current levels of expertise of the 

candidate, either aspiring principals, new principals or experienced principals (Petersen, 

2002). 
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What School Districts Are Doing 

 School districts across the United States approach the problem of finding 

qualified candidates to fill school principal positions in different ways. Collaborative 

programs with local universities, partnerships with businesses, national association 

professional development offerings and local school district initiatives are all being used 

to increase the candidate pool. These programs target many different populations, from 

the aspiring principal to the seasoned veteran principal. Few have directed their focus 

specifically on the new assistant principal and their professional development needs. 

 University programs that operate collaboratively with school districts generally 

meet on local school district campuses focus on a cohort approach to delivery and comply 

with the state certification requirements. Examples of these programs include the 

University of Kansas’ Professional Leadership Academies and Administrative Leadership 

Academies and similar programs at University of Denver and University of Kentucky 

(Devin, 2004 and Browne-Ferrigno, 2005). In these programs groups of potential 

administrators work together to complete certification requirements and assimilate 

specific school district based philosophies that have been incorporated into the programs. 

Unfortunately, Browne-Ferrigno (2005) reports that even after participants have 

completed these district based programs 60 percent reported they still did not feel 

prepared for a principal position and felt the need for more on the job experience. 

 In addition, universities offer tailored programs for interested school 

administrators, who may be sent by their school districts. These programs address the 

needs of experienced principals and are focused on improving leadership skills of current 
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practitioners. Examples of these programs are the Harvard Principals’ Academy operated 

by the Harvard Principals’ Center Institute and the Vanderbilt International Principals’ 

Institute. Both these programs are offered as summer training institutes and involve 

school principals coming to their location and participating with other principals from 

around the country and the world on developing more advanced leadership skills 

(Peterson, 2002). 

 Business and school district partnerships are being considered as methods to 

provide professional growth opportunities for administrators. This appears to be more 

prevalent in urban areas where businesses are interested in helping to improve the 

academic achievement of students in the areas. One example of this type of partnership is 

reported by Peterson (2002) who describes the Mayerson Academy in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

This academy, a joint venture between the Cincinnati Public Schools and local business 

leaders, provides professional development opportunities for both teachers and 

administrators. The programs geared toward administrators include programs for both 

new and experienced principals and attempt to provide understanding of local district 

culture and history to socialize new leaders to the community. 

 Professional educator associations have a long history of providing professional 

development opportunities for their members. An example is the New and Aspiring 

Principal Academy sponsored by the National Association for Elementary School 

Principals and the Council for Educational Change. This year-long program includes face 

to face training events, nationally known speakers, an Educational Leadership 

Assessment based on the ISLLC standards, on-line exercises through specific modules of 
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instruction and the development of a leadership portfolio. The training is designed for 

aspiring, new or experienced principals and focuses their training on their own personally 

identified needs and interests (National Association of Elementary School Principals, 

2006). A second type of programming is offered by the National Association of 

Secondary School Principals (2006). This program offers assessment tools both to 

identify potential candidates and assess the promotional qualities of current candidates. 

The association also custom designs programs to meet the needs of individual school 

districts.  

 Individual school districts also offer professional development opportunities and 

have specific requirements for professional development based upon their district goals 

and philosophy. Some of these offerings are generic in nature and focus specifically on 

the implementation of district goals for such issues as literacy initiatives, strategic 

planning goals and state and federally mandated initiatives. Some school districts have 

moved into the realm of providing specific professional development opportunities for 

identified groups of people, such as assistant principals, principals and specific subject 

area teachers. Assistant principal development academies have been initiated in some 

districts. One example of an academy program was developed in Montgomery County, 

Maryland. The program is a multi-year initiative giving the building principal the role of 

lead mentor and providing outside training experiences, internship opportunities and the 

opportunity to apply for an aspiring principal academy after several years of professional 

growth in their current job. The stated focus of the program is to meet both the 

developing leaders’ and the district’s needs (Montgomery County, 2006). A second 
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example of an academy development is in the Hartford, Connecticut school district where 

a program for assistant principals and those certified but not practicing administrators can 

participate in monthly staff development options designed to increase their readiness for 

school principal positions. The model for the Hartford school district works in 

cooperation with their belief in succession planning for future school leaders (Hartford, 

2006). 

 Succession planning, the practice of having planned continuity for leadership 

positions, has been proposed as a means of ensuring that school leaders continue to focus 

on the same objectives and remain focused on the core values of the school (Hargreaves, 

2005 and Quinn, 2002). This is a business model that has been adapted for use by 

educational institutions. Quinn (2002) outlines the premise of succession planning as 

proposed by the Hagberg Consulting Group. The approach designed to be driven by top 

management and focused on the development of a leadership cadre involves 

customization to meet the specific needs of the given locations and a focus on the 

strategic plan of the organization. The emphasis is on the organization rather than on the 

individual. School districts that want to implement the program must design a screening 

procedure and screen potential leadership candidates, accept or reject the candidates and 

then design and provide ongoing support to potential leaders. Hargreaves (2005) suggests 

that using succession planning to build a cadre of leaders for the future solves the 

pervasive crisis facing school districts in the lack of qualified candidates to fill principal 

positions. 
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Daresh (2001) believes that it takes at least three years to develop a principal. He 

suggests that programs to develop candidates for these positions should be long term, 

consist of monthly seminars and meetings, have requirements for reading at least three 

books yearly and ensure that the participant develops an individual educational platform 

for future performance. In addition, these programs should include real life situational 

problem solving, provide an opportunity to network and build internal support systems 

and have a focus on instructional issues. These programs must provide an environment 

for learning which allows collegial dialogue and the opportunity to take risks with 

decisions making in a safe atmosphere. 

Summary 

 Expectations for school principals have changed dramatically over the past 50 

years, while the programs to prepare principals are evolving slowly to meet those 

expectations. The number of school principals needed over the next 10 years will 

continue to increase due to both an increase in the number of students attending school 

and the expected retirement of many current principals. These changing dynamics create 

a need to increase the direct recruitment and training of potential school leaders. 

 There are certain facts which can be accepted as the current culture of education 

at the present time. These include: 

• The role of the principal and assistant principal has changed dramatically over the 

past twenty years.  

• The principal is now expected to be the “instructional leader of the building” as 

well as the manager. 
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• The need for qualified principals will continue to grow over the next 10 years as 

student populations increase and a record number of current principals reach 

retirement. 

• There is little research on the role of the assistant principal. 

• There is no research on the needs of the beginning assistant principal. 

• There is no research on the assistant principal as a training ground for developing 

school principals of the future. 

• There are specific learning styles and needs of adult learners to gain skills for 

improving current job performance and enhancing abilities to apply for future 

more demanding jobs.  

• There is no set job description for the assistant principal and no set formula for 

advancement to the principal position. 

• Many local schools districts, universities and departments of education are 

attempting to provide leadership development programs for aspiring 

administrators and new principals. 

This review of the current literature also reveals there are numerous things we do not 

know about the role of the assistant principal. These include: 

• The relationship between the role of the assistant principal and the development 

of the skills needed to be a school principal. 

• The expectations of the assistant principal as a school leader. 

• The skills needed to be successful as an assistant principal. 
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• The types of training needed to develop a pool of qualified candidates for future 

school leadership positions and the effectiveness of the training program. 

Through an examination of the research questions developed for this study 

additional information will be available for school districts, universities and states to 

make decisions about how to best address the needs for preparation of school leaders in 

the immediate future.
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3. Research Methodology 

 

Introduction 

 This study examined the differences in perceptions of first year assistant 

principals, practicing principals and district leadership staff regarding the professional 

growth needs of the first year assistant principal. The study identified the specific skills 

each group believes are necessary for the success of first year assistant principals in their 

current jobs, the differences between these skills and the skills learned in a certification 

program and the skills necessary for potential growth into a principal position in a three 

to five year time period. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The study focused on a central question that addresses whether there is a 

significant difference between four overlapping interests: (1) the entry level assistant 

principal’s perceived needs for professional growth to include the importance of specific 

essential skills; (2) what current experienced principals believe are essential skills for 

assistant principal success; (3) what current school district executive staff believe are 

essential skills for assistant principal success; and (4) whether these levels of success 

prepare assistant principals for principal positions in the future?  The research questions 

addressed in this study are: What are the specific skills and knowledge (skills sets) that 

first year assistant principals, principals and district executive staff (Educator Groups, 
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EG) believe are the most important for entry level assistant principals success in year one 

of their current job? 

1. What skills sets do the EG believe are the most important for more experienced 

(years 2-5) assistant principals as they gain skills to become the potential 

principals of the future?  

2. What skills sets do entry level assistant principals report were and were not taught 

in certification classes for administration? 

3. Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator 

Groups regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed for the success 

of first year assistant principals?  

4. Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator 

Groups regarding the importance of the skill sets of more experienced assistant 

principals preparing to become the principals of the future? 

5. Does the time frame context effect the Educator Group’s beliefs regarding skills 

needed for success for the first year assistant principal and the more experienced 

assistant principal?  

 Hypothesis 1:  There is a statistical and practical difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and district executive staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of beginning assistant principals. 

Hypothesis 2:  There is no statistically significant difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and district executive staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of assistant principals preparing to become principals.  
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Hypothesis 3:  There is a time frame context effect (first year vs five years) in the 

Educator Groups’ beliefs about the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation 

needs in terms of  

• Planning and Assessment 

• Instructional Leadership 

• Safety and Organizational Management 

• Communication and Community Relations 

• Professionalism 

• Site Based Management. 

Constructs and Variables 

 The Education Accountability and Quality Enhancement Act of 1999 (HB 2710, 

SB 1145) enacted by the Virginia General Assembly provides guidelines for the 

evaluation of teachers, assistant principals, central office staff and superintendents with  

focus on student achievement and safety. Administrators, including assistant principals, 

are required by this law to be evaluated on criteria adopted by each local school board. 

The Virginia Department of Education provides suggested guidelines for school districts 

including the areas of competence.  

 The local school district selected for this research has taken the guidelines from 

the state and incorporated them into their current evaluation document. Areas of 

evaluation for administrators in Virginia, and the selected school district, include 

planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and organizational management 

for learning, communication and community relations and professionalism (Virginia 
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Department of Education, 1999). These areas are further outlined with several goals and 

specific performance indicators. 

 There are five basic constructs of assistant principal evaluation identified by the 

state documents. These include planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety 

and organizational management, communication and community relations and 

professionalism. These constructs are defined through specific variables and further 

delineated with specific performance indicators.  

Planning and assessment includes four variables for assessment. These are: (1) 

use of data; (2) school improvement plans; (3) instructional programming to achieve the 

Virginia Standards of Learning; and (4) effective allocation of fiscal and other resources.  

Instructional leadership includes five variables for assessment. These are: (1) 

communication of school vision and continuous improvement; (2) supervision of 

programs and curricular areas; (3) staff selection and retention; (4) provision of staff 

development programs; and (5) using effective problem-solving techniques. 

Safety and organizational management includes four variables for assessment. 

These are: (1) provide a safe and positive environment (2) the daily operation of the 

school; (3) managing human resources, materials and financial resources; (4) and 

organizational skills to achieve school, community and district goals. 

Communication and community relations includes three variables for assessment. 

These are: (1) effective communication and interpersonal relationships with students and 

staff; (2) effective communication and interpersonal relations with parents and 
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community members; and (3) working collaboratively with stakeholders to secure 

resources and support the success of diverse student populations. 

Professionalism includes four variables for assessment. These are: (1) modeling 

professional, moral and ethical standards; (2) working collegially and collaboratively 

with other school district personnel and the community; (3) taking part in a continuous 

process of professional development; and (4) providing service to the profession, division 

and the community. 

 Table 1 below outlines the constructs and variables for the proposed study.  
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Table 1  

Constructs and Variables 

 

CONSTRUCT 

 

VARIABLE 

 

SUBSCALE 

 

Planning and Assessment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Effectively employing various 

processes for gathering, analyzing 

and using data for decision making 

 

Collaboratively developing and 

implementing a school 

improvement plan resulting in 

increased student learning 

 

Planning, implementing, supporting 

and assessing instructional 

programs enhancing student 

achievement on Virginia Standards 

of Learning Tests 

 

Developing plans for effective 

allocation of resources 

 

Data analysis 

 

 

 

 

School Improvement Plan 

 

 

 

 

Improved scores on Virginia 

Standards of Learning Tests 

 

 

 

Resource Management 

Instructional Leadership Communicating a clear vision of 

excellence and continuous 

improvement 

 

Supervising and coordinating the 

delivery of programs and/or 

curriculum areas 

 

Selecting, inducting, supporting, 

evaluating and retaining quality 

staff 

 

Providing staff development 

programs consistent with evaluation 

results and school instructional 

improvement plans 

 

Identifies, analyzes and resolves 

problems using effective problem-

solving techniques 

Vision 

 

 

 

Program supervision 

 

 

 

 

Human Resources 

 

 

Staff Development 

 

 

 

 

Problem Solving 
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Table 1. Constructs and Variables (Continued) 

 

CONSTRUCT 

 

VARIABLE 

 

SUBSCALE 

 

Safety and Organizational 

Management 

 

Providing a safe and positive 

environment for staff and students 

 

Coordinating the daily operation of 

the school 

 

Managing human, material and 

financial resources to ensure student 

learning and comply with legal 

mandates 

 

Demonstrating effective 

organizational skills to achieve 

goals 

 

School Safety / Discipline 

 

 

 

Daily operations 

 

 

 

Fiscal responsibility 

 

 

 

Goal setting and attainment 

 

 

Communication and 

Community Relations 

Promoting effective communication 

and interpersonal relations with 

students and staff 

 

Promoting effective communication 

and interpersonal relations with 

parents and community members 

 

Working collaboratively with staff, 

families and community to secure 

resources and support a diverse 

student population 

School climate 

 

 

 

 

Community relations 

 

 

 

 

 

Meeting diverse needs 
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Table 1 Constructs and Variables (Continued) 

 

CONSTRUCT VARIABLE SUBSCALE 

Professionalism Modeling professional, moral and 

ethical standards as well as personal 

integrity 

 

Working collegially and 

collaboratively with other 

administrators, school personnel 

and community to meet school 

goals 

 

Continuing a process of 

professional development 

 

Providing service to profession, 

division and community 

Professionalism 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

 

 

 

 

 

Professional development 

 

 

 

 

Site based management 

 

Budgeting to meet school needs 

 

Developing and implementing 

School Improvement Plan 

 

District initiative  

 

Budgeting 

 

 

Strategic Planning 

 

 

 

District initiatives 

 

 

 

The school district in which the research was conducted has adopted the state 

guidelines for evaluation with slight modifications to address specific site-based 

management items due to the management style of the district. These areas included 

district wide initiatives, school improvement plans and budgeting with site-based 

management. 
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 Administrative evaluations in the school district are conducted by the principals 

for the assistant principals in their school. The principal and assistant principal establish 

specific goals for evaluation which match the goals and performance indicators of the 

evaluation design and are aligned with the school district’s strategic plan and the school’s 

own school improvement plan. The administrator is evaluated on these specific goals 

along with a general rating on each of the goal areas of the state identified evaluation 

process. Each school principal establishes goals for test scores which are then passed on 

to the assistant principals. The duties of the assistant principal may include all of the 

duties listed, or a subset of the duties and skills required. These assignments are at the 

discretion of the evaluating principal. 

Research Design 

 A mixed method approach was utilized incorporating descriptive survey research 

and interviews to gather opinions and beliefs regarding the specific skills needed by first 

year assistant principals. The descriptive survey was administered to the three identified 

groups and required importance ranking for skills for both first year assistant principals 

and year two through five assistant principals. An interview of members of each group 

provides statistical information along with more in-depth explanatory data. This 

combination of quantitative and qualitative methods provides the collection and analysis 

of data in multiple ways to address the research question with greater depth (Lodico, 

Spaulding, & Voegtle, 2006).  

 A triangulation design was utilized with the mixed method approach, completing 

the surveys and interviews for each group and analyzing the results for the group using 
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both sets of information simultaneously. The triangulation design, described by Lodico 

(2006), combines the strengths of the exploratory and explanatory research design, 

providing a more complex picture of the study and enhancing the credibility of the study. 

The quantitative and qualitative data are analyzed at the same time, given equal emphasis 

and then compared to determine if the results are similar. A flow chart, including time 

lines is included in the appendix to demonstrate the design. 

 The study was conducted in a northern Virginia school district that has identified 

assistant principal development for future school principal positions as a school district 

need. A mandatory professional growth program is offered for beginning assistant 

principals involving up to ten days of professional development their first year and 

additional experiences their second and third year geared to provide the skill set needed 

to be successful in their current job and to provide additional skills in preparation for a 

possible promotion to a principalship.  

 A survey study was used to determine the relationship between current job and 

the perception of skill/indicator importance for first year assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals. The survey was completed in one session and 

participants were requested to rate the skill/indicator importance separately for first year 

assistant principals and again for more experienced assistant principals. The survey 

participants were first year assistant principals, experienced principals and senior district 

leadership staff. This allowed the gathering of information regarding the skills needed for 

first year assistant principals and second through fifth year assistant principals from the 

perspective of three distinct subject groups. The results from each group were compared 
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to determine if there was a difference in the beliefs of each of the groups regarding 

needed skills of assistant principals both during their first year of the assistant 

principalship and as they became more experienced administrators (Lodico, et.al., 2005).   

Qualitative methods were incorporated through an interview process. Three 

beginning assistant principals, eight principals who have worked with a new assistant 

principal and two district level administrators were selected to participate in an interview. 

The assistant principals, district level administrators and six of the eight principals were 

randomly selected. Two additional principals were selected for interview when the 

random selection included only elementary level principals. Survey questions focused on 

the skills needed for first year assistant principals, the skills needed to progress toward a 

principal position and the preparation that beginning administrators receive through their 

certification program. Survey questions addressed the six major components of 

evaluation, planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and organizational 

management for learning, communication and community relations and professionalism.  

Interviews were conducted in a mutually agreed upon location, generally a school 

setting, at a time convenient for the interviewee. The interviews lasted about 30 minutes 

and were recorded using a tape recorder and voice transcribed utilizing a Windows voice 

activated program. Prior to the interview, participants participated in a five minute 

computer training program to allow the interview to be transcribed through the Windows 

program. Questions utilized in the interview process were reviewed by other 

administrators and field tested with two assistant principals, two principals and two 

district level staff prior to finalization. Comments and questions regarding the interview 
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questions were used to make small adaptations to the questions for clarification purposes. 

The questions were open-ended allowing for additional probing by the interviewer.  

Questions used in the interview were focused on general topics. These included 

the background of the individual and their “road” to their current position, the greatest 

challenges for the beginning assistant principal, the skills needed to become a principal, 

how to gain the skills needed to become a principal and professional growth needs of 

beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals as they gain 

skills to become the principals of the future. The responses to the interview questions 

were coded and trends and patterns of responses examined by groups (Maxwell, 2005). 

The open-ended nature of the questions allowed for additional probing into subject matter 

as the interview progresses. 

Sampling 

Target Population 

 The target population of the research study was beginning assistant principals and 

assistant principals gaining skills for future principal positions. These individuals 

beginning new school leadership positions require a specific skill set to be successful as 

they initially begin their leadership careers and then additional skills as they grow and 

develop as administrators, hopefully to be the school principal of the future. 

Sampling Frame 

 The school district selected for the research is located in a suburban area of 

Virginia. The district has experienced significant growth over the past fifteen years and 

continues to grow, opening additional schools every year. The student population of the 
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district in September 2005 was approaching 70,000 students. School district profile 

reports on the 2005 – 2006 school-year reflect a division with 53 elementary schools, 14 

middle schools, 10 high schools, four special education schools, two alternative schools 

and two traditional schools.  

The district reports 236 school level administrators, including principals and 

assistant principals. This does not include teachers on administrative assignments. 

Administrators at the elementary level are overwhelmingly female, while administrators 

at the middle and high school level are generally equally numbered male and female. 

Administrators are reported to be approximately 75 percent White, Non-Hispanic, with 

various minority groups, mainly African-American, making up the other 25 percent. 

 The school district hired approximately 20 new assistant principals each year 

during the previous two years. Nineteen new assistant principals were identified for 

participation in this study. Some of these assistant principals completed part of the 2006 – 

2007 school year as assistant principals hired after October of the school year and some 

started their positions effective August 1, 2007. 

 All of the new assistant principals attending the first year Assistant Principal 

Leadership Academy sponsored and designed by the participating school district 

beginning in August 2007 were surveyed as a part of the proposed study. There were 19 

participants in the academy. Survey results from 18 participants are included in the study. 

All principals in the district who have had a new assistant principal during the past five 

years were approached with surveys and all district level administrators involved in the 

hiring process of principals and assistant principals were approached with surveys. 
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Survey forms were distributed during district level mandatory Principal meetings during 

November, 2007. The surveys were distributed to 50 Principals. Responses were received 

from 32 Principals. The district level administrators include the District Superintendent 

(1), Deputy Superintendent (1), Associate Superintendents directly overseeing schools 

(4), Associate Superintendent for Student Learning (1) and Associate Superintendent for 

Human Resources (1) for a total of eight central level administrators. Responses were 

received from six of the district level administrators. 

Researcher’s Role 

 The researcher is currently a building principal in the school district utilized for 

the study and was involved in setting up the initial first year Assistant Principal 

Leadership Academy as a part of an internship in the in the researcher’s doctoral program 

at George Mason University. The researcher has had no direct contact with the 

participants in the current year academy. 

 The researcher is the principal of a unique school within the county providing 

services to a very specific and unique population so there is minimal influence from the 

present position onto either principals or assistant principals within the school division. 

The researcher does attend meetings with all other principals in the county and counts 

some of them as friends. Administrators in the county received the surveys in a meeting 

format that would allow them to choose if they wanted to participate in the survey and 

interview.  
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Instrumentation 

 Surveys and interviews were used as methods of collecting data. The surveys for 

each group contained the same information for data collection with the exception of 

demographic data related to current job and an additional column for new assistant 

principals to indicate if the skill was taught during their certification coursework. The 

survey consisted of 93 items which respondents were requested to rate on a global rating 

scale, the Likert Scale. Respondents rated the importance of each identified skill or 

indicator for first year assistant principals and the importance of the skill for second to 

fifth year principals. This provided interval data which was used to order skills from most 

important to least important (Marczyk, et. al, 2005). Items for the survey were taken from 

the Virginia Department of Education Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards 

and Evaluation Criteria for Teachers, Administrators, and Superintendents (2000), the 

county evaluation documents, and county strategic plan. These documents give overall 

areas of evaluation and suggested performance indicators.  

 Items for the survey were written using the performance indicators of the 

Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation Criteria for Teachers, 

Administrators and Superintendents (V.D.O.E., 2000). Each indicator was converted into 

a survey item and randomly placed within the survey document. Some of the indicators 

were divided into two or more skills if needed and wording was changed to keep survey 

items limited in length. The items were placed randomly in the survey to be able to 

compare responses to the goal statements without respondents answering an entire 

section based on overall title. County evaluation documents are styled after the state 
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documents and were surveyed to insure that all needed items were included in the survey. 

Several additional items were included based upon the site-based management style of 

the selected school district and specific requirements of administrators in the district 

regarding county wide initiatives.  

 The state documents identify five basic constructs of assistant principal 

evaluation. These basic constructs (planning and assessment, instructional leadership, 

safety and organizational management, communication and community relations, and 

professionalism) include specific state identified goal statements and variables for 

assessments. The variables have been renamed as subscales for the research and specific 

indicators identified for survey purposes. These specific indicators are taken directly from 

state and county documents for evaluation of assistant principals and reworded to match 

survey format.  

 Planning and Assessment includes four variables converted to four subscales. 

These include data analysis, school improvement plans, improved scores on Virginia 

SOL testing and resource management. Subscales contained varying numbers of 

indicators based on the state and county evaluation criteria. The Data Analysis subscale 

contains seven indicators. Examples of indicators (survey items) include understand 

research based interventions, identify strengths and weaknesses of school programs and 

communicate statistical findings to others. The School Improvement subscale contains 10 

indicators. Examples include understand the vision and mission of the school, participate 

in the strategic planning process, implement the school improvement plan and lead the 

change process. The Improved Scores on VA SOL testing subscale contains 10 
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indicators. Examples include articulate curriculum goals and objectives to stakeholders, 

apply current research on best practice in the school setting, monitor student achievement 

and understand division testing program. The Resource Management subscale contains 

three variables. Examples include understand the budget process and monitor and assess 

budget allocations The Planning and Assessment subscales and indicators focus on the 

administrator’s effective use of data to make decisions that enhance student learning, 

through both school planning and resource management. Table 2 includes the indicators 

for each subscale in the Planning and Assessment.  
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Table 2  

Planning and Assessment – Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The administrator 

effectively employs 

various processes for 

gathering, analyzing 

and using data for 

decision making. 

The administrator 

collaboratively 

develops and 

implements a school 

improvement plan that 

results in increase 

student learning. 

The administrator 

plans, implements, 

supports and assesses 

instructional 

programs that 

enhance teaching and 

student achievement 

in the Standards of 

Learning. 

 

The administrator 

develops plans for 

effective allocation of 

fiscal and other 

resources 

Data Analysis School Improvement 

Plan 

Improved Scores on 

Virginia Standards 

of Learning Tests 

 

Resource 

Management 

 

Understand research 

based interventions 

 

Participate in 

development of 

School Improvement 

Plan 

 

Have working 

knowledge of 

Standards of Learning 

and county curriculum 

 

 

Understand budget 

process 

Gather and analyze 

student academic 

achievement data 

Understand vision and 

mission of school 

Articulate curriculum 

goals and objectives 

to stakeholders 

 

Work collaboratively 

to develop budget 

Identify strengths and 

weaknesses of school 

programs 

Communicate vision 

and mission of school 

to others 

Participate in 

curriculum revision at 

district level 

 

Monitor and assess 

budget allocations 

Communicate 

statistical findings to 

others 

Understand strategic 

planning process 

Apply current 

research on best 

practice in school 

setting 

 

 

Plan changes to 

programs based on 

data 

Participate in strategic 

planning process 

Provide resources and 

materials to teachers 

on curriculum and 

best practice 
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Table 2. Planning and Assessment-Goals, Subscales and Indicators (continued) 

 

Data Analysis School Improvement 

Plan 

Improved Scores on 

Virginia Standards 

of Learning Tests 

 

Resource 

Management 

 

Implement changes to 

programs based on 

data 

 

 

Lead strategic 

planning process 

 

Monitor student 

achievement 

 

Analyze school’s test 

and subtest data by 

grade and discipline 

 

 

Implement school 

improvement plan 

Understand division 

testing program 

 

 Read current literature 

on education issues 

Use data from 

division testing 

program to lead 

adaptations in 

instruction 

 

 

 Understand change 

process 

Understand and assist 

in master scheduling 

 

 

 Lead change process Monitor, evaluate and 

adjust school 

remediation and 

intervention programs 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 

  

 Instructional Leadership includes five variables converted into five subscales. 

These include vision, program supervision, human resources, staff development and 

problem solving. The Vision subscale includes eight indicators. Examples include 

communicate focus on student achievement, explore and disseminate information on new 

methods of instruction and recognizes, encourage and celebrate excellence with staff and 
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students. The Program Supervision subscale includes five indicators. Examples include 

work with staff to identify needs/priorities regarding program delivery, have an 

understanding of special education, gifted and ESOL programs and regulations and 

understand adequate yearly progress. The Human Resources subscale includes 10 

indicators. Examples include interview candidates for employment, complete effective 

“walk about” observations and complete the evaluation process for teachers. Staff 

Development subscale includes four indicators. Examples include participate in school 

professional development plan, lead development of the school professional development 

plane and share school data and relationship to professional development. The Problem 

Solving subscale includes five indicators. Examples include identify and address 

problems within school and develop and implement problem solving strategies to address 

student issues. The subscales and indicators in the area of Instructional Leadership focus 

on the administrator’s ability to focus on student achievement through data evaluation 

and structuring of the school setting to focus on academic achievement. Table 3 includes 

the indicators for the five variables in Instructional Leadership. 
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Table 3  

Instructional Leadership- Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The 

administrator 

communicates a 

clear vision of 

excellence and 

continuous 

improvement 

consistent with 

the goals of the 

school division. 

The 

administrator 

supervises the 

alignment, 

coordination, 

and delivery of 

assigned 

programs and/or 

curricular areas 

The 

administrator 

selects, inducts, 

supports, 

evaluates, and 

retains quality 

instructional and 

support 

personnel. 

The 

administrator 

provides staff 

development 

programs 

consistent with 

program 

evaluation 

results and 

school 

instructional 

improvement 

plans. 

 

The 

administrator 

identifies, 

analyzes, and 

resolves 

problems using 

effect problem-

solving 

techniques. 

Vision Program 

Supervision 

Human 

Resources 

Staff 

Development 

 

Problem 

Solving 

 

Communicate 

focus on student 

achievement 

 

Work with staff 

to identify needs/ 

priorities 

regarding 

program delivery 

 

Participate in 

development of 

school handbook 

for staff 

 

Participate in 

school 

Professional 

Development 

Plan 

 

 

Identify and 

address problems 

within school 

Analyze data and 

teaching methods 

and make 

recommendations 

to improve 

classroom 

instruction 

 

Provide direction 

and support to 

staff in 

instruction 

Interview 

candidates for 

employment 

Lead 

development of a 

school 

Professional 

Development 

Plan 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address staff 

issues 

Understand 

school 

remediation and 

intervention 

programs 

Identify best 

instructional 

practices for 

student groups 

with identified 

needs 

 

Understand 

hiring protocols 

Participate with 

staff in 

Professional 

Learning 

Communities 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address student 

issues 

 

 

 



 

 69 

Table 3. Instructional Leadership-Goals, Subscales and Indicators (continued) 

 

Vision Program 

Supervision 

Human 

Resources 

Staff 

Development 

 

Problem 

Solving 

 

Monitor, evaluate 

and adjust school 

remediation and 

intervention 

programs 

 

Have 

understanding of 

Special Ed, 

Gifted and ESOL 

programs and 

regulations 

 

 

Understand and 

participate in 

new staff 

mentoring 

programs 

 

Share school data 

and relationship 

to professional 

development  

 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address parent 

issues 

 

Explore and 

disseminate 

information on 

new methods of 

instruction 

 

Understand 

Adequate Yearly 

Progress 

Complete 

effective “walk 

about” 

observations 

 Provide shared 

leadership and 

decision making 

opportunities for 

all staff 

Shares evaluation 

data and 

continuous 

improvement 

plans with others 

 

 Conference with 

teachers 

  

Models self-

evaluation 

 

 Observe teachers   

Recognizes, 

encourages and 

celebrates 

excellence with 

staff and students 

 

 Complete 

evaluation 

process with 

teachers 

  

  Complete 

classified 

evaluation 

process 

 

  

  Work with 

“needs 

improvement” 

staff  

 

  

  Recognize and 

support highly 

effective staff 
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 Safety and Organizational Management includes four variables converted into 

four subscales. These include school safety/discipline, daily operations, fiscal 

responsibility and goal setting and attainment. The School Safety/Discipline subscale 

includes six indicators. Examples include communicate behavioral expectations to 

students, staff and parents, use school discipline procedures and manage emergency 

situations as they arise. The Daily Operations subscale includes five indicators. Examples 

include collaborate to provide student handbook, know school plant including cut off 

valves and emergency procedures and identify and address problems within school. The 

Fiscal Responsibility subscale includes two indicators. These include have working 

knowledge of county regulations and standard operating procedures and maintain 

appropriate staff records. The Goal Setting and Attainment subscale includes three 

indicators. Examples include maintain appropriate student records, perform duties in a 

timely manner and prioritize issues and projects. These indicators focus on the safe and 

orderly operation of the school on a daily basis and the procedures in place to address 

unexpected and potentially Safety and Organizational Management. 
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Table 4  

Safety and Organizational Management – Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The administrator 

maintains effective 

discipline and fosters 

a safe and positive 

environment for 

students and staff. 

 

The administrator 

effectively coordinates 

the daily operation of 

the assigned areas of 

responsibility. 

The administrator 

effectively manages 

human, material, and 

financial resources to 

ensure student 

learning and to 

comply with legal 

mandates. 

 

The administrator 

demonstrates effective 

organizational skills 

to achieve school, 

community and 

division goals. 

School 

Safety/Discipline 

Daily Operations Fiscal Responsibility Goal Setting and 

Attainment 

 

 

Communicate 

behavioral 

expectations to 

students, staff and 

parents 

 

 

Collaborate to provide 

student handbook 

 

Have working 

knowledge of county 

regulations and 

standard operating 

procedures 

 

Maintain appropriate 

student records 

Understand school 

discipline procedures 

 

Organize staff for 

efficient daily routines 

Maintain appropriate 

staff records 

Perform duties in 

timely manner 

Use school discipline 

procedures 

Know school plant 

including cut off 

valves, emergency 

procedures, etc 

 

 Prioritize issues and 

projects 

Know School Crisis 

Plan 

Understand structure 

of the school and role 

of each employee 

 

  

Manage emergency 

situations as they arise 

Identify and address 

problems within 

school 

 

  

Use behavior 

management skills to 

maintain order in 

large group situations 
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 Communication and Community Relations includes three variables converted into 

three subscales. These include school climate, community relations and meeting diverse 

needs. The School Climate subscale includes two indicators. These are facilitate 

communication with staff, students and parents and solicit staff for decision making. The 

Community Relations subscale includes two indicators. These are use multiple modes of 

communication with staff, students and parents and support division wide initiatives and 

share information with stakeholders. The Meeting Diverse Needs subscale includes four 

indicators. These include promote community partnerships and model and promote 

appreciation of diversity. These indicators focus on communication with parents, 

students, parents and all stakeholders within the community, the sharing of information 

regarding the school and school division to these groups and seeking outside sources to 

enhance the school program. Table 5 includes the indicators for the five variables in 

Communication and Community Relations. 
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Table 5  

Communication and Community Relations- Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The administrator promotes 

effective communication and 

interpersonal relations with 

students and staff. 

The administrator promotes 

effective communication and 

interpersonal relations with 

parents and other community 

members. 

The administrator works 

collaboratively with staff, 

families and community 

members to secure resources 

and to support the success of a 

diverse student population. 

 

 

School Climate 

 

 

Community Relations 

 

Meeting Diverse Needs 

 

 

Facilitate communication with 

staff, students and parents 

 

Uses multiple modes of 

communication with staff, 

students and parents 

 

 

Promotes community 

partnerships 

Solicit staff input for decision 

making 

Support division wide 

initiatives and share 

information with stakeholders 

 

Seek grants and partnerships 

for school improvement 

  Model and promote 

appreciation of diversity 

 

  Participate in school advisory 

council 

 

 

 

 Professionalism includes four variables converted into four subscales. These 

include professionalism, collaboration, professional development and service. The 

Professionalism subscale includes one indicator. This is handle difficult situations with 

respect and professionalism. The Collaboration subscale includes one indicator. This 

includes support division initiatives and share information with stakeholders. The 



 

 74 

Professional Development subscale includes three indicators. These include participate in 

division professional growth opportunities and identify own strengths and weaknesses 

and implement a professional growth plan. The Service subscale includes one indicator. 

This is serve as an instruction, mentor, coach, researcher or supervisor for others. These 

indicators focus on the professional behaviors of the administrator and the development 

and implementation of a professional growth plan to enhance administrative skills.  Table 

6 includes the indicators for the three variables in Professionalism. 
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Table 6  

Professionalism- Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

________________________________________________________________________ 

The administrator 

models professional, 

moral, and ethical 

standards as well as 

personal integrity in 

all interactions. 

The administrator 

works in a collegial 

and collaborative 

manner with other 

administrators, school 

personnel, and the 

community to promote 

and support the 

mission and goals of 

the school division. 

The administrator 

takes responsibility 

for and participates in 

a meaningful and 

continuous process of 

professional 

development that 

results in the 

enhancement of 

student learning. 

 

The administrator 

provides service to the 

profession, the 

division and the 

community. 

 

Professionalism 

 

Collaboration 

 

Professional 

Development 

 

 

Service 

Handle difficulty 

situations with respect 

and professionalism 

Support division wide 

initiatives and shares 

information with 

stakeholders 

Participates in 

division professional 

growth opportunities 

Serves as instructor, 

mentor, coach, 

presenter, researcher 

or supervisor for 

others 

 

  Participates in non-

division professional 

growth opportunities 

 

 

  Identify own strength 

and weaknesses and 

implement a 

professional growth 

plan 

 

 

 

 

 Site Based Management includes three variables converted into three subscales. 

These include budgeting, strategic planning and district initiatives. The Budgeting 

subscale includes three indicators. This includes understanding the budget process, 
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working collaboratively to develop budget and monitoring and assessing budget 

allocations. The Strategic Planning subscale includes 11 indicators. This includes 

developing the school improvement plan, leading the school advisory council, providing 

shared leadership opportunities, leading the change process and using strategic planning 

methods. The District Initiatives subscale includes eight indicators. This includes 

implementing new instructional methods, using data to improve instruction, supporting 

all division initiatives and participating in shared leadership. These indicators focus on 

the specific skills utilized in a site based management system.  Table 7 includes the 

indicators for the three variables in Site Based Management. 
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Table 7 

Site Based Management – Goals, Subscales and Indicators 

 

The administrator completes 

the site based management 

budgeting process 

 

The administrator participates 

in and leads the strategic 

planning process through 

working with the School 

Advisory Council and 

developing a School Plan 

 

The administrator actively 

supports and implements 

established division wide 

initiatives. 

 

Budgeting Strategic Planning District Initiatives 

 

 

Understands budget process 

 

Implements School 

Improvement Plan 

 

 

Explore and disseminate 

information on new methods 

of instruction 

Work collaboratively to 

develop budget 

 

 

Plans changes to programs 

based on data 

 

Use data from division testing 

program to lead adaptations in 

instruction 

Monitor and assess budget 

allocations 

Prioritizes issues and projects Analyze data and teaching 

methods and make 

recommendations to improve 

classroom instruction 

 

 Understands vision and 

mission of the school 

 

Share evaluation data and 

continuous improvement plans 

with others 

 

 Participate in Strategic 

Planning Process 

 

Complete effective “walk 

abouts” 

 Lead School Advisory Council 

 

Provide shared leadership and 

decision making opportunities 

for all staff 

 Communicate vision and 

mission of school to others 

 

Participate with staff in 

Professional Learning 

Communities 

 Participate in School Advisory 

Council 

 

Support division wide 

initiatives and share 

information with stakeholders 

 Lead Strategic Planning 

Process 
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Table 7 Site Based Management- Goals, Subscales and Indicators (continued) 

 

Budgeting Strategic Planning District Initiatives 

 

  

Provide shared leadership and 

decision making opportunities 

for all staff 

 

 

 Participate in development of 

School Improvement Plan 

 

 

 Understand Strategic Planning 

Process 

 

 

 Lead change process  

 

 

 The survey for each identified group (beginning assistant principal, principals and 

district level executive staff) included one open-ended question requesting the top three 

skills needed for the first year assistant principal. Demographic information was also 

collected at the end of the survey. A complete listing for all the subscales is included in 

Appendix C. 

 One additional section was added to the survey provided to the new assistant 

principals. This additional response for each item solicited information on previous 

exposure to the skill through their graduate level certification program in administration. 

Respondents were asked to respond yes or no for each item indicating if the skill was 

taught as a part of their program. Copies of all three surveys can be found in Appendix B. 

The interview guide for each group addressed the same basic questions but was 

differentiated to address the specific job of the respondent. Initial questions of the 
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interview probed for previous experiences. Assistant principals were asked about the 

educational background, educational experiences and factors that led them to seek the 

assistant principal position. They were also given the opportunity to give information 

about their current position. Principals were asked to tell about their “road to the 

principalship” and their experience in working with new assistant principals. District 

level executive staff were asked to share their administrative background and asked to 

share information about their own experiences as an assistant principal. Further questions 

addressed their beliefs and perceptions regarding skill acquisition for assistant principals 

and were open-ended questions. Questions for the interview focused on: 

• Responsibilities of the first year assistant principal 

• Responsibilities of experienced assistant principals 

• Three most important skills needed for success in the first year 

• Most important skills to develop if they want to be principals 

• Previous experiences (working and educational) that impact performance of new 

assistant principals.  

Questions for the beginning assistant principals included: 

• What do you believe will be your biggest challenges in the coming year?   

• What are the areas that you feel most comfortable with regarding your new 

position?  

• What experiences do you believe assistant principals need to be prepared for 

future principal positions?  

• Questions for the principals included: 
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• What have been the biggest challenges for new assistant principals? 

• What additional skills do beginning assistant principals need? 

• What job responsibilities seem to be the easiest for new assistant principals? 

• What are the greatest professional growth needs of new assistant principal? 

• What are the greatest professional growth needs of more experienced assistant 

principals? 

• Questions for the district level staff included: 

• When you interview for a new assistant principal, what skills and experiences are 

you looking for? 

• From your experience, what are the things that new assistant principals struggle 

with the first year? 

• From your experience, what are the things that new assistant principals are best at 

during their first year? 

• How do you believe that assistant principals gain the skills to become principals 

of the future? 

All questions in the interview process focused on the skills and challenges for 

new assistant principals, the changes in their needs as they became more experienced and 

the ways in which they gain the skills to become the principals of the future. The 

researcher had the flexibility to probe answers and ask additional questions based upon 

the answers of the respondent. Use of the interview questions allowed the researcher to 

delve into the reason that particular skills are viewed as more or less important for 
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success in the job (Marczyk, el. al., 2005). All interview forms can be reviewed in  

Appendix A.  

 The surveys and interview questions were piloted during May and June, 2007 

with three current first year assistant principals, three former principals and one central 

office administrator. This level of review provided information that was used to make 

slight changes to the survey, mainly rewording to clarify meaning, and interview 

documents, prior to final implementation of the research project. The survey was also 

reviewed by the Supervisor of Professional Growth and Development of the county who 

developed the Assistant Principal Leadership Academy for completeness of items and 

relevancy to the expectations of assistant principals in the district. The seven individuals 

participating in the pilot study were asked to complete a form providing information on 

clarity of directions, items and format. They also indicated items that did not seem 

relevant, additional information they thought should be included and their overall user 

satisfaction with the instrument. These same people received the interview questions and 

were requested to provide feedback on the content, clarity and order of the questions. 

Minimal changes were initiated. All respondents indicated that the survey was lengthy, 

requiring a minimum of 20 minutes to complete, and the type was small, but all agreed 

that it should remain in its present form. The pilot study participants felt all items should 

remain in the survey and it should not appear any lengthier than its present form.  

Procedures 

The study was implemented during the summer of 2007 in a northern Virginia 

school district. Three different groups were surveyed and interviewed in the research 



 

 82 

design. The survey process for all three groups was completed between August, 2007 and 

January, 2008. Interviews were conducted in February and March, 2008. Prior to 

implementation in the school district, both the Human Resources Board at George Mason 

University and the selected school district Superintendent approved the plan for 

implementation. 

The first phase of the study was conducted by completing the survey of new 

assistant principals during their participation in an August professional growth seminar 

provided as an introduction to their jobs in the county. The survey was provided to the 

participants at the beginning of the first day and was completed and returned at that time. 

Participants were asked if they would be interested in participating in an interview and a 

list compiled of all interested people. Names of participants interested in participating in 

an interview were entered into a pool and three names selected randomly for interview.  

 The second phase of the study involved the survey of senior level school district 

staff members. Each staff member was contacted by e-mail, given information about the 

research study and asked if they would complete a survey. The survey was hand 

delivered to all willing to participate along with a pre-addressed envelope for returning 

the document. A follow-up e-mail was sent to encourage completion of the survey. Along 

with the survey, participants received a note asking if they would be willing to participate 

in the interview process. All six respondents indicated willingness to participate and two 

names were randomly selected for the interview. 

 The third phase of the study involved the survey of current principals in the 

division who have had a new assistant principal during the past five years. The principals 
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were addressed during a regularly-scheduled monthly staff meeting to describe the study 

and ask for their assistance. Surveys were provided to all principals indicating they had 

worked with a new assistant principal during the past five years. Principals willing to 

participate in a follow-up interview were requested to place their name on a sheet of 

paper prior to leaving the meeting. Names of all principals willing to participate were 

placed in a pool and six names were randomly selected to participate in a personal 

interview. After the random selection, it was determined that only elementary level 

principals were selected by this process. Two additional principals were selected for 

interviews, one middle school level and one high school level. 

The final phase of the project involved the interview of the two division level 

administrators, three first year assistant principals and eight principals. Interview 

questions were used for the interview. The interviews were audio recorded and recorded 

through word processor utilizing the speech tool available through Microsoft Word. All 

speech recorded documents were then edited and transcribed for accuracy using the audio 

recording. Notes were taken during each interview on the interview questions and a 

reflective journal was maintained during the process to address any noted behaviors, 

attitudes or expressions that may be relevant to the data collected.  

Data Analysis 

 Quantitative data collected through the survey was analyzed using both 

descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. The mean of each indicator was computed 

for each group (assistant principals, principals and district executive staff) as a first year 

skill and a skill for more experienced assistant principals. The mean for each subscale 
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was calculated with the same groups. Finally the mean for each goal area was calculated 

for the same groups. The standard deviation was computed to determine if there was a 

significant variation between the scores. A repeated measure analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) and a one-way analysis of variance ANOVA was used to compare the means 

of each subscale to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between 

the beliefs of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff regarding the 

skill/indicator importance for first year assistant principals and more experienced 

assistant principals (Marczyk, et. al, 2005). Trends and patterns between the groups were 

also examined to look at belief systems of each specific group of respondents. 

 Qualitative data collected through the interview process were transcribed and 

checked for accuracy. The interviews were then coded and analyzed for dominant themes 

within the groups. Additional analysis was completed by reviewing the reflective memos 

completed after the interviews, listening and re-listening to tapes and reviewing and 

considering information from the interview process. The reflective memos completed 

following the interviews along with any notes taken during the interviews provided 

insight into reactions of participants which may impact the findings and the validity 

issues related to participant effects in which people answer as they believe you want them 

too, rather than as they believe (Maxwell, 2005). 

 Survey results were entered into a software program, Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS), by the researcher and double checked for accuracy. Results were 

tabulated and descriptive statistics utilized to identify the patterns of responses to the 

importance of each single skill and clustered skill group. The mean for each identified 
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skill (indicator) was identified and then rank ordered to identify most important to least 

important for each group of respondents. Standard deviation was computed to determine 

if there is significant variability among scores. This allowed for comparison of means to 

determine the most important skills identified by each group (Lodico, et. al., 2006).  

Further data analysis was utilized to view the relationship of current job to the survey 

response by item grouping. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was completed to 

compare the means for each group and the respective subscale to determine if there is a 

statistically significant difference between groups regarding their beliefs surrounding the 

importance of specific skills for first year assistant principals and the same skills for more 

experienced principals. 

Validity 

 Validity, controlling as many of the extraneous variables as possible during the 

research, was addressed in several different ways during the study. Content validity was 

addressed in the survey instrument by using the Virginia Department of Education and 

county guidelines for administrator evaluation to determine the skills to include in the 

document. An expert in the area of professional development reviewed the survey for 

content thoroughness and accuracy. A history log was kept during the research process to 

identify any events that might have impacted the responses of the participants as well as 

any significant deviations from the group that might have occurred as a result of the six 

month period of time conducting the research.  
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Limitations of the Study 

One limitation of the study is the question of external validity. Can these results 

be generalized to other school divisions and can these results provide additional 

information for both school divisions and colleges and universities preparing candidates 

for these positions?  The lack of random selection of respondents for the study provides a 

threat to external validity, however, the use of all first year assistant principals, all 

principals who have worked with an assistant principal in the past five years and all 

district level executive staff provided a large enough pool of candidates that the results 

may be generalizable to other settings. A second possible limitation is the potential that 

those responding to the survey and interview provided the answers they believed the 

researcher wanted rather than giving their honest opinions. This factor, influenced by the 

researcher working in the school division, is one that was closely monitored by the 

researcher by requesting that respondents be honest in their answers, explaining the 

confidentiality of their answers. Several respondents did in fact ask how honest their 

answers should be and were encouraged to give their true beliefs and opinions regarding 

each item. 

The triangulation design of the research study, collecting both qualitative and 

quantitative data concurrently and evaluating and analyzing them at the same time also 

provided substantive support to the validity of the research findings (Lodico, et. al, 2006). 

Reliability 

 Reliability of the process was encouraged by ensuring the standardized 

administration of the survey instrument. This was accomplished by ensuring that all 
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personnel receive the same directions and clarification of instructions prior to completing 

the document. Moreover, each subscale and construct was assessed for internal 

consistency utilizing the Chronbach’s alpha. These reliability measures were completed 

for both scorings of each item. 

 Results of the reliability assessment are included in Table 8. The Chronback alpha 

reliability coefficient for each subscale was between -.25 and .98. The Planning and 

Assessment Construct yielded reliability coefficients of .98 and .86 with subscale items 

producing reliability coefficients from .75 to .90. The Instructional Leadership construct 

yielded reliability coefficients of .95 and .93 with subscale items producing reliability 

coefficients from .47 to .91. The Safety and Organizational Management construct 

yielded reliability coefficients of .88 and .90 with subscale items producing reliability 

coefficients from .41 to .84. The Communication and Community Relations construct 

yielded reliability coefficients of .84 and .81 with subscale items producing reliability 

coefficients from -.25 to .78. The Professionalism construct yielded reliability 

coefficients of .77 and .75. It was not possible to compute individual subscale reliability 

coefficients for this scale due to the low number of items. This construct produced the 

lowest reliability coefficient. The Site Based Management construct yielded reliability 

coefficients of .89 and .81 with subscale reliability coefficients from .75 to .91. 

 Among the reasons for the low internal reliability estimates are the relatively few 

items in some of the subscales; the subscale items varied in number, between three and 

eleven. The small number of items in a subscale may impact its reliability (Hinkle, 

Wiersma & Jurs, 2003).  In addition, inspection of the intercorrelations of subscale item 
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scores revealed low item homogeneity for some of the subscales. While the items did 

vary in nature, all were taken directly from the state guidelines for evaluation of 

administrators and from county evaluation documents, ensuring they were the factors 

considered important in assessing administrator performance. The negative correlation 

obtained in the School Climate subscale may be due to the small sample size and small 

number of items causing a sampling error. Overall the reliability coefficients for the 

constructs were within acceptable limits. 
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Table 8 

Reliability 

________________________________________________________________________ 

SUBSCALE                            k*         Chronbach’s        Chronbach’s 

                    Alpha                    Alpha    

                    Year 1                  Years 2 - 5     

     

________________________________________________________________________ 

Planning and Assessment  4                 .98                           .86  

    

Data Analysis  7                 .90                           .79   

  

School Improvement Plan               10                .89                           .75 

 

Improved Scores VA SOL tests               10                .87                           .77 

  

Resource Management  3                 .89                           .75  

 

Instructional Leadership  5                 .95                           .93  

    

Vision  8                 .89                           .81  

 

Program Supervision  5                 .77                           .62 

  

Human Resources              11                 .91                           .83  

 

Staff Development  4                 .77                            .47   

 

Problem Solving  5                 .82                             .81  

 

Safety and Organizational Management 4                 .88                             .90    

   

School Safety/ Discipline  6                 .84                             .77 

  

Daily Operations  5                 .79                             .78 

 

Fiscal Responsibility  2                 .65                             .67 

 

Goal Setting and Attainment  3                 .41                             .44 
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Table 8 Reliability (continued) 

 

 

 SUBSCALE                            k*         Chronbach’s        Chronbach’s 

                    Alpha                    Alpha    

                    Year 1                  Years 2 - 5     

   

                                                                                                  

 

Communication and Community Relations 3                  .84                            .81  

    

School Climate  2                  .51                           -.25     

 

Community Relations  2                  .71                            .66 

  

Meeting Diverse Needs     4                  .78                            .65 

  

Professionalism  4                  .77                            .75 

    

Professional Actions  1                   NA                           NA 

   

Collaboration  1                   NA                           NA 

 

Professional Development  3                   .67                         .61 

 

Service  1                    NA                          NA  

 

Site Based Management  3                    .89                           .81 

 

Budgeting  3                    .89                           .75 

 

Strategic Planning               13                   .91                            .86 

   

District Initiatives                                                 8                   .81                            .89 

 

*k-number of indicators comprising subscale 

 

 In summary, overall reliability was in the acceptable range for the constructs. 

Some subscales with lower reliability may have been effected by the low number of items 
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on some of the subscales or by subscales which included items that are not necessarily 

equivalent. The indicators utilized have varying content and this may have depressed the 

reliability of the subscale scores. It should be noted however, that study results are not 

based on a single or selected set of subscales, but on the total array of subscale results. 

Overall, the survey instrument was of sufficient length to counter the limitations 

presented by the relatively few items reflected in some of the subscales. 

Summary 

 This research study focused on the perceptions and beliefs of three groups of 

individuals regarding the necessary skills for beginning administrators. The mixed 

method research project provides statistical data regarding the ranking of the skills along 

with more in-depth information regarding the skills and the reasons for their ranking. The 

format for the study is detailed in Table 9 which summarizes the complete study to 

include time lines, data collection and data analysis over a six month time period. The 

data analysis was then used to answer the question, is there a statistically significant 

difference between four overlapping interests: (1) the entry level assistant principal’s 

perceived needs for professional growth, (2) what current experienced principals believe 

are essential skills for assistant principal success, (3) what current school district 

executive staff believe are essential skills for assistant principal success and (4) is there a 

time frame context effect (first year vs. five years) in the Educator Groups’ beliefs about 

the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation needs in terms of planning and 

assessment, instructional leadership, safety and organizational management, 

communication and community relations, professionalism and site based management? 



 

 92 

Table 9  

Research Study Design 

 

Time Frame          Research Process 

 

 

May 2007 

 

Pilot Study 

3 current 1
st
 year assistant principals 

3 former principals 

1 central office administrator 

 

May to August 2007 

 

Review and refine questions and survey 

 

August 2007 to May 2008 

 

Write reflective memos regarding process and thoughts 

to be completed after each survey session or interview 

 

August 2007  

 

Survey new assistant principals 

 

August to December 2007  

 

Survey district level staff 

 

November 2007 to January 

2008 

 

Survey principals 

 

February to March 2008 

 

Complete all interviews 

 

March to December 2008 

 

Complete all data 

Analyze statistical data and code and them qualitative 

data 

 

Spring 2009 

 

Complete dissertation 
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4 RESULTS 

Figure 1. Research Study Design 

Pilot Study 

May, 2007 

3 current 1
st
 year APs 

3 former principals 

1 central office staff 

Review and refine 

questions and 

survey 

August 2007 

Survey New 

Assistant 

Principals 

August – 

December 2007 

Survey District 

Level Staff 

November 

2007 – 

January 2008 

Survey 

Principals  

Ongoing 

Write 

Reflective 

memos 

regarding 

process and 

thoughts. To 

be 

completed 

after each 

survey 

session or 

interview 

July – December 2008 

Analyze statistical data and code and theme qualitative data.  

Spring 2009 

Complete dissertation 

 

February/ 

March 2008 

 

Complete all 

interviews 

March 

through July 

2008 

 

 

Compile all 

data 
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4. Results 

 

 

 The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences in perceptions of 

beginning assistant principals, experienced principals and district executive staff 

regarding the importance of specific skill sets for the beginning assistant principal and for 

more experienced assistant principals potentially preparing to be principals. Respondents 

were asked to rate the importance of skills for both the first year assistant principal and 

also for the assistant principal in years 2 -5 of their career, as many beginning assistant 

principals will become principals within the first five years of their assistant 

principalship. These skill sets, identified in this study as variables and constructs, are the 

basis for evaluation of administrators in the state of Virginia.  The identification of the 

importance of the skills sets provides information for planning of professional growth 

opportunities for assistant principals as they begin their careers and also as they gain 

experience and become the potential principals of the future. This study focused on the 

importance ratings that each of the three educator groups (EG) provided for the variables 

and constructs. Through this data analysis both descriptive questions and comparison 

questions are addressed to provide information regarding the belief systems of the EGs. 
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Descriptive Questions 

This study focused on the beliefs of the EGs regarding the importance of the skills 

in Planning and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, Safety and Organizational 

Management, Communication and Community Relations, Professionalism and Site Based 

Management. The following questions were addressed: 

• What skill sets do the EG believe are the most important for entry level assistant 

principals success in year one of their current jobs? 

• What skill sets do the EG believe are the most important for more experienced 

(years 2 – 5) assistant principals as they gain skills to become the potential 

principals of the future? 

• What skill sets do entry level assistant principals report were and were not taught 

in certification classes? 

Comparison Questions 

 This study focused on the following comparisons between the Educator Groups. 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the EG 

regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed for the success of first 

year assistant principals? 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the EG 

regarding the importance of the skill sets of more experienced assistant principals 

preparing to become the principals of the future? 
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• Does the time frame context effect the EG’s beliefs regarding skills needed for 

success  for the first year assistant principal and the more experienced assistant 

principal? 

Data were collected from surveys from three identified groups. Surveys were 

completed by the following groups: 

• New assistant principals (n = 19) with return by 18 participants for a response rate 

of 94.7%. 

• Principals who have worked with a new assistant principal within the past five 

years (n = 50) with return by 32 participants for a response rate of 64.0%. 

• District level staff (n = 9) with return by seven participants for a response rate of 

77.7%. 

Interviews were completed with members of the same groups. Interviews were  

completed with: 

• Three new assistant principals 

• Eight principals 

• Two district level staff. 

Research Hypotheses Related To Comparison Questions 

Hypothesis 1:  There is a statistically significant difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and district executive staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of beginning assistant principals 

Hypothesis 2:  There is no statistically significant difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and district executive staff regarding the 
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professional growth needs of more experienced assistant principals preparing to become 

principals.  

Hypothesis 3: There is a time frame context effect (first year v. five years) in the 

EG’s beliefs about the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation needs in 

terms of: 

• Planning and Assessment 

• Instructional Leadership 

• Safety and Organizational Management 

• Communication and Community Relations 

• Professionalism 

• Site Based Management 

Quantitative Analysis 

 This study focused on the preparation of first year assistant principals from the 

perspectives of three educator groups (EG); the first year entry-level assistant principals, 

experienced principals and school district executive staff. The quantitative analysis 

portion of the research project was completed utilizing a survey of the importance of 

specific skills needed for success during the first year of service and for more 

experienced assistant principals as they develop into the principals of the future from the 

perspective of each of these three groups. Six constructs were identified as areas of 

evaluation for assistant principals. These constructs include Planning and Assessment, 

Instructional Leadership, Safety and Organizational Management, Communication and 

Community Relations, Professionalism and Site Based Management. Within each 
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construct, variables were identified and a subscale of specific survey items identified. The 

number of variables and subscales varied by construct. The specific survey item scores 

were combined to provide an overall rating for each subscale. Scores were compared by 

groups for both first year skills for assistant principals and skills required for second 

through fifth year assistant principals potentially prepare for future principal positions. A 

Chronback’s alpha coefficient was computed as an estimate of the internal consistency of 

each subscale of the survey instrument for both the first year responses and the year 2 – 5 

responses. The Planning and Assessment construct yielded reliability coefficients of 0.98  

and 0.86 for the first year and years 2-5 respectively.. The Instructional Leadership 

construct yielded reliability coefficients of 0.95 and 0.93 for the first year and years 2-5 

respectively. The Safety and Organizational Management construct yielded reliability 

coefficients of 0.88 and 0.90 for the first year and years 2-5 respectively. The 

Communication and Community Relations construct yielded reliability coefficients of 

0.77 and 0.76 for the first year and years 2-5 respectively. The Site Based Management 

construct yielded reliability coefficients of 0.89 and 0.81 for the first year and years 2-5 

respectively. Complete reliability results are reported in Table 8 and discussed in Chapter 

3. 

Results of Descriptive Analysis Question 1 

The first question of the descriptive analysis is “What skill sets do the EG believe 

are the most important for entry level assistant principals success in year one of their 

current jobs? Summary data for all construct and variables is presented in Table 10. 

Complete discussion of results by construct follows.
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Table 10  

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs Year 1 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Assistant Principal Principal District Executive 

Construct/Subscale N Mean SD N  Mean SD N Mean SD 

 

Planning and Assessment 

 

13 

 

4.24 

 

0.60 

 

24 

 

3.54 

 

0.52 

 

5 

 

3.85 

 

0.50 

   Data Analysis 14 4.33 0.57 26 3.65 0.69 5 4.17 0.64 

   School Improvement Plan 18 4.32 0.53 28 3.75 0.64 6 3.98 0.46 

   Improved SOL Scores 17 4.38 0.49 26 3.83 0.49 6 3.87 0.48 

   Resource Management 14 3.76 0.98 28 2.86 0.66 6 3.06 0.68 

Instructional Leadership 17 4.50 0.42 25 3.98 0.46 5 4.09 0.52 

   Vision 18 4.53 0.41 28 3.87 0.62 6 4.15 0.59 

   Program Supervision 18 4.57 0.44 26 4.04 0.50 6 4.30 0.55 

   Human Resources 17 4.50 0.46 28 3.91 0.60 6 4.17 0.37 

   Staff Development 18 4.33 0.46 28 3.77 0.60 6 4.25 0.47 

   Problem Solving 18 4.57 0.51 27 3.98 0.54 5 3.92 0.78 

Safety/Organizational 

Management 

 

18 4.55 0.40 28 4.20 0.53 6 4.24 0.48 

   School Safety/Discipline 18 4.72 0.38 28 4.53 0.54 6 4.56 0.53 

   Daily Operations 18 4.36 0.50 28 3.81 0.69 6 3.80 0.52 

   Fiscal Responsibility 18 4.53 0.55 28 4.09 0.77 6 4.17 0.68 

   Goal Setting and Attainment 18 4.63 0.44 28 4.42 0.48 6 4.44 0.54 
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Table 10 Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs Year 1(continued) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Assistant Principal Principal District Executive 

Construct/Subscale N Mean SD N  Mean SD N Mean SD 

 

Communication and 

Community Relations 

 

14 

 

4.38 

 

0.53 

 

28 

 

3.87 

 

0.62 

 

6 

 

4.18 

 

0.54 

   School Climate 18 4.67 0.45 28 4.21 0.58 6 4.58 0.58 

   Community Relations 14 4.43 0.58 28 3.96 0.80 6 4.50 0.77 

   Meeting Diverse Needs 18 4.01 0.62 28 3.42 0.74 6 3.46 0.64 

Professionalism 18 4.48 0.53 27 3.97 0.65 6 4.36 0.69 

   Professional Actions 18 4.72 0.57 28 4.71 0.60 6 4.50 0.84 

   Collaboration 18 4.44 0.86 28 3.96 1.07 6 4.67 0.82 

   Professional Development 18 4.31 0.49 27 3.78 0.70 6 4.11 0.58 

   Service 18 4.44 0.78 28 3.54 1.07 6 4.17 0.75 

Site Based Management 13 4.21 0.60 27 3.50 0.59 4 3.75 0.43 

   Budgeting 14 3.76 0.98 28 2.85 0.66 6 3.06 0.68 

   Strategic Planning 18 4.38 0.48 27 3.70 0.60 5 3.88 0.46 

   District Initiatives 13 4.57 0.47 28 3.99 0.63 4 4.28 0.56 
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Planning and Assessment Construct 

 The Planning and Assessment construct was comprised of four subscales. These 

four variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) were Data Analysis 

(k=7), School Improvement Plan (k=10), Improves Scores on the Virginia SOL tests  

(k= 10) and Resource Management (k=3). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) 

ranged from a mean score of 3.54 (principals) to 4.24 (assistant principals) with ratings in 

the important to very important range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated all areas in the Planning and Assessment construct 

higher than other groups within the survey. Data Analysis, School Improvement Plan and 

Improved SOL Scores received comparable scores with means between 4.32 and 4.38 

indicating a belief that these skills are in the very important range. Standard deviations of 

scores within these subscales were also consistent with a range of 0.49 to 0.57. Resource 

Management was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for first 

year assistant principals by the assistant principal group with a mean importance rating 

score of 3.76. The standard deviation of the Resource Management subscale was 0.98 

indicating more variance of the scores within the subjects. The construct of Planning and 

Assessment received a mean importance rating score of 4.24 (SD = 0.60) indicating 

assistant principals believe the skills within this construct are very important for first year 

assistant principals. 

Principals rated all areas in the Planning and Assessment construct lower than 

other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales ranged from 2.86 

(Resource Management) to 3.83 (Improve SOL scores). Improved SOL scores, School 
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Improvement Planning and Data Analysis were all relatively equally scored with means 

from 3.65 to 3.83.  The standard deviation of all subscales was consistent with a range of 

0.49 to 0 .69 indicating fairly consistent ratings by the participants. Resource 

Management was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for first 

year assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 2.86 (SD = 0.66). 

The Construct of Planning and Assessment received a mean importance rating score of 

3.54 (SD = 0.52) indicating principals believed these skills to be important to very 

important for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Planning and Assessment construct were 

consistently higher than the ratings of principals and lower than the ratings of assistant 

principals. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 3.06 (Resource Management) to 

4.17 (Data Analysis). Data Analysis, School Improvement Plan and Improved SOL 

Scores were rated in the very important range with scores from 3.87 (Improved SOL 

Scores) to 4.17 (Data Analysis). Resource Management was rated as the least important 

skill within this construct by the district executive staff with a mean rating score of 3.06 

(SD = 0.68). The standard deviations ranged from 0.46 to 0.68 with greater variable noted 

in both the highest rated construct (Data Analysis) and the lowest rated construct 

(Resource Management). The construct of Planning and Assessment received an overall 

importance rating of 3.85 (SD = 0.50) indicating that district executive staff believed 

these skills to be very important for beginning assistant principals.  

Principals and assistant principals rated Improved SOL scores as the most 

important skill set within the Planning and Assessment construct for beginning assistant 
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principals. District executive staff identified Data Analysis as the most important skill set 

within the Planning and Assessment construct for beginning assistant principals. All three 

groups identified Resource Management as the least important skill set within the 

construct for beginning assistant principals. Importance ratings in all areas of the 

Planning and Assessment construct were highest from assistant principals and lowest 

from principals. Importance ratings on the 5 point Likert scale ranged from the lower end 

of the important range to the upper end of the very important range.  

Instructional Leadership Construct 

 The Instructional Leadership Construct was comprised of five subscales. These 

five subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Vision (k=8), 

Program Supervision (k=5), Human Resources (k=11), Staff Development (k=4) and 

Problem Solving (k=5). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean 

score of 3.98 (principals) to 4.50 (assistant principals) with importance ratings in the very 

important to extremely important range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated all areas in the Instructional Leadership construct higher 

than other groups within the survey. Vision, Program Supervision, Human Resources and 

Problem Solving received comparable scores with means between 4.50 and 4.57 

indicating a belief that these skills are in the extremely important range. Standard 

deviations of scores within all subscales within the construct were consistent with a range 

of 0.41 to 0.51. Staff Development was identified as the least important skill set within 

this construct for first year assistant principals by the assistant principal group with a 

mean importance rating score of 4.33 (SD = 0.46). The construct of Instructional 
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Leadership received a mean importance rating score of 4.50 (SD = 0.42) indicating 

assistant principals believed the skills within this construct are extremely important for 

first year assistant principals. 

Principals rated all but one subscales in the Instructional Leadership construct 

lower than other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales ranged 

from 3.77 (Staff Development) to 4.04 (Program Supervision). Vision, Program 

Supervision, Human Resources and Problem Solving were relatively equally scored with 

means from 3.87 to 4.04.  The standard deviation of all subscales was consistent with a 

range of 0.50 to 0.62 indicating fairly consistent ratings by the participants. Staff 

Development was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for first 

year assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 3.77 (SD = 0.60). 

The Construct of Instructional Leadership received a mean importance rating score of 

3.98 (SD = 0.46) indicating principals believed these skills to be very important for 

beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Instructional Leadership construct were 

higher than the ratings of principals (with the exception of one subscale) and lower than 

the ratings of assistant principals. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 3.92 

(Problem Solving) to 4.30 (Program Supervision). Vision, Program Supervision, Human 

Resources, Staff Development and Problem Solving were rated in the very important 

range. Problem Solving was rated as the least important skill within this construct by the 

district executive staff with a mean rating score of 3.92 (SD = 0.78). The standard 

deviations ranged from 0.37 to 0.78 with greater variable noted in the lowest rated 
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construct, Problem Solving. The construct of Instructional Leadership received an overall 

importance rating of 4.09 (SD = 0.52) indicating that district executive staff believed 

these skills to be very important for beginning assistant principals.  

Assistant principals, principals and district executive staff rated Program 

Supervision as the most important skill set within the Instructional Leadership construct 

for beginning assistant principals. District executive staff identified Problem Solving as 

the least important skill set with the Instructional Leadership construct for beginning 

assistant principals while assistant principals identified this skill set as tied for the most 

important skill set and principals identified this skill set as the second most important 

skill set within the Instructional Leadership construct. Importance ratings in all areas of 

the Planning and Assessment construct were highest from assistant principals. 

Importance ratings of the principals were lowest in all subscales except Problem Solving. 

District executive staff rated Problem Solving lower than principals. Importance ratings 

on the 5 point Likert scale ranged from the very important range to the lower end of the 

extremely important range.  

Safety and Organizational Management Construct 

 The Safety and Organizational Management Construct was comprised of four 

subscales. These four subscale or variables and their respective number of items (k) were 

School Safety and Discipline (k=6), Daily Operations (k=5), Fiscal Responsibility (k=2) 

and Goal Setting and Attainment (k=3). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) 

ranged from a mean score of 4.20 (principals) to 4.55 (assistant principals) with 
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importance ratings in the very important to extremely important range. Summary 

statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated all areas in the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct higher than other groups within the survey. School Safety and Discipline, Fiscal 

Responsibilities and Goal Setting and Attainment received mean scores between 4.36 and 

4.72 indicating a belief that these skills are in the extremely important range. Standard 

deviations of scores within subscales ranged of 0.38 to 0.55. Daily Operations was 

identified as the least important skill set within this construct for first year assistant 

principals by the assistant principal group with a mean importance rating score of 4.36 

(SD = 0.50). The highest rated subscale within the construct was School Safety and 

Discipline with a mean score of 4.72 and standard deviation of 0.38 indicating there was 

very little variability in the scores by all members of the group. The construct of Safety 

and Organizational Management received a mean importance rating score of 4.55 (SD = 

0.40) indicating assistant principals believed the skills within this construct are extremely 

important for first year assistant principals. 

Principals rated all but one area in the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct lower than other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales 

ranged from 3.81 (Daily Operations) to 4.53 (School Safety and Discipline). There was 

variability between the scores within the construct with no clustering of results.  The 

standard deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.48 (Goal Setting and Attainment) to 

0.77 (Fiscal Responsibility) indicating some variability in ratings by the participants. 

Daily Operations was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for 
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first year assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 3.81 (SD = 

0.69). The construct of Safety and Organizational Management received a mean 

importance rating score of 4.20 (SD = 0.53) indicating principals believed these skills to 

be very important for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct were very consistent with the ratings of principals and lower than the ratings of 

assistant principals. District executive staff rated three of the four constructs slightly 

higher than principals and one construct slightly lower than principals. The mean scores 

of the ratings ranged from 3.80 (Daily Operations) to 4.56 (School Safety and 

Discipline). The standard deviations of the subscales ranged from 0.52 to 0.68 indicating 

some variability with the scores. The construct of Safety and Organizational Management 

received an overall importance rating of 4.24 (SD = 0.48) indicating that district 

executive staff believed these skills to be very important for beginning assistant 

principals.  

The three educator groups displayed the same importance rating pattern for the 

subscales in the Safety and Organizational Management construct. All groups rated 

School Safety and Discipline as the most important construct. This was followed by Goal 

Setting and Attainment, Fiscal Responsibility and Daily Operations. Assistant principal 

ratings were higher than the ratings of principals and district executive staff. Principals 

and district executive staff had almost identical ratings for three of the four constructs. 

These were School Safety and Discipline, Daily Operations and Goal Setting and 
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Attainment.  Importance ratings on the 5 point Likert scale ranged from the upper end of 

the important range to the extremely important range.  

Communication and Community Relations Construct 

The Communication and Community Relations Construct was comprised of three 

subscales. These subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were 

School Climate (k=2), Community Relations (k=2) and Meeting Diverse Needs (k=4).  

Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 3.87 

(principals) to 4.38 (assistant principals) with importance ratings in the very important 

range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated two of the three subscales in the Communication and 

Community Relations construct higher than other groups within the survey. The mean 

scores of the subscales ranged from 4.01 (Meeting Diverse Needs) to 4.67 (School 

Climate). Meeting Diverse Needs and School Climate were rated higher than the other 

educator groups. Community Relations (mean score 4.43, SD = 0.58) was rated higher 

than principals but lower than district executive staff. Standard deviations of scores 

within these subscales were also consistent with a ranged from 0.45 to 0.62. Meeting 

Diverse Needs was the lowest rated subscale with a mean score of 4.01 (SD = 0.62). The 

construct of Communication and Community Relations received a mean importance 

rating score of 4.38 (SD = 0.53) indicating assistant principals believed the skills within 

this construct are very important for first year assistant principals. 

Principals rated all areas in the Communication and Community Relations 

construct lower than other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales 
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ranged from 3.42 (Meeting diverse Needs) to 4.21 (School Climate). The standard 

deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.58 to 0.74 indicating some variability among the 

scores within the subscales. Meeting Diverse Needs was identified as the least important 

skill set within this construct for first year assistant principals by the principal group with 

a mean score of 3.42 (SD = 0.74). The Construct of Communication and Community 

Relations received a mean importance rating score of 3.87 (SD = 0.62) indicating 

principals believed these skills to be very important for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Communication and Community Relations 

construct were higher than the ratings of principals. They rated two subscales lower than 

assistant principals and one subscale higher than assistant principals. The mean scores of 

the ratings ranged from 3.46 (Meeting Diverse Needs) to 4.58 (School Climate). School 

Climate and Community Relations were rated in the extremely important range with 

mean scores 4.50 or above. The standard deviations ranged from 0.58 to 0.77 with the 

greatest variability in Communication and Community Relations receiving an overall 

importance rating of 4.18 (SD = 0.54) indicating that district executive staff believed 

these skills to be very important for beginning assistant principals.  

The three educator groups displayed the same importance rating patterns in this 

construct. School climate was rated by assistant principals, principals and district 

executive staff as the most important skill set of the construct with mean scores of 4.67, 

4.21 and 4.58 respectively. Community Relations was identified as the second most 

important skill set. Meeting Diverse Needs was rated as the least important construct with 

mean scores of 4.01, 3.42 and 3.46 for assistant principals, principals and district 
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executive staff respectively. Importance ratings in all areas of the Communications and 

Community Relations construct were lowest from principals. Importance ratings on the 5 

point Likert scale ranged from the important range to the extremely important range. 

Professionalism Construct 

 The Professionalism construct was comprised of four subscales. These subscales 

or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Professional Actions (k=1), 

Collaboration (k=1), Professional Development (k=3) and Service (k=1). Overall ratings 

by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 3.97 (principals) to 4.48 

(assistant principals) with importance ratings in the very important range. Summary 

statistics are presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated three of the four areas in the Professionalism construct 

higher than other groups within the survey. Professional Actions was the highest rated 

construct with a mean score of 4.72 (SD = 0.57). The Collaboration and Service 

constructs received the same mean score of 4.44 (SD = 0.86) and Professional 

Development was rated as the lowest construct with a mean score of 4.31 (SD = 0.49). 

The standard deviations ranged from 0.49 to 0.86 with greatest variability of responses in 

Collaboration (SD = 0.86) and Service (SD = 0.78). All four skill sets represented by the 

subscales were rated in the very important to extremely important range. The construct of 

Professionalism received a mean importance rating score of 4.48 (SD = 0.53) indicating 

assistant principals believed the skills within this construct are very important to 

extremely important for first year assistant principals. 
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The ratings of principals in the areas of the Professionalism construct were lower 

than the ratings of assistant principals. The ratings in the area of Professional Actions 

were almost identical to the rating of assistant principals with a mean score of 4.71 (SD = 

0.60). The ratings in all other areas were lower than both assistant principals and district 

executive staff. The mean scores for the subscales ranged from 4.71 (Professional 

Actions) to 3.54 (Service).  The standard deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.60 in 

Professional Actions to 1.07 in Collaboration and Service indicating great variability in 

scores in the two subscales. The Construct of Professionalism received a mean 

importance rating score of 3.97 (SD = 0.65) indicating principals believed these skills to 

be important to very important for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Professionalism construct were variable in 

their relationship to the other groups. District executive staff identified Collaboration as 

the most important skill set within the construct with a mean score of 4.67 (SD = 0.82). 

The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 4.67 (Collaboration) to 4.11 (Professional 

Development). Collaboration and Professional Actions were both rated as extremely 

important skills for beginning assistant principals. Professional Development and Service 

were rated as very important skills. The standard deviations ranged from 0.58 to 0.84 

with highest variability noted in Professional Actions and Collaboration. Given the low 

number of participants in this group (n=6), the higher standard deviations would indicate 

a greater variability of the scores. The construct of Professionalism received an overall 

importance rating of 4.36 (SD = 0.69) indicating that district executive staff believed 

these skills to be very important for beginning assistant principals.  
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Principals and assistant principals rated Professional Actions as the most 

important skill set within the Professionalism construct for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff identified Collaboration as the most important skill set with the 

Professional Actions construct for beginning assistant principals. Assistant principals and 

district executive staff identified Professional Development as the least important skill 

and principals identified Service as the least important skill set within the construct. In all 

areas but Professional Actions, principals rated skills of less importance than other 

groups.  Importance ratings on the 5 point Likert scale ranged from the important range to 

the extremely important range.  

Site Based Management Construct 

 The Site Based Management Construct was comprised of three subscales. These 

subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Budgeting (k=3), 

Strategic Planning ( k=13) and District Initiatives (k=8). Overall ratings by the Educator 

Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 3.50 (principals) to 4.21 (assistant principals) 

with importance ratings in the important to very important range. Summary statistics are 

presented in Table 10. 

Assistant principals rated all areas in the Site Based Management construct higher 

than other groups within the survey. There was variability between the scores of the 

subscales.  Budgeting received a mean score of 3.76 (SD = 0.98), Strategic Planning a 

mean score of 4.38 (SD = 0.48) and District Initiatives a mean score of 4.57 (SD = 0.47). 

Standard deviations of scores within these subscales were also varied with a range of 0.47 

to 0.98. Budgeting, with a standard deviation of 0.98 showed the greatest variability of 
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scores. The construct of Site Based Management received a mean importance rating score 

of 4.21 (SD = 0.60) indicating assistant principals believed the skills within this construct 

are very important for first year assistant principals. 

Principals rated all areas in the Site Based Management construct lower than other 

groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales ranged from 2.85 

(Budgeting) to 3.99 (District Initiatives). The standard deviation of all subscales was 

consistent with a range of 0.60 to 0.66. The Construct of Site Based Management 

received a mean importance rating score of 3.50 (SD = 0.59) indicating principals 

believed these skills to be important to very important for beginning assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Site Based Management construct were 

consistently higher than the ratings of principals and lower than the ratings of assistant 

principals. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 3.06 (Budgeting) to 4.28 (District 

Initiatives). The standard deviations ranged from 0.46 to 0.68 with greater variable noted 

in the lowest rated construct (Resource Management). The construct of Site Based 

Management received an overall importance rating of 3.75 (SD = 0.43) indicating that 

district executive staff believed these skills to be very important for beginning assistant 

principals.  

The three educator groups displayed the same pattern of importance ratings in this 

construct. All groups indicated that District Initiatives were the most important skill set 

for the beginning assistant principal. Strategic Planning was the second most important 

skill set and Budgeting was the least important skill set for the beginning assistant 

principals.  Importance ratings in all areas of the Site Based Management construct were 
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highest from assistant principals and lowest from principals. Importance ratings on the 5 

point Likert scale ranged from the lower end of the important range to the extremely 

important range.  

Summary 

 Assistant principals rated the importance of skill sets for beginning assistant 

principals in the very important to extremely important range for all skills. All six 

constructs within the study, Planning and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, Safety 

and Organizational Management, Community Relations, Professionalism and Site Based 

Management were rated with mean scores greater than 4.20. All subscales of the 

constructs, with the exception of Budgeting and Resource Management were rated with 

mean scores greater than 4.00. Importance ratings for this educator group were 

consistently higher than the scores of any other group. There were only two subscales, 

Community Relations and Collaboration than were scored as more important by another 

group. Assistant principals rated the constructs in order of importance as Safety and 

Organizational Management, Instructional Leadership, Professionalism, Communication 

and Community Relations, Planning and Assessment and Site Based Management. The 

five highest rated skill sets by subscale were School Safety and Discipline, Professional 

Actions, School Climate, Goal Setting and Attainment and Program Supervision. The 

five lowest rated skill sets by subscale were Budgeting, Resource Management, Meeting 

Diverse Needs, Professional Development and School Improvement Plan. 

 Principals rated the importance of skills sets for beginning assistant principals in 

the important to extremely important range for all skills. All six constructs were rated in 
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the very important range with mean scores from 3.50 to 4.20. These scores were all lower 

than the importance rating scores of the other educator groups. Subscale scores were also 

lower than the other groups. Principals rated no subscale higher than assistant principals. 

Principals rated two subscales higher than district executive staff. These were Daily 

Operations and Professional Actions. The importance rankings of the Constructs by 

principals were Safety and Organizational Management, Instructional Leadership, 

Professionalism, Communication and Community Relations, Planning and Assessment 

and Site Based Management. The five highest rated skill sets by subscale were 

Professional Actions, School Safety and Discipline, Goal Setting and Attainment, School 

Climate and Fiscal Responsibility. The five lowest rated skill sets by subscale were 

Budgeting, Resource Management, Meeting Diverse Needs, Service and Data Analysis. 

 District executive staff rated the importance of skill sets for beginning assistant 

principals in the very important to extremely important range. All six constructs were 

rated in the very important range with mean scores from 3.75 to 4.36. These scores were 

lower than the scores of assistant principals and higher than the scores of principals. 

Subscale scores were generally lower than assistant principal scores and higher than 

principal scores. District executive staff rated the Community Relations and 

Collaboration subscales higher than both assistant principals and principals. The 

importance rankings of the constructs by the district executive staff were Professionalism, 

Safety and Organizational Management, Communication and Community Relations, 

Instructional Leadership, Planning and Assessment and Site Based Management. The five 

highest rated skill sets by subscale were Collaboration, Community Relations, School 
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Safety and Discipline, Community Relations and Professional Actions. The five lowest 

rated skill sets by subscale were Budgeting, Resource Management, Meeting Diverse 

Needs, Daily Operations and Improved SOL Scores.  

 In summary, assistant principals and principals identified the importance ranking 

of the constructs in the same order, although with varying importance ratings. All three 

groups identified the least important constructs as Site Based Management and Planning 

and Assessment. All three groups identified School Safety and Discipline, Professional 

Actions and School Climate as most important skill sets for beginning assistant 

principals. All three groups identified Budgeting, Resource Management and Meeting 

Diverse Needs as least important skill sets for beginning assistant principals.  

Results of Descriptive Analysis Question 2 

The second question of the descriptive analysis is “What skill sets do the EG 

believe are the most important for more experienced (years 2 – 5) assistant principals as 

they gain skills to become the potential principals of the future?” Summary data for all 

construct and variables is presented in Table 11. Complete discussion of results by 

construct follows. 
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Table 11 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs Years 2 – 5 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Assistant Principal Principal District Executive 

Construct/Subscale N* Mean SD N  Mean SD N Mean SD 

 

Planning and Assessment 

 

13 

 

4.62 

 

0.38 

 

24 

 

4.42 

 

0.32 

 

5 

 

4.57 

 

0.56 

   Data Analysis 14 4.62 0.39 26 4.55 0.35 5 4.54 0.75 

   School Improvement Plan 18 4.66 0.36 30 4.53 0.28 6 4.68 0.44 

   Improved SOL Scores 14 4.69 0.28 30 4.47 0.34 6 4.53 0.49 

   Resource Management 14 4.55 0.59 28 4.00 0.59 6 4.56 0.50 

Instructional Leadership 12 4.72 0.36 29 4.67 0.28 4 4.56 0.54 

   Vision 13 4.81 0.24 32 4.66 0.33 6 4.67 0.59 

   Program Supervision 14 4.79 0.33 30 4.73 0.31 6 4.77 0.48 

   Human Resources 13 4.64 0.53 32 4.58 0.31 5 4.44 0.53 

   Staff Development 14 4.68 0.35 32 4.55 0.36 6 4.75 0.27 

   Problem Solving 14 4.77 0.46 31 4.74 0.33 5 4.64 0.61 

Safety/Organizational 

Management 

 

14 4.65 0.42 28 4.66 0.37 6 4.54 0.63 

   School Safety/Discipline 14 4.67 0.48 28 4.89 0.22 6 4.67 0.53 

   Daily Operations 14 4.61 0.45 31 4.48 0.49 6 4.37 0.72 

   Fiscal Responsibility 14 4.64 0.57 32 4.59 0.51 6 4.42 0.80 

   Goal Setting and Attainment 14 4.67 0.35 32 4.66 0.49 6 4.72 0.53 
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Table 11 Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs Years 2 – 5 (continued) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Assistant Principal Principal District Executive 

Construct/Subscale N* Mean SD N  Mean SD N Mean SD 

 

Communication and 

Community Relations 

 

14 

 

4.68 

 

0.39 

 

28 

 

4.48 

 

0.40 

 

6 

 

4.56 

 

0.55 

   School Climate 14 4.86 0.31 32 4.69 0.33 6 4.75 0.42 

   Community Relations 14 4.75 0.47 32 4.61 0.47 6 4.67 0.82 

   Meeting Diverse Needs 14 4.45 0.61 32 4.12 0.53 6 4.25 0.50 

Professionalism 14 4.71 0.48 32 4.61 0.36 6 4.68 0.62 

   Professional Actions 14 4.79 0.58 32 4.94 0.25 6 4.83 0.41 

   Collaboration 14 4.71 0.61 32 4.59 0.61 6 4.67 0.82 

   Professional Development 14 4.71 0.43 32 4.45 0.36 6 4.39 0.88 

   Service 14 4.64 0.74 32 4.47 0.72 6 4.83 0.41 

Site Based Management 13 4.67 0.39 27 4.40 0.39 4 4.53 0.57 

   Budgeting 14 4.55 0.39 28 4.00 0.59 6 4.56 0.50 

   Strategic Planning 14 4.66 0.41 27 4.51 0.35 5 4.55 0.59 

   District Initiatives 13 4.79 0.29 32 4.71 0.31 4 4.63 0.60 

 

* N =number of participants who completed all items for the construct or subscale 
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Planning and Assessment Construct 

 The Planning and Assessment construct was comprised of four subscales. These 

four variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) were Data Analysis 

(k=7), School Improvement Plan (k=10), Improves Scores on the Virginia SOL tests (k= 

10) and Resource Management (k=3). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) 

ranged from a mean score of 4.42 (assistant principals) to 4.62 (principals) with 

importance ratings in the extremely important range. Summary statistics are presented in 

Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated all but one subscale in the Planning and Assessment 

construct lower than other groups within the survey. Data Analysis, School Improvement 

Plan and Improved SOL Scores received comparable scores with means between 4.47 

and 4.53 indicating a belief that these skills are in the extremely important range. 

Standard deviations of scores within these subscales were also consistent with a range of 

0.28 to 0.35. Resource Management was identified as the least important skill set within 

this construct for more experienced assistant principals by the assistant principal group 

with a mean importance rating score of 4.00. The standard deviation of the Resource 

Management subscale was 0.59 indicating more variance of the scores within the 

subjects. The construct of Planning and Assessment received a mean importance rating 

score of 4.42 (SD = 0.38) indicating assistant principals believed the skills within this 

construct are extremely important for first year assistant principals. 

Principals rated three of the four subscales in the Planning and Assessment 

construct higher than other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales 
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ranged from 4.55 (Resource Management) to 4.69 (Improve SOL scores). Improved SOL 

scores, School Improvement Planning, Data Analysis and Resource management were all 

relatively equally scored.  The standard deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.28 to 

0.59 with only Resource Management yielding a standard deviation greater than 0.35. 

Resource Management was identified as the least important skill set within this construct 

for more experienced assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 

4.00 (SD = 0.59). The Construct of Planning and Assessment received a mean importance 

rating score of 4.42 (SD = 0.32) indicating principals believed these skills to be very 

important to extremely important for more experienced assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Planning and Assessment construct were 

higher than the ratings of principals and assistant principals on three of the four 

subscales. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 4.56 (Resource Management) to 

4.68 (School Improvement Plan). Data Analysis, School Improvement Plan, Improved 

SOL Scores and Resource Management were rated in the extremely important range.  

The standard deviations ranged of the subscales ranged from 0.44 to 0.75 with greater 

variable noted in the Data Analysis construct. The construct of Planning and Assessment 

received an overall importance rating of 4.57 (SD = 0.56) indicating that district 

executive staff believes these skills to be extremely important for more experienced 

assistant principals.  

Principals, assistant principals and district executive staff all identified a different 

subscale as the most important skill set for more experienced assistant principals. 

Principals and assistant principals identified Resource Management as the least important 
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of the skill sets, while district executive staff identified Improved SOL Scores as the least 

important skill set. It should be noted that there was minimal variation between most of 

the scores with all subscale scores but one (Resource Management by principals) falling 

in the extremely important range.  

Instructional Leadership Construct 

 The Instructional Leadership Construct was comprised of five subscales. These 

five subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Vision (k=8), 

Program Supervision (k=5), Human Resources (k=11), Staff Development (k=4) and 

Problem Solving (k=5). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean 

score of 4.56 (district executive) to 4.72 (assistant principals) with importance ratings in 

the extremely important range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated all areas in the Instructional Leadership construct in the 

extremely important range. Subscale scores within the construct ranged from 4.64 

(Human Resources) to 4.81 (Vision). Standard deviations of scores within all subscales 

within the construct were consistent with a range of 0.24 to 0.53. Human Resources was 

identified as the least important skill set within this construct for more experienced 

assistant principals by the assistant principal group with a mean importance rating score 

of 4.64 (SD = 0.53). The construct of Instructional Leadership received a mean 

importance rating score of 4.72 (SD = 0.36) indicating assistant principals believed the 

skills within this construct are extremely important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 
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Principals rated all subscales in the Instructional Leadership construct lower than 

assistant principals, but still within the extremely important range. The mean scores for 

the subscales ranged from 4.55 (Staff Development) to 4.77 (Program Supervision).  The 

standard deviation of all subscales was consistent with a range of 0.31 to 0.36 indicating 

fairly consistent ratings by the participants. Staff Development was identified as the least 

important skill set within this construct for more experienced assistant principals by the 

principal group with a mean score of 4.55 (SD = 0.36). The construct of Instructional 

Leadership received a mean importance rating score of 4.67 (SD = 0.28) indicating 

principals believe these skills to be extremely important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Instructional Leadership construct also 

generally fell in the extremely important range. The mean scores of the ratings ranged 

from 4.44 (Human Resources) to 4.77 (Program Supervision). Vision, Program 

Supervision, Staff Development and Problem Solving were rated in the extremely 

important range. Human Resources was rated as the least important skill within this 

construct by the district executive staff with a mean rating score of 4.44 (SD = 0.53). The 

standard deviations ranged from 0.27 to 0.61 with greater variability noted in Vision and 

Problem Solving. The construct of Instructional Leadership received an overall 

importance rating of 4.56 (SD = 0.54) indicating that district executive staff believed 

these skills to be extremely important for more experienced assistant principals.  

Principals and district executive staff rated Program Supervision as the most 

important skill set within the Instructional Leadership construct for more experienced 
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assistant principals. Assistant principals and district executive staff identified Human 

Resources as the least important skill set within the Instructional Leadership construct for 

more experienced assistant principals. Importance ratings on the 5 point Likert scale 

ranged from the upper end of the very important range to the extremely important range 

for all subscales by all three groups.  

Safety and Organizational Management Construct 

 The Safety and Organizational Management construct was comprised of four 

subscales. These four subscale or variables and their respective number of items (k) were 

School Safety and Discipline (k=6), Daily Operations (k=5), Fiscal Responsibility (k=2) 

and Goal Setting and Attainment (k=3). Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) 

ranged from a mean score of 4.54 (district executive) to 4.66 (principals) with importance 

ratings in the extremely important range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated three of the four subscales in the Safety and 

Organizational Management construct higher than other groups within the survey. All 

subscales were rated in the extremely important range with mean scores between 4.61 

and 4.67 indicating a belief that these skills are in the extremely important range. 

Standard deviations of scores within subscales ranged of 0.35 to 0.57. Daily Operations 

was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for more experienced 

assistant principals by the assistant principal group with a mean importance rating score 

of 4.61 (SD = 0.45) . The highest rated subscales within the construct were School Safety 

and Discipline (M = 4.67, SD = 0.48) and Goal Setting and Attainment (M= 4.67, SD = 

0.48). The construct of Safety and Organizational Management received a mean 
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importance rating score of 4.65 (SD = 0.42) indicating assistant principals believed the 

skills within this construct are extremely important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 

Principals rated all subscales in the Safety and Organizational Management in the 

very important to extremely important range. The mean scores for the subscales ranged 

from 4.48 (Daily Operations) to 4.89 (School Safety and Discipline).  The standard 

deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.22 (School Safety and Discipline) to 0.51 (Fiscal 

Responsibility). School Safety and Discipline was identified as the most important skill 

set for more experienced assistant principals with a mean score of 4.89 and a standard 

deviation of 0.22 indicating there was almost no variability of scores within the subscale. 

Daily Operations was identified as the least important skill set within this construct for 

more experienced assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 4.48 

(SD = 0.49). The construct of Safety and Organizational Management received a mean 

importance rating score of 4.66 (SD = 0.37) indicating principals believed these skills to 

be extremely important for more experienced assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct were lower than the ratings of principals and assistant principals except in the 

area of Goal Setting and Attainment. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 4.37 

(Daily Operations) to 4.72 (Goal Setting and Attainment). The standard deviations of the 

subscales ranged from 0.53 to 0.80 indicating some variability with the scores. The 

construct of Safety and Organizational Management received an overall importance 
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rating of 4.54 (SD = 0.63) indicating that district executive staff believed these skills to 

be extremely important for more experienced assistant principals.  

The three educator groups identified School Safety and Discipline and Goal 

Setting and Attainment as their top two subscales in the Safety and Organizational 

Management construct. Assistant principals identified all skill sets in the extremely 

important range while principals and district executive staff identified some skill sets in 

the very important range. Overall ratings on the construct of Safety and Organizational 

Management were in the extremely important range for all three educator groups.  

Communication and Community Relations Construct 

 The Communication and Community Relations Construct was comprised of three 

subscales. These subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were 

School Climate (k=2), Community Relations (k=2) and Meeting Diverse Needs (k=4).  

Overall ratings by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 4.48 

(principals) to 4.68 (assistant principals) with importance ratings in the very important to 

extremely important range. Summary statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated all three subscales in the Communication and 

Community Relations construct higher than other groups within the survey. The mean 

scores of the subscales ranged from 4.45 (Meeting Diverse Needs) to 4.86 (School 

Climate). Standard deviations of scores within these subscales ranged from 0.31 to 0.61. 

Meeting Diverse Needs was the lowest rated subscale with a mean score of 4.45 (SD = 

0.61). The construct of Communication and Community Relations received a mean 

importance rating score of 4.68 (SD = 0.39) indicating assistant principals believed the 
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skills within this construct are extremely important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 

Principals rated all areas in the Communication and Community Relations 

construct lower than other groups within the survey. The mean scores for the subscales 

ranged from 4.12 (Meeting diverse Needs) to 4.69 (School Climate). The standard 

deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.33 to 0.53. Meeting Diverse Needs was 

identified as the least important skill set within this construct for more experienced 

assistant principals by the principal group with a mean score of 4.12 (SD = 0.53). The 

Construct of Communication and Community Relations received a mean importance 

rating score of 4.48 (SD = 0.40) indicating principals believed these skills to be very 

important for more experienced assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Communication and Community Relations 

construct were higher than the ratings of principals and lower than the ratings of the 

assistant principals. The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 4.25 (Meeting Diverse 

Needs) to 4.75 (School Climate). School Climate and Community Relations were rated in 

the extremely important range with mean scores 4.50 or above. The standard deviations 

ranged from 0.42 to 0.82 with the greatest variability in Community Relations. 

Communication and Community Relations received an overall importance rating of 4.56 

(SD = 0.55) indicating that district executive staff believes these skills to be extremely 

important for more experienced assistant principals.  

The three educator groups displayed the same importance rating patterns in this 

construct. School Climate was rated as the most important skill set of the construct by 
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assistant principals, principals and district executive staff with mean scores of 4.86, 4.69 

and 4.75 respectively. Community Relations was identified as the second most important 

skill set. Meeting Diverse Needs was rated as the least important construct by the 

assistant principals, principals and district executive staff with mean scores of 4.45, 4.12 

and 4.25 respectively. Importance ratings in all areas of the Communications and 

Community Relations construct were lowest from principals. Importance ratings on the 5 

point Likert scale ranged from the very important range to the extremely important range. 

Professionalism Construct 

 The Professionalism Construct was comprised of four subscales. These subscales 

or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Professional Actions (k=1), 

Collaboration (k=1), Professional Development (k=3) and Service (k=1). Overall ratings 

by the Educator Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 4.61 (principals) to 4.71 

(assistant principals) with importance ratings in the extremely important range. Summary 

statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated two of the four areas in the Professionalism construct 

higher than other groups within the survey. Professional Actions was the highest rated 

construct with a mean score of 4.79. The Collaboration and Service constructs received 

the same mean score of 4.71 and Professional Development was rated as the lowest 

construct with a mean score of 4.64. The standard deviations ranged from 0.43 to 0.74 

with greatest variability of responses in Collaboration (SD = .61) and Service (SD = .74). 

All four skill sets represented by the subscales were rated in the extremely important 

range. The construct of Professionalism received a mean importance rating score of 4.71 
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(SD = 0.48) indicating assistant principals believed the skills within this construct are 

extremely important for more experienced assistant principals. 

The ratings of principals in the areas of the Professionalism construct were varied 

when compared to both the assistant principals and district executive staff. The ratings in 

the area of Professional Actions were higher than the ratings of assistant principals and 

district executive staff, with a mean score of 4.94 and standard deviation of 0.25, 

indicating almost complete agreement among the principals on the importance of this 

skill set. The ratings in all other areas were lower than the assistant principals. The mean 

scores for the subscales ranged from 4.94 (Professional Actions) to 4.45 (Professional 

Development).  The standard deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.25 in Professional 

Actions to 0.72 in Service. The Construct of Professionalism received a mean importance 

rating score of 4.61 (SD = 0.36) indicating principals believed these skills to extremely 

important for more experienced assistant principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Professionalism construct were variable in 

their relationship to the other groups. District executive staff identified Professional 

Actions and Service as the most important skill sets within the construct with mean 

scores of 4.83 (SD = 0.41). The mean scores of the ratings ranged from 4.39 (Professional 

Development) to 4.83 (Professional Actions and Service). Collaboration and Professional 

Actions were both rated as extremely important skills for more experienced assistant 

principals. The standard deviations ranged from 0.41 to 0.88 with highest variability 

noted in Professional Development and Collaboration. The construct of Professionalism 

received an overall importance rating of 4.68 (SD = 0.62) indicating that district 
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executive staff believed these skills to be extremely important for more experienced 

assistant principals.  

Principals, assistant principals and district executive staff rated Professional 

Actions as the most important skill set within the Professionalism construct for more 

experienced assistant principals. Principals and district executive staff identified 

Professional Development as the least important skill and assistant principals identified 

Service as the least important skill set within the construct. Importance ratings on the 5 

point Likert scale ranged from the very important range to the extremely important range.  

Site Based Management Construct 

 The Site Based Management Construct was comprised of three subscales. These 

subscales or variables and their respective number of items (k) were Budgeting (k=3), 

Strategic Planning ( k=13) and District Initiatives (k=8). Overall ratings by the Educator 

Groups (EG) ranged from a mean score of 4.40 (principals) to 4.67 (assistant principals) 

with importance ratings in the very important to extremely important range. Summary 

statistics are presented in Table 11. 

Assistant principals rated two of three subscales in the Site Based Management 

construct higher than other groups within the survey. There was limited variability 

between the scores of the subscales.  Budgeting received a mean score of 4.55 (SD = 

0.39), Strategic Planning a mean score of 4.66 (SD = 0.41) and District Initiatives a mean 

score of 4.79 (SD = 0.29). Standard deviations of scores within these subscales were also 

varied with a range of 0.29 to 0.41. The construct of Site Based Management received a 

mean importance rating score of 4.67 (SD = 0.39) indicating assistant principals believed 
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the skills within this construct are extremely important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 

Principals rated all areas in the Site Based Management construct lower than 

assistant principals. The mean scores for the subscales ranged from 4.00 (Budgeting) to 

4.71 (District Initiatives). The standard deviation of all subscales ranged from 0.31 to 

0.59 with greatest variability in the Budgeting subscale. The construct of Site Based 

Management received a mean importance rating score of 4.40 (SD = 0.39) indicating 

principals believed these skills to be very important for more experienced assistant 

principals. 

District executive staff ratings in the Site Based Management construct were 

closely grouped with mean scores of the ratings ranging from 4.55 (Strategic Planning) to 

4.63 (District Initiatives). The standard deviations ranged from 0.50 to 0.60. The 

construct of Planning and Assessment received an overall importance rating of 4.53 

(SD = 0.57) indicating that district executive staff believed these skills to be extremely 

important for more experienced assistant principals.  

Assistant principals and principals displayed the same importance rating pattern 

for the Site Based Management with District Initiatives being rated as most important, 

Strategic Planning as second and Budgeting as the least important. District executive staff 

also rated District Initiatives as the most important skill set. Importance ratings on the 5 

point Likert scale ranged from the very important range to the extremely important range.  
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Summary 

 Assistant principals rated the importance of skill sets for more experienced 

assistant principals in the very important to extremely important range for all skills. All 

six constructs within the study, Planning and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, 

Safety and Organizational Management, Community Relations, Professionalism and Site 

Based Management were rated with mean scores greater than 4.60. All subscales of the 

constructs, with the exception of Meeting Diverse Needs were rated with mean scores 

greater than 4.50. Importance ratings for this educator group were higher than the scores 

of other groups in 16 of 22 subscales. Assistant principals rated the constructs in order of 

importance as Instructional Leadership, Professionalism, Communication and 

Community Relations, Site Based Management, Safety and Organizational Management 

and Planning and Assessment. The five highest rated skill sets by subscale were School 

Climate, Vision, Professional Actions, District Initiatives and Program Supervision. The 

five lowest rated skill sets by subscale were Meeting Diverse Needs, Budgeting, 

Resource Management, Daily Operations and Data Analysis. It should be noted that 

while these were the lowest rated skill sets, they still fell within the very important to 

extremely important range of skills. 

 Principals rated the importance of skills sets for more experienced assistant 

principals in the very important to extremely important range for all skills. All six 

constructs were rated in the very important to extremely important range with mean 

scores from 4.40 to 4.67. Principals rated two subscales higher than assistant principals. 

These were School Safety and Discipline and Professional Actions. The importance 
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rankings of the constructs by principals were Instructional Leadership, Safety and 

Organizational Management, Professionalism, Communication and Community 

Relations, Planning and Assessment and Site Based Management. The five highest rated 

skill sets by subscale were Professional Actions, School Safety and Discipline, Program 

Supervision, Problem Solving and District Initiatives. The five lowest rated skill sets by 

subscale were Budgeting, Resource Management, Meeting Diverse Needs, Professional 

Development and Improved SOL Scores. 

 District executive staff rated the importance of skill sets for beginning assistant 

principals in the very important to extremely important range. All Six constructs were 

rated in the extremely important range with mean scores from 4.53 to 4.68. These scores 

were lower than the scores of assistant principals. District executive staff rated the School 

Improvement Plan, Staff Development, Goal Setting and Attainment and Service 

subscales higher than both assistant principals and principals. The importance rankings of 

the constructs by the district executive staff were Professionalism, Planning and 

Assessment, Instructional Leadership, Communication and Community Relations, Safety 

and Organizational Management and Site Based Management. The five highest rated skill 

sets by subscale were Service, Professional Actions, Program Supervision, School 

Climate and School Improvement Plan. The five lowest rated skill sets by subscale were 

Meeting Diverse Needs, Daily Operations, Professional Development, Fiscal 

Responsibility and Human Resources. 

 In summary, there were closer mean scores for the constructs and subscales for 

more experienced assistant principals than scores for beginning assistant principals. 



 

 133 

There was not a uniformity to construct or subscale importance for the skill sets for more 

experienced assistant principals. 

Results of Descriptive Analysis Question 3 

“The third descriptive question was, “What are the specific skills and knowledge, 

outside of the normal administrative licensure requirements, that building level 

administrators need for success in their first year and were these skills taught during the 

certification program for administration”? 

As a part of the survey process, first year assistant principals were presented with 

three columns of responses. The first column rated the importance of skills for the 

beginning assistant principal, the second column rated the importance of the skill for 

more experienced assistant principals and the third column asked the question, “Was this 

skill taught in courses”? First year assistant principals were asked to circle either yes or 

no to indicate if they received training in this skill during their certification preparation 

classes. Data was tabulated for each survey item and then grouped into the subscale 

categories and constructs for discussion. Summary results are provided in Table 12. 

Specific results are discussed below. A complete table of all results is available in 

Appendix D. 
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Table 12 

Summary Results of Preparation Skills for Assistant Principals 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Construct / Subscale Percentage of Assistant Principals 

Reporting Instruction in Skill 

 

Planning and Assessment 65 

   Data Analysis 72 

   School Improvement Plan 69 

   Improved SOL Scores 55 

   Resource Management 65 

Instructional Leadership 64 

   Vision 63 

   Program Supervision 67 

   Human Resources 60 

   Staff Development 66 

   Problem Solving 70 

Safety/Organizational Management 47 

   School Safety/Discipline 56 

   Daily Operations 36 

   Fiscal Responsibility 30 

   Goal Setting and Attainment 58 
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Table 12 Summary Results of Preparation Skills for Assistant Principals (continued) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Construct / Subscale Percentage of Assistant Principals 

Reporting Instruction in Skill 

 

Communication and Community Relations 61 

   School Climate 77 

   Community Relations 68 

   Meeting Diverse Needs 52 

Professionalism 61 

   Professional Actions 77 

   Collaboration 53 

   Professional Development 58 

   Service 61 

Site Based Management 66 

   Budgeting 65 

   Strategic Planning 62 

   District Initiatives 72 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Planning and Assessment 

 Planning and Assessment was composed of four subscales for discussion. Overall 

respondents indicated they had received instruction in 65% of the specific indicators 

listed for planning and assessment. 
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 Data Analysis was the skill set most survey participants reported receiving 

instruction in their preparation coursework. Respondents reported receiving instruction in 

72% of the specific indicators. The greatest number of assistant principals reported 

receiving instruction in the areas of understanding research based interventions (88%), 

implementing changes to programs based on data (81%) and planning changes to 

programs based on data (77%).The smallest number of assistant principals reported 

receiving instruction in communicating statistical data to others (52%) and identifying 

strengths and weaknesses of the school program (61%). 

 School Improvement Planning skills were reported as taught as part of the 

curriculum for administrative licensure by 69% of the respondents. The greatest number 

of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of reading current 

literature on education issues (94%), understanding the change process (83%) and leading 

the change process (88%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving 

instruction in understanding the strategic planning process (41%), participating in the 

strategic planning process (50%) and leading the strategic planning process (61%). 

 Improving Scores on State Standardized Testing skills were reported as taught as 

part of the curriculum for administrative licensure by 55% of respondents. The greatest 

number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of applying 

current research to schools (83%) and monitoring student achievement (83%). The 

smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in 

curriculum revisions (27%), participating in master scheduling (35%) and monitoring, 

evaluating and adjusting remediation and intervention programs (41%). 
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 Resource Management skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 65% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction on understanding the budget process (82%). The 

smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction on monitoring and 

assessing budget allocations (58%). 

Instructional Leadership 

 Instructional Leadership was composed of five subscales. Overall respondents 

indicated they had received instruction in 64% of the specific tasks in the survey.  

 Vision skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for administrative 

licensure by 63% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant principals reported 

receiving instruction in the areas of focusing on student achievement (94%) and 

analyzing data and teaching methods to make recommendations to improve classroom 

instruction (88%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving 

instruction in understanding school remediation and intervention programs (33%), 

monitoring and adjusting remediation programs (41%) and recognizing, encouraging and 

celebrating excellence with staff and students (38%). 

 Program Supervision skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 67% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of providing direction and support to 

staff in instruction (88%) and understanding regulations related to special education, 

gifted education and English as a Second Language (ESOL) (76%). The smallest number 

of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in understanding Adequate Yearly 
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Progress (44%) and identifying best instructional practices for student groups with 

identified needs (61%). 

 Human Resources skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 60% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of observing teachers (88%) and 

completing the evaluation process with teachers (83%). The smallest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in completing the evaluation process with non-

certificated personnel (38%) and participating in development of a staff handbook (16%). 

 Staff Development skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 66% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in the area of participating in the school 

professional development plan (77%). The smallest number of assistant principals 

reported receiving instruction in participating in professional learning communities 

(62%) and sharing data and its relationship to professional development programs (61%). 

 Problem Solving skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 70% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in providing shared leadership and decision 

making opportunities for all staff (94%). The smallest number of assistant principals 

reported receiving instruction in developing and implementing problem solving strategies 

to address parent concerns (53%). 
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Safety and Organizational Management 

 School Safety and Organizational management was composed of four subscales. 

Overall respondents indicated they had received instruction in 47% of the specific 

indicators listed for safety and organizational management. 

 School Safety and Discipline skills were reported as taught as part of the 

curriculum for administrative licensure by 56% of respondents. The greatest number of 

assistant principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of communication of 

behavioral expectations to students and parents (66%) and using behavior management 

skills to maintain order in large group situations (70%). The smallest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in knowing the school crisis plan (38%) and 

managing emergency situations as they arise (47%). 

 Daily Operations skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 36% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in identifying and addressing problems within 

school (63%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction  

in knowing the school plant and emergency procedures (16%) and understanding the 

structure of the school and role of each employee (17%). 

 Fiscal Responsibility skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 30% of respondents. Assistant principals reported receiving 

little training in understanding county regulations and standard operating procedures 

(33%) and in maintaining staff records (27%). 
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 Goal Setting and Attainment skills were reported as taught as apart of the 

curriculum for administrative licensure by 58% of respondents. The highest number of 

assistant principals reported receiving instruction in performing duties in a timely manner 

(72%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in 

maintaining records (41%). 

Communication and Community Relations 

 Communication and Community Relations is composed of three subscales. 

Overall respondents indicated they had received instruction in 62% of the specific 

indicators listed for communication and community relations. 

 School Climate skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 77% of respondents. Approximately three quarters of 

assistant principals reported they had received instruction in facilitating communication 

with staff, students and parents and in soliciting staff input for decision making. 

 Community Relations skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 68% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in using multiple modes of communication with 

staff, students and parents (83%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported 

receiving instruction in supporting division initiatives and sharing the information with 

stakeholders (52%). 

 Meeting Diverse Needs skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 52% of respondents. All respondents (100%) indicated they 

had received education on modeling and promoting an appreciation of diversity. The 
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smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in seeking grants 

and partnerships for school improvement (22%) and participating in the school advisory 

committee (38%). 

Professionalism 

 Professionalism is composed of four subscales. Overall respondents indicated 

they had received instruction in 61% of the specific indicators listed for professionalism. 

 Professional Actions skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 77% of respondents. There is only one indicator for the 

category and 77% of respondents indicated they had received training in their university 

program regarding modeling professional, moral and ethical standards as well as personal 

integrity.  

 Collaboration skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 53% of respondents. There is only one indicator for the 

category and 53% of the respondents indicated they had received training in working 

with other administrators, school personnel and the community to promote and support 

the mission and goals of the school division.  

 Professional development skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum 

for administrative licensure by 58% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in participating in division professional growth 

opportunities (76%). The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving 

instruction participating in non-division professional growth opportunities (33%). 
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 Service skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for administrative 

licensure by 61% of respondents. There is only one indicator for the category and 61% of 

the respondents indicated they had received training in providing serviced to the 

profession, the division and the community. 

Site-Based Management 

 Site-based management is composed of three subscales. Overall respondents 

indicated they had received instruction in 65% of the specific indicators listed for site-

based management. 

 Budgeting skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 65% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in understanding the budget process (82%). The 

smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in monitoring and 

assessing budget allocations (58%). 

 Strategic Planning skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 62% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of providing shared leadership 

opportunities (94%) and leading the change process (88%). The smallest number of 

assistant principals reported receiving instruction in participating in the school advisory 

council and leading the school advisory council (27%).  

 District initiative skills were reported as taught as part of the curriculum for 

administrative licensure by 72% of respondents. The greatest number of assistant 

principals reported receiving instruction in the areas of providing shared leadership 
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opportunities (94%) and providing direction and support to staff in instruction (88%). 

The smallest number of assistant principals reported receiving instruction in supporting 

division wide initiative and sharing information with stakeholders (53%) and 

understanding data from division testing programs and leading adaptations in instruction 

(55%). 

Summary 

 First year assistant principals were requested to indicate if they received training 

in the specific skills as a part of their educational program preparing them for 

administrative licensure and jobs as administrators in school. The survey contained 93 

skills. Of the 93 items, there was only one skill that all respondents indicated they had 

received training. This was in modeling an appreciation of diversity.  

Over 90% of survey respondents reported receiving instruction through their 

certification preparation program in three additional skills. These were reading current 

literature on educational issues, communicating a focus on student achievement and 

providing shared leadership and decision making opportunities for all staff. Over 80% of 

survey respondents reported receiving instruction in additional skills. These included 

understanding research based interventions, implementing changes to programs based on 

data, understanding the change process, leading the change process, applying current 

research on best practice in the school setting, monitoring student achievement, 

understanding the budget process, analyzing data and teaching methods and making 

recommendations to improve classroom instruction, providing direction and support to 
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staff in instruction, observing teachers and using multiple modes of communication with 

staff, students and parents. 

Less than 50% of the assistant principals reported receiving instruction through 

their certification preparation program in 24 of the 93 specific skills presented. These 

included skills from all six of the constructs. The specific skills included participating in 

curriculum revisions, understanding division testing programs, understanding and 

assisting in master scheduling, monitoring, evaluation and adjusting school remediation 

and instructional programs, understanding school remediation and intervention programs, 

recognizing, encouraging and celebrating excellence with students and staff, 

understanding Adequate Yearly Progress, participating in development of school 

handbook for staff, understanding and participating in new staff mentoring programs, 

knowing the School Crisis Plan, managing emergency situations, collaborating to provide 

student handbooks, knowing the school plant to include cut off valves, emergency 

procedures, etc., understanding the structure of the school and role of each employee, 

having a working knowledge of county regulations and standard operating procedures, 

maintenance of staff records, maintenance of student records, promoting community 

partnerships, seeking grants and partnerships for school improvement, participating in 

school advisory councils, leading school advisory councils participating in non-school 

district professional growth opportunities, and understanding the strategic planning 

process.  

Respondent scores for each skill were combined to provide the percentage of 

assistant principals reporting skill preparation in their certification program for the 
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subscales and constructs of this study. Five of the six constructs received overall 

percentage scores of between 60 and 70 indicating that approximately seven of ten people 

recently trained through university programs for licensure in administration and 

becoming school leaders are trained in most skills contained in the constructs of Planning 

and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, Communication and Community Relations, 

Professionalism and Site-Based Management. The construct of Safety and Organizational 

Management received an overall percentage score of 47 indicating that less than half of 

the assistant principals responding reported receiving skills training in areas included in 

the construct through their university licensure program. 

Results of Inferential Analysis of Research Hypothesis 

The questions addressed in the comparison analysis are 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator 

Groups (EGs) regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed for the success 

of first year assistant principals? 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the EGs 

regarding the importance of the skill sets of more experienced assistant principals 

preparing to become the principals of the future? 

• Does the time frame context (first year vs 2-5 years) effect the (EGs) beliefs 

regarding skills needed for success for the first year assistant principal and the more 

experienced assistant principal? 

 The statistical analysis used to compare the beliefs of the assistant principals, 

principals and district executive staff (EG groups) on the skill importance for first year 
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assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals included a one way analysis 

of variance for each time context. In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial designs was used to 

examine group differences. Each construct and each subscale or variable was included in 

the analysis.  

Planning and Assessment 

The Planning and Assessment construct of the survey included four variables. The 

four variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) were Data Analysis 

(k=7), School Improvement Planning (k=10), Improving Scores on State Standardized 

Testing (k=10) and Management of Resources (k=3). Each of these variables was 

compiled by incorporating a varying number of specific task indicators. A total of 30 

specific indicators were utilized in the planning and assessment area. Indicators were 

divided into specific variable/subscale scores for analysis as well as being combined into 

an overall score for the construct. The resultant scores have been compared between three 

groups both as skills for first year assistant principals and for assistant principals in years 

2-5. Specific results are discussed below and summary results provided in Table 13. 
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Table 13  

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Planning and Assessment 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

Data Analysis School 

Improvement 

Plan 

Improved SOL 

Scores 

Resource 

Management 

k * 

 

7 10 10 3 

 N 

 

   M SD N   M  SD N   M  SD N   M  SD 

 

Assistant 

Principal Year 1 

 

 

14 

 

4.33 

 

.57 

 

18 

 

4.32 

 

0.53 

 

17 

 

4.38 

 

0.49 

 

14 

 

3.76 

 

0.98 

Principal  

Year 1 

 

26 3.65 0.69 28 3.75 0.64 26 3.83 0.49 28 2.85 0.66 

District  

Year 1 

 

5 4.17 0.64 6 3.98 0.46 6 3.87 0.48 6 3.06 0.68 

Assistant 

Principal Years 

2-5 

 

14 4.62 0.39 18 4.66 0.36 14 4.69 0.28 14 4.55 0.59 

Principal  

Years 2-5 

 

26 4.55 0.35 30 4.53 0.28 30 4.47 0.34 28 4.00 0.59 

District  

Years 2-5 

 

5 4.54 0.75 6 4.68 0.44 6 4.53 0.49 6 4.56 0.50 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

k denotes number of items in subscale 

 

Data Analysis 

The first variable in the Planning and Assessment construct is Data Analysis. This 

variable was assessed with seven items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in the understanding of research, data collection, data analysis, interpreting 

achievement data, communicating data to others and planning and implementing changes 

based on data (see Table 13).  
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A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Years 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more  

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5). The means and standard deviations of the 

data analysis subscale scores are presented in Table 15 by time context and groups. The 

results of the ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .59, 

F(1,42) = 28.98, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. 

The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.41). Green and Salkind (2008) report that 

while a small versus a large η
2 

 is dependent upon the area of investigations, an η
2  

of .01, 

.06 and .14 are generally interpreted as small, medium and large effect sizes respectively. 

Cohen (1988) suggests that a η
2 

of .02, .13, and .20 can be interpreted as small, medium 

and large respectively. The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant 

Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .75, F(2, 42) = 6.90, p < .01, multivariate η
2
=.25, 

indicating a large effect size. The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.65 to 4.31 for 

skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 

4.54 to 4.62 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These 

increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the 

importance of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning 

assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the 
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groups are presented in Figure 2. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser 

and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of 

these tests are displayed in Table 14. This indicates a statistically significant difference 

between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 14 

Data Analysis - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time          Sum of              df              Mean            F         p          η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                             Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

    3.97            

 

     1 

 

    3.97 

  

28.98 

 

.00 

 

 .41 

Time*Group    Linear     1.89      2     0.95  6.90 .00  .25 

Error(time)       Linear     5.75    42     0.14    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Data Analysis subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill 

needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant 

principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  
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The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Data Analysis subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 15. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 are displayed in Table 16.  

 

Table 15 

Descriptive Statistics for the Data Analysis Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

 

Educator Group 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Mean  

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.33 

 

.57 

 

18 

 

4.62 

 

.39 

 

14 

Principal 3.65 .69 26 4.55 .35 31 

District Executive 4.17 .64 5 4.54 .75 5 

Total 3.95 .71 45 4.57 .41 45 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 16 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Data Analysis Subscale 

(Year 1)  

 

Source                     SS                             df            MS              F               η
2     

      p 

 

Corrected Model 4.85
a
 2 2.43 5.76 .20 .01 

Intercept 500.83 1 500.83 500.83 .96 .00 

Group 4.85 2 2.43 5.76 .20 .01 

Error 19.26 46 0.42    

Total 787.67 49     

Corrected Total 24.11 48     

 

a
 R squared = .201 (Adjusted R squared =.17) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 46) = 5.76, p < .01. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.20). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 17). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to data 

analysis (p < .01). This indicated that first year assistant principals believed they needed 
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more developed skills in data analysis during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of data analysis skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 17 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Data Analysis 

Subscale Year 1 

 

Source           Category                     Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.65 0.20 .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.14 0.33 .91 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal  0.65* 0.20  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.14 0.33  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in data analysis subscale mean scores for years 2 -5 

was not statistically significant, F(2, 46) = 0.16, p  = .85. The mean scores of the assistant 
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principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely important 

range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of data analysis skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the 

first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there 

were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of data 

analysis skills for later years. Figure 2 displays the subscale means of each of the three 

groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is denoted by 

the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year one 

context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view data analysis to be highly 

important. 
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Figure 2. Comparison of Educator Group (EG Means) on the Data Analysis Subscale: 

Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

School Improvement Plan 

The second variable in the Planning and Assessment construct is School 

Improvement Plan. This variable was assessed with ten items that measured EG’s 

perceived importance of having skills in understanding and communicating the vision 

and mission of the school, developing and implementing a school improvement plan, 

participating and leading strategic planning processes and understanding the change 

process (See Table 13).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and 

Time context, main effects (Year1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals potentially gaining the skills needed to be the principals 

of the future. The means and standard deviations of the school improvement plan 

subscale scores are presented in Table 19 by time context and group. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .42, F(1, 44) = 61.81,  

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was large (η
2
=.58). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant 

Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .75, F(2, 44) = 7.39, p < .01, multivariate η
2
=.25, 

also a large effect size. The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.75 to 4.32 for skill 

importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.53 

to 4.68 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These increases 

across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for 

more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The 

increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in 

Figure 3. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield 

the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed 

in Table 18. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean 

scores. 
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Table 18 

School Improvement Plan - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time         Sum of          df               Mean                F        p          η
2 

                                                               
Squares                          Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

   5.82 

 

 1 

 

5.82 

 

61.81 

 

.00 

 

.58 

Time*Group    Linear    1.39  2 0.70   7.39 .00 .25 

Error(time)       Linear    4.15 44 0.09    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the School Improvement Plan subscale. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the School Improvement Plan subscale. The means 

and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 19. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 20.  
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Table 19 

Descriptive Statistics for the School Improvement Plan Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Group 

  

Year 1 

 

Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group  

Mean 

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Mean  

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.32 

 

0.53 

 

18 

 

4.66 

 

0.36 

 

18 

Principal 3.75 0.64 28 4.53 0.28 30 

District Executive 3.98 0.46 6 4.68 0.44 6 

Total 3.97 0.63 52 4.57 0.33 50 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 20 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the School Improvement Plan 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                               df            MS              F              η
2     

     p 

 

Corrected Model 3.52
a
 2 1.76 5.13 .17 .01 

Intercept 562.94 1 562.94 1639.63 .97 .00 

Group 3.52 2 1.76 5.13 .17 .01 

Error 16.82 49 0.34    

Total 841.18 52     

Corrected Total 20.34 51     

 

a
 R squared = .17 (Adjusted R squared =.14) 

 

 
The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2,  49) = 5.13, p  =  .01. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.17). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 20). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

school improvement plan (p = .02). This indicated that first year assistant principals 
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believed they needed more developed skills in school improvement planning during their 

first year than principals believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of 

subjects and the questions of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was    

also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The 

Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant principals was statistically 

higher than the mean for principals for year one importance of school improvement plan 

skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 21 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the School 

Improvement Plan Subscale (Year 1)  

 

Source        Category              Category Mean         Standard      p    

                                                                                             Difference       Error 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.40*     0.14   .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive   0.20      0.20   .61 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal  0.40*       0.13  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.20        0.21  

 

*p < 0.05 
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 The ANOVA for differences in school improvement subscale mean scores for 

years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = 1.06, p = .35. The average mean 

scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the 

extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of school improvement plan skills 

lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of the school improvement plan skills for the later years. Figure 3 displays the subscale 

means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. Similar to Figure 3, we 

see that the EG x Time Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 

(years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 

context where all EGs view school improvement plan to be highly important. 
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Figure 3. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the School Improvement Plan 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

Improved Scores on State Standardized Testing 

The third variable in the Planning and Assessment construct is Improved Scores 

on State Standardized Testing (ISSST). This variable was assessed with ten items that 

measured EG’s perceived importance of having skills in understanding curriculum, 

articulating curriculum goals to stakeholders, applying current research on best practices 

in instruction, monitoring student achievement, understanding division and state testing 

requirements and understanding and implementing remediation and intervention 

programs (See Table 13). 

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially gaining the skills to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the ISSST subscale scores 

are presented in Table 22 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .40, F(1, 42)  =  63.16, p = .00. 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2
= .60). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically 

significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .78, F(2, 42)  =  5.88, p<.01. The effect 

size was determined to be large (η
2
=.22). The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.83 

to 4.38 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased 

to a range of 4.47 to 4.69 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. 

These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance 

of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant 

principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are 

presented in Figure 4. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- 

Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests 

are displayed in Table 22. This would indicate a statistically significant difference 

between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 22 

Improved Scores on State Standardized Testing - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time           Sum of             df                Mean          F          p          η
2 

                                                                  
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.44 

 

1 

 

4.44 

 

63.16 

 

.00 

 

.60 

Time*Group    Linear 0.83 2 0.41 5.86 .01 .22 

Error(time)       Linear 2.95 42 0.07    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the ISSST subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill needed 

for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant principals 

potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the ISSST subscale. The means and standard 

deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 23. The results of the ANOVA for Year 1 

are displayed in Table 24. 
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Table 23 

Descriptive Statistics for the Improved Scores on State Standardized Testing Subscale By 

Time Context and Educator Group  

  

Year 1 

 

Years 2 - 5 

 

Educator Group 

  

Mean 

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Mean  

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.38 

 

0.49 

 

17 

 

4.69 

 

0.28 

 

14 

Principal 3.83 0.49 26 4.53 0.34 30 

District Executive 3.87 0.48 6 4.53 0.49 6 

Total 4.03 0.54 49 4.54 0.35 50 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 24 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Improved Scores on State 

Standardized Testing Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                   SS                          df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.19
a
 2 1.60 6.64 .17 .00 

Intercept 552.65 1 552.65 2297.96 .97 .00 

Group 3.19 2 1.60 6.64 .17 .00 

Error 11.06 46 0.24    

Total 808.69 49     

Corrected Total 14.26 48     

 

a
 R squared = .22 (Adjusted R squared =.19) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 46) = 6.64, p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.17). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 23). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

improved scores on state standardized testing (p = .01). First year assistant principals 
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believed that they needed significantly more developed skills in improving scores on state 

standardized testing during their first year than principals believed were needed. Due to 

the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances between the 

groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple 

pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant 

principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one importance of 

skills for improving scores on state standardized testing (p < .05).  

 

Table 25 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Improved 

Scores on State Standardized Testing Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source        Category            Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.38 0.13 .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.18 .16 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.38* 0.12  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.20  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in the ISSST subscale mean scores for years 2 -5 

was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = 1.84, p = .17. The mean scores of the assistant 
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principals, principals and district executive staff were in the upper end of the very 

important range to the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of skills for improved scores for state 

standardized testing lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for the 

first year of assistant principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the 

importance of the skills lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a 

statistically significant level. Although there were no statistically significant EG 

differences in years 2-5, all three groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to 

year 1, regarding the importance of ISSST subscale skills for later years. Figure 4 

displays the subscale means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. 

The EG x Time Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-

5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context 

where all EGs view skills for improved state standardized testing to be very important to 

extremely important. 
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Figure 4. Comparison of Educator Group (EG Means) on the Improved Scores on State 

Standardized Testing Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

Resource Management 

The fourth variable in the Planning and Assessment construct is Resource 

Management. This variable was assessed with three items that measured EG’s perceived 

importance of having skills in the planning of allocations and resources to include 

budgeting (see Table 13). 

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, A 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and 

time context main effects (Years 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 
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Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the resource management 

subscale scores are presented in Table 27 by time context and groups. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .30,  

F(1, 45) = 105.68, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
= .70). The results of the ANOVA 

did not produce a statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .88, F(2, 

45) = 2.96, p = .06, multivariate η
2
=.12, indicating a medium effect size. The means of 

the EG groups ranged from 2.85 to 3.76 for skill importance during the first year. The 

means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.00 to 4.56 for skill importance for years 

2-5. These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the 

importance of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning 

assistant principals. The scores are presented in Figure 5. The alternative univariate tests, 

Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of 

significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 26. The statistical tests 

indicated a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 26 

Resource Management - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time           Sum of             df             Mean            F             p         η
2 

                                                                  
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

21.62 

 

1 

 

21.62 

 

105.68 

 

.00 

 

.70 

Time*Group    Linear 1.21 2 0.61. 2.96 .06 .12 

Error(time)       Linear 9.20 45 0.21    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Resource Management subscale. These relationships were evaluated both 

as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Resource Management. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 27. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 and Years 2-5 are displayed in Tables 28 and 30, respectively.
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Table 27 

Descriptive Statistics for the Resource Management Subscale by Time Context and 

Educator Group 

 

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Category Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

3.76 

 

0.98 

 

14 

 

4.55 

 

0.59 

 

14 

Principal 2.86 0.66 28 4.00 0.59 28 

District Executive 3.06 0.68 6 4.56 0.50 6 

Total 3.14 0.86 48 4.23 0.63 48 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 28 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Resource Management 

Subscale (Year 1) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 11.28
a
 2 5.64 10.18 .29 .00 

Intercept 368.75 1 368.75 665.81 .93 .00 

Group 11.28 2 5.64 10.18 .29 .00 

Error 27.14 49 0.554    

Total 576.89 52     

Corrected Total 38.42 51     

 

a
 R squared = .29 (Adjusted R squared =.27) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 10.18,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.29). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 13). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

resource management (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed 
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significantly more developed skills in improving scores on resource management during 

their first year than principals believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number 

of subjects and the questions of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was 

also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The 

Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant principals was statistically 

higher than the mean for principals for year one importance of resource management 

skills (p < .05) 

 

Table 29 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Resource 

Management Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                       Category                    Category             Mean         Standard      p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 1.01   0.22   .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.80   0.35   .09 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal    1.01*   0.24  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.80   0.35  

 

*p < 0.05 



 

 174 

Table 30 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Resource Management 

Subscale (Years 2-5) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.18
a
 2 1.59 4.80 .16 .01 

Intercept 641.51 1 641.51 1937.07 .98 .00 

Group 3.18 2 1.59 4.80 .01 .16 

Error 16.23 49 0.33    

Total 953.00 52     

Corrected Total 19.41 51     

 

a
 R squared = .16 (Adjusted R squared =.13) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for years 2-5 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 4.80,  p = .01 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.16). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 13). The demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on skills for more experienced 

assistant principals related to resource management (p = .00). First year assistant 
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principals believed that they needed significantly more developed skills in resource 

management during their second through fifth year as assistant principals than principals 

believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions 

of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 

1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the 

mean ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals 

for years 2-5 importance of resource management skills (p < .05) 

 

Table 31 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Resource 

Management Subscale (Years 2-5) 

 

Source          Category                     Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73 0.20 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.29 .47 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73* 0.22  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.28  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of resource management skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for first year expectations. District 
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level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the first year 

assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. All three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations regarding the importance of the skills for more 

experienced assistant principals and there continued to be a statistically significant 

difference in the ratings of assistant principals and principals. Figure 5 displays the 

subscale means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. All three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of resource management skills for later years. Figure 5 displays the subscale mean of 

each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5.The EG main effect at time 

1(year 1 context) and time 2 (years 2-5) is denoted by the continued separation of the 

mean scores. The EG groups rated the importance of the skills to be in the very important 

to extremely important range. 
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Figure 5. Comparison of Educator Group (EG Means) on the Resource Management 

Subscale: Year 1 vs. Years 2-5 

 

 

Analysis of Total Planning and Assessment Importance Scores 

All of the subscale scores construct (Data Analysis, School Improvement 

Planning, Improved Scores on State Standardized Testing and Resource Management) 

were combined for a total of 30 indicators that provided a global measure of the construct 

of Planning and Assessment. The resultant scores were compared between the three 

educator groups (EG), both as skills for first year assistant principals and for more 

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing to be the principals of 

the future. A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test for 

statistically significant differences between the EG mean importance ratings for each 

time context (year 1 and year 2-5). Moreover, a 3 X 2 two-way mixed factorial ANOVA 
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was used to test for EG and time context main effects (years 1 and years 2-5) and 

interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three EGs related 

to the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant 

principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing to become future principals. The means and 

standard deviations of the scores are presented in Table 33. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .37, F(1, 39) = 65.16, p = .00. 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2
=.63). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically 

significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .77, F(2, 39) = 5.85, p < .01, 

multivariate η
2
=.23. The means EG Planning and Assessment importance rating scores 

increased to a range of 4.42 to 4.61 in years 2-5 from a range of 3.54 to 4.24 in year 1. 

These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the 

importance of Planning and Assessment for more experienced assistant principals than 

for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores 

between the groups are presented in Figure 6. The alternative univariate tests, 

Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of 

significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 32.  
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Table 32 

Planning and Assessment - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time     Sum of             df                Mean              F         p         η
2 

                                                           
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

6.07 

 

1 

 

6.07 

 

65.16 

 

.00 

 

.63 

Time*Group    Linear 1.09 2 0.55 5.85 .01 .23 

Error(time)       Linear 3.64 39 0.09    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period was conducted separately as a 

follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills included in the Planning and 

Assessment construct. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill needed for 

beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant principals 

(years 2-5) potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, EG, included three levels (beginning assistant 

principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was the means 

of the importance rating on the combination of the four subscales identified in the 

Planning and Assessment construct. The means and standard deviations for each educator 
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group are displayed in Table 33. The results of the ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in 

Table 34.  

 

Table 33 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Planning and 

Assessment Construct  

 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

 

Educator Group 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Mean  

 

SD 

 

N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.24 

 

0.60 

 

13 

 

4.61 

 

0.38 

 

13 

Principal 3.54 0.52 24 4.42 0.32 24 

District Executive 3.85 0.50 6 4.57 0.56 5 

Total 3.80 0.62 42 4.50 0.37 42 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 34 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Planning and Assessment 

Construct (Year 1) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 4.64
a
 2 2.32 8.18 .28 .00 

Intercept 449.69 1 449.69 1586.07 .97 .00 

Group 4.64 2 2.32 8.18  .28 .00 

Error 12.92 43 0.28    

Total 691.50 46     

Corrected Total 16.83 45     

 

a
 R squared = .27 (Adjusted R squared =.24) 

 

 The one way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 43) = 8.18, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.28). The Tukey HSD test was 

conducted for a post hoc evaluation of the differences between each pair of means. The 

test revealed a statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of 

assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to Planning and Assessment 

(p < .01). First year assistant principals believed that they needed significantly more 
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developed skills in planning and assessment during their first year than principals 

believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions 

of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 

1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the 

mean ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals 

for year one importance of planning and assessment skills (p < .05). Summary results of 

post-hoc tests are presented in Table 35.  

 

Table 35 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Paired Mean Differences in Planning and Assessment 

Construct Total Scores (Year 1) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Source           Category                    Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.44    0.14   .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.22     0.22   .58 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal   0.44*     0.14  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.22      0.22  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 43) =.1.58, 
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p = .22. The average mean scores of all the EGs were in the high end of the very 

important range to the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated required skills lower than both assistant principals 

and district level staff for first year expectations. No statistically significant differences in 

mean importance rating scores were found between assistant principals and district level 

executive staff. All three groups demonstrated higher importance in the skills related to 

planning and assessment for assistant principals by the years 2-5. Figure 6 displays mean 

importance rating scores by EG and time context (year 1 and years 2-5). 

 There were statistically significant time context main effects for all four of the 

construct subscales and statistically significant Time X group interactions in three of the 

four subscales. Assistant principals rated skills for first year assistant principals more 

important than either principals or district executive staff on all four of the subscales 

included in the construct. Principals rated the skills on all four of the subscales lower than 

the other two groups. District level executive staff ratings were between the assistant 

principal ratings and principal ratings on all subscales; however, there were no 

statistically significant differences between the district staff and the other EGs. There 

were statistically significant differences between the ratings of the assistant principals 

and principals in all four of the subscales for first year skills. There was only one 

statistically significant difference in the ratings for skills in the years 2-5 context. This 

difference was found in the ratings of assistant principals and principals in the subscale of 

Resource Management. The effect size in the analysis of the difference in mean scores 

was large for all first year comparisons. 
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Figure 6. Comparison of Educator Group (EG Means) on the Planning and Assessment 

Construct Year 1 vs. Years 2-5 

 

 

Instructional Leadership 

The Instructional Leadership component of the survey includes five variables. 

The five variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) were Vision 

(k=8), Program Supervision (k=5), Human Resources (k=11), Staff Development (k=4) 

and Problem Solving (k=5). Each of these variables was compiled by incorporating a 

varying number of specific task indicators. A total of 33 specific indicators were utilized 

in the Instructional Leadership area. Indicators are divided into specific variable/subscale 

scores for analysis as well as being combined into an overall score for the construct. The 

resultant scores have been compared between three groups both as skills for first year 
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assistant principals and assistant principals in years 2-5. Specific results are discussed 

below and summary results provided in Table 36. 

 

Table 36 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Instructional Leadership 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 Vision Program 

Supervision 

Human 

Resources 

Staff 

Development 

 

Problem Solving 

k* 8 5 11 4 5 

 
 N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD 

 

 

Assistant 

Principal 

Year 1 

 

 

18 

 

4.53 

 

0.41 

 

18 

 

4.57 

 

0.44 

 

17 

 

4.50 

 

0.46 

 

18 

 

4.33 

 

0.46 

 

18 

 

4.57 

 

0.51 

Principal 

Year 1 

 

28 3.87 0.62 26 4.04 0.50 28 3.91 0.60 28 3.77 0.60 27 3.98 0.54 

District 

Year 1 

 

6 4.15 0.59 6 4.30 0.55 6 4.17 0.37 6 4.25 0.47 5 3.92 0.78 

Assistant 

Principal 

Years 

 2-5 

 

13 4.81 0.25 14 4.79 0.33 13 4.64 0.53 14 4.68 0.35 14 4.77 0.46 

Principal 

Years 

 2-5 

 

32 4.66 0.33 30 4.73 0.31 32 4.58 0.31 32 4.55 0.36 31 4.74 0.33 

District 

Years 

 2-5  

6 4.67 0.59 6 4.77 0.48 5 4.44 0.53 6 4.75 0.27 5 4.64 0.61 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

* k denotes number of items in subscale 
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Vision 

The first variable in the Instructional Leadership area of evaluation is Vision. This 

is perceived importance of having skills in the communication of clear vision of the goals 

of the school division including focusing on student achievement, using data to make 

recommendations to improve classroom instruction, understanding, monitoring and 

adjusting school remediation and intervention programs, providing information on new 

methods of instruction, sharing evaluation data for continuous improvement and 

recognizing and encouraging excellence with staff and students (See Table 36).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Year1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the vision subscale scores 

are presented in Table 38 by context and groups. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .47, F(1, 44) = 49.80, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2
= .53). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .75, F(2,44) = 7.30, p = .00, multivariate η
2
=.25. The 

means of the EG groups ranged from 3.87 to 4.53 for skill importance during the first 
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year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.66 to 4.81 for skill 

importance for more experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups 

indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of the skill for more 

experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in 

scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 7. The 

alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F 

values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 37. 

This would indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 37 

Vision - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time          Sum of             df             Mean            F           p         η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.60 

 

1 

 

4.60 

 

49.84 

 

.00 

 

.53 

Time*Group    Linear 1.35 2 0.67 7.30 .00 .25 

Error(time)       Linear 4.06 44 0.09    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (Year 1 vs. years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 
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statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Vision subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill needed 

for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant principals 

potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Vision subscale. The means and standard 

deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 38. The results of the ANOVA for Year 1 

are displayed in Table 39.   

 

Table 38 

Descriptive Statistics for the Vision Subscale by Time Context and Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.53 

 

0.41 

 

18 

 

4.81 

 

0.24 

 

13 

Principal 3.87 0.62 28 4.66 0.33 32 

District Executive 4.15 0.59 6 4.67 0.59 6 

Total 4.13 0.62 52 4.70 0.34 51 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 39 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Vision Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                   SS                          df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 4.90
a
 2 2.45 8.02 .25 .00 

Intercept 610.30 1 610.30 1997.17 .98 .00 

Group 4.90 2 2.45 8.02 .25 .00 

Error 14.97 49 0.31    

Total 906.75 52     

Corrected Total 19.87 51     

 

a
 R squared = .25 (Adjusted R squared =.22) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 8.02,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.25). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 36). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

vision (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more developed 

skills in vision during their first year than principals believed were needed. Due to the 
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difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances between the 

groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple 

pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant 

principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one importance of 

vision skills (p < .05)  

 

Table 40 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Vision Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source        Category         Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.67 0.17 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.39 0.26 .30 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal  0.67* 0.15  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.39 0.26  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in vision subscale mean scores for years 2-5 was not 

statistically significant, F(2, 48) = .84, p = .44. The effect size was estimated using the 

multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.03). The mean 



 

 191 

scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the 

extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of vision skills lower than both 

assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ tenure. 

District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the first 

year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there were 

no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups demonstrated 

increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the vision skills for 

later years. Figure 7 displays the subscale means of each of the three groups on both first 

year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is denoted by thee converging 

lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (Year one context) disappears in 

the years 2-5 context where all EGs view vision to be highly important. 
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Figure 7. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Vision Subscale: Year 1 vs. 

Years 2-5 

 

 

Program Supervision 

The second variable in the Instructional Leadership construct is Program 

Supervision. This variable was assessed with five items that measured EG’s perceived 

important of having skills in working with staff to identify priorities for programming, 

supervising instruction, identifying best instruction practices for special needs groups, 

understanding state and federal requirements for special education, gifted education and 

ESOL programs and understanding Adequate Yearly Progress (see Table 36).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

years 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and 

time context, main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. 
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5)  potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the program supervision 

subscale scores are presented in Table 42 by time context and groups. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .51, F(1, 43) = 41.24, 

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be large (η
2
= .49). The results of the ANOVA also produced a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .79, F(2, 43) = 6.13, 

 p < .01. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.22). The means of the EG 

groups ranged from 4.04 to 4.57 for skill importance during the first year. The means of 

the EG groups increased to a range of 4.73 to 4.79 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement regarding the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 8. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 41. This would 

indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 41 

Program Supervision - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time            Sum of            df             Mean            F           p         η
2 

                                                                    
Squares                          Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

3.56 

 

1 

 

3.56 

 

41.24 

 

.00 

 

.49 

Time*Group    Linear 1.06 2 0.53 6.13 .01 .22 

Error(time)       Linear 3.71 43 0.09    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs. years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Program Supervision subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as 

a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Program Supervision. The means and standard 

deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 42. The results of the analysis for Year 1 

are displayed in Table 43. 
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Table 42 

Descriptive Statistics for the Program Supervision Subscale by Time Context and 

Educator Group 

 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Category Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.57 

 

0.44 

 

18 

 

4.79 

 

0.33 

 

14 

Principal 4.04 0.50 26 4.73 0.31 30 

District Executive 4.30 0.55 6 4.77 0.48 6 

Total 4.26 0.53 50 4.75 0.33 50 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 43 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Program Supervision 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 2.98
a
 2 1.49 6.39 .21 .00 

Intercept 638.87 1 638.87 2739.28 .98 .00 

Group 2.98 2 1.49 6.39 .21 .00 

Error 10.96 47 0.23    

Total 921.32 50     

Corrected Total 13.94 49     

 

a
 R squared = .21 (Adjusted R squared =.18) 

  

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 47) = 6.39, p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.21). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 36). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

program supervision (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed 
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more developed skills in program supervision during their first year than principals 

believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions 

of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 

1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the 

mean ratings for assistant principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals 

for year one importance of program supervision skills (p < .05) 

 

Table 44 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Program 

Supervision Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source   Category                 Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.53 0.15 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.26 0.23 .48 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.53* 0.14  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.26 0.25  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in the program supervision subscale mean scores for 

years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = .16, p = .86. The mean scores of the 
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assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely 

important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of program supervision skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of program supervision skills for the later years. Figure 8 displays the subscale means of 

each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context 

interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at 

time 1 (Year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view 

program supervision to be highly important.  
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Figure 8. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Program Supervision 

Subscale : Year 1 vs. Years 2-5 

 

 

Human Resources 

The third variable in the Instructional Leadership construct is Human Resources.  

This variable was assessed with 11 items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in selecting, inducting, evaluating and retaining instructional and support 

personnel. This includes interviewing, understanding hiring protocols, participating in 

staff mentoring programs, observing and conferencing with staff, evaluating all staff, 

working with “needs improvement” staff and recognizing and supporting effective staff 

(see Table 36).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the human resources 

subscale scores are presented in Table 46 by time context and groups. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .71, F(1, 43) = 17.29, 

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be large (η
2
= .29). The results of the ANOVA also produced a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .77, F(2, 43) = 6.32, 

 p = .00, multivariate η
2
=.22. The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.91 to 4.50 for 

skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 

4.44 to 4.64 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These 

increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the 

importance of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning 

assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the 

groups are presented in Figure 9. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser 

and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of 

these tests are displayed in Table 45. This would indicate a statistically significant 

difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 45 

Human Resources - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time            Sum of             df             Mean            F             p         η
2 

                                                                  
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

1.92 

 

1 

 

1.92 

 

17.29 

 

.00 

 

.29 

Time*Group    Linear 1.40 2 0.70 6.32 .00 .23 

Error(time)       Linear 4.78 43 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance was conducted on each time period (year 1 vs. 

years 2-5) was conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to 

test for a statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for 

the skills included in the Human Resources subscale. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Groups (EG), included three levels 

(beginning assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent 

variable was the means of the importance rating on the Human Resources subscale. The 

means and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 46. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 47.  
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Table 46 

Descriptive Statistics for the Human Resources Subscale by Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD 

 

N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.50 

 

0.46 

 

17 

 

4.64 

 

0.53 

 

13 

Principal 3.91 0.60 28 4.58 0.31 32 

District Executive 4.17 0.37 6 4.44 0.53 5 

Total 4.14 0.59 51 4.58 0.39 50 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 47 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Human Resources Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.69
a
 2 1.85 6.40 .21 .00 

Intercept 606.03 1 606.03 2100.10 .98 .00 

Group 3.69 2 1.85 6.40 .21 .00 

Error 13.85 48 0.29    

Total 891.26 51     

Corrected Total 17.54 50     

 

a
 R squared = .21 (Adjusted R squared =.18) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 48) = 6.40,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.21). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 46). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

human resources (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in human resources during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of human resources skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 48 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Human 

Resources Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source            Category                   Category             Mean         Standard      p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59* 0.17 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.34 0.26 .39 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59 0.16  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.34 0.19  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in human resources subscale mean scores for years 

2-5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = .49, p = .62. The effect size was estimated 

using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.02). 
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The mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were in 

the upper end of the very important range to extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of human resources skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the 

first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there 

were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the 

human resources skills for the later years. Figure 9 displays the subscale means of each of 

the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (Years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view human resources to 

be very important to extremely important.  
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Figure 9. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Human Resources 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5. 

 

Staff Development 

The fourth variable in the Instructional Leadership construct is Staff 

Development. This variable was assessed with four items that measured EG’s perceived 

importance of participating in, leading and developing professional development program 

(See Table 36).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. 

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 
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principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the staff development 

subscale scores are presented in Table 50. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .43, F(1, 45) = 60.32, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2
= .57). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ =.76, F(2, 45) = 7.15, p = .00, multivariate η
2
=.24. The 

means of the EG groups ranged from 3.77 to 4.33 for skill importance during the first 

year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.55 to 4.75 for skill 

importance for more experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups 

indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of the skill for more 

experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in 

scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 10. The 

alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F 

values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 49. 

This would indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 49 

Staff Development - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time          Sum of             df             Mean            F             p         η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.56 

 

1 

 

4.56 

 

60.23 

 

.00 

 

.57 

Time*Group    Linear 1.08 2 0.54 7.15 .00 .24 

Error(time)       Linear 3.41 45 0.08    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Staff Development subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 

skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Groups (EG), included three levels 

(beginning assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent 

variable was the means of the importance rating on EG are displayed in Table 50. The 

results of the ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 51.   
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Table 50 

Descriptive Statistics for the Staff Development Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.33 

 

0.46 

 

18 

 

4.68 

 

0.35 

 

14 

Principal 3.77 0.60 28 4.55 0.36 32 

District Executive 4.25 0.47 6 4.75 0.27 6 

Total 4.02 0.59 52 4.61 0.35 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 51 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Staff Development Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.87
a
 2 1.93 6.71 .22 .00 

Intercept 591.43 1 591.43 2052.99 .98 .00 

Group 3.87 2 1.93 6.71 .22 .00 

Error 14.116 49 0.29    

Total 858.00 52     

Corrected Total 17.98 51     

 

a
 R squared = .22 (Adjusted R squared =.18) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 6.71,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.22). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 50). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

human resources (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in human resources during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

rating for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for year 

one importance of staff development skills (p < .05).   

 

Table 52 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Staff 

Development Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source          Category                      Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.57* 0.16 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.08 0.25 .94 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.57* 0.15  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.08 0.22   

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in staff development subscale mean scores for years 

2-5 was not statistically significant F(2, 49) = 1.27, p = .29. The effect size was estimated 

using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.05). 
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The mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were in 

the very important range to extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of staff development skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of staff development skills for the later years. District executive staff rated the skills at 

the highest level for more experienced assistant principals. Figure 10 displays the 

subscale means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x 

Time Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG 

main effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where EGs 

view staff development skills to be highly important. 
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Figure 10. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Staff Development 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

Problem Solving 

The fifth variable in the Instructional Leadership construct is Problem Solving. 

This variable was assessed with five items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in identifying, analyzing and resolving problems effectively. This includes 

identifying and addressing problems within the school both with staff, students and 

parents, as well as providing opportunities for shared decision making among 

stakeholders (see Table 36).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context, main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. (Correlated Time main 

effects) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become principals of 

the future. The means and standard deviations of the problem solving subscale scores are 

presented in Table 54 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .49, F(1, 43) = 44.60, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2
= .51). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ =.81, F(2, 43) = 5.13, p = .01, multivariate η
2
=.19. The 

means of the EG groups ranged from 3.92 to 4.57 for skill importance during the first 

year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.64 to 4.77 for skill 

importance for more experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups 

indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of the skill for more 

experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in 

scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 11. The 

alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F 

values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 53. 

This would indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 53 

Problem Solving - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time           Sum of             df             Mean            F             p         η
2 

                                                                  
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.99 

 

1 

 

4.99 

 

44.60 

 

.00 

 

.51 

Time*Group    Linear 1.15 2 0.57 5.13 .01 .19 

Error(time)       Linear 4.81 43 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Problem Solving subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 

skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Problem Solving subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 54. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 are displayed in Table 55.  
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Table 54 

Descriptive Statistics for the Problem Solving Subscale By time Context and Educator 

Group 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.57 

 

0.51 

 

18 

 

4.77 

 

0.46 

 

14 

Principal 3.98 0.54 27 4.74 0.33 31 

District Executive 3.92 0.78 5 4.64 0.61 5 

Total 4.18 0.62 50 4.74 0.39 50 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 55 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Problem Solving Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 4.13
a
 2 2.07 6.66 .22 .00 

Intercept 530.99 1 530.99 1712.31 .97 .00 

Group 4.13 2 2.07 6.66 .22 .00 

Error 14.58 47 0.31    

Total 894.00 50     

Corrected Total 18.71 49     

 

a
 R squared = .22 (Adjusted R squared =.19) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 47) = 6.66,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.22). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 54). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

problem solving (p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in problem solving during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

rating for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for year 

one importance of problem solving skills (p < .05).  

 

Table 56 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Problem 

Solving Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source          Category                    Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59* 0.17 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.65 0.28 .07 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59* 0.16  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.65 0.37   

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in problem solving subscale mean scores for years 2-

5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = .20, p = .82. The effect size was estimated 

using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.01). 
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The average mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff 

were in the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of problem solving skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the 

first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there 

were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the 

problem solving skills for the later years. Figure 11 displays the subscale means of each 

of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view problem solving to 

be highly important. 
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Figure 11. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Problem Solving 

Subscale: Year 1 vs. Years 2-5 

 

 

Analysis of Total Instructional Leadership Importance Scores 

All of the subscale scores construct (Vision, Program Supervision, Human 

Resources, Staff Development and Problem Solving) were combined for a total of 33 

indicators that provided a global measure of the construct of Instructional Leadership. 

The resultant scores were compared between the three educator groups (EG), both as 

skills for first year assistant principals and for more experienced assistant principals 

(Years 2-5) potentially preparing to be the principals of the future. A one way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test for statistically significant differences between 

the EG mean importance ratings for each time context (year 1 and years 2-5). Moreover, 

a  3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to test for EG and time context main effects 

(year 1 and years 2-5) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted to test for a statistically 

significant difference in the importance ratings of the three EGs related to the skills 

needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals (years 

2-5) potentially preparing to become the principals of the future. The means and standard 

deviations of the scores are presented in Table 58. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .50, F(1, 38) = 37.65, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2
=.50). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .74, F(2, 38) = 6.73, p < .01, multivariate η
2
=.26. The 

mean EG Instructional Leadership importance rating scores increased to a range of 4.55 

to 4.72 in years 2-5 from a range of 3.98 to 4.50 in year 1. These increases across groups 

indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of Instructional 

Leadership for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant 

principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are 

presented in Figure 12. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- 

Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests 

are displayed in Table 57.  
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Table 57 

Instructional Leadership - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time     Sum of             df              Mean                 F         p         η
2 

                                                           
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

2.45 

 

1 

 

2.45 

 

37.65 

 

.00 

 

.50 

Time*Group    Linear .88 2 0.44 6.73 .00 .26 

Error(time)       Linear 2.47 38 0.07    

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period was conducted separately as a 

follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills included in the Instructional 

Leadership construct. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill needed for 

beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant principals 

(years 2-5) potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the mean of the combined importance rating of each of the five subscales identified in 

Instructional Leadership. The means and standard deviations for each educator group are 

displayed in Table 58. The results of the analysis for Year 1 are displayed in Table 59.  
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Table 58 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Instructional 

Leadership Construct 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Category Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.50 

 

0.42 

 

17 

 

4.72 

 

0.36 

 

12 

Principal 3.98 0.46 25 4.67 0.28 29 

District Executive 4.09 0.52 5 4.56 0.54 4 

Total 4.18 0.51 47 4.68 0.32 45 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 59 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Instructional Leadership 

Construct (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 2.75
a
 2 1.38 6.66 .23 .00 

Intercept 529.05 1 529.05 2560.47 .98 .00 

Group 2.75 2 1.38 6.66 .23 .00 

Error 9.09 44 0.21    

Total 833.74 47     

Corrected Total 11.85 46     

 

a
 R squared = .27 (Adjusted R squared =.24) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 44) = 6.66, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.23). The Tukey HSD test was 

conducted for a post hoc evaluation of the differences between each pair of means. The 

test revealed a statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of 

assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to Instructional Leadership (p 

< .01), indicating that first year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in instructional leadership during their first year than principals believed 

were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of instructional leadership skills (p < .05)also demonstrated a 

statistically significant difference in the ratings of assistant principals and principals on 

first year skills at the .05 level.  Summary results of the Post-Hoc testing are presented in 

Table 60.   

 

Table 60 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Paired Mean Differences in Instructional Leadership 

Construct Total Scores (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                      Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.52 0.14 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.41 0.23 .19 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.52* 0.14  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.41 0.26  

 

*p < 0.05 
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 The ANOVA for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 432) = .38,  

p = .69. The mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff 

were all of the EGs were in the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated required skills lower than both assistant principals 

and district level staff for first year expectations. No statistically significant difference in 

mean importance rating scores was found between assistant principals and district level 

executive staff. All three groups demonstrated higher importance ratings in the skills 

related to instructional leadership for assistant principals by the years 2-5. Figure 12 

displays mean importance rating scores by EG and time context (year 1 and years 2-5).  

 There were statistically significant time context main effects for all five of the 

construct subscales in Instructional Leadership and statistically significant Time X Group 

effects in all five of the subscales. Assistant principals consistently rated skills for first 

year assistant principals within the Instructional Leadership construct more important 

than principals. Principals rated the skills with the lowest mean rating scores of the three 

groups in four of the five constructs. There were statistically significant differences 

between the ratings of the assistant principals and principals in all five of the subscales 

for first year skills. There were no statistically significant differences in the ratings for 

skills in the years 2-5 time context. The effect size as measured by multivariate η
2
 was 

large in all constructs for both main effects and Time x Group effects. The EG x Time 

Context interaction is denoted by the converging liens at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main 

effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all the EGs 

view instructional leadership to be extremely important. 
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Figure 12. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Instructional Leadership 

Construct : Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Safety and Organizational Management 

The Safety and Organizational Management component of the survey includes 

four variables. The four variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) 

were School Safety and Discipline (k=6), Daily Operations (k=5), Fiscal Responsibility 

(k=2) and Goal Setting and Attainment (k=3). Each of these variables was compiled by 

incorporating a varying number of specific task indicators. A total of 16 specific 

indicators were utilized in the Safety and Organizational Management area. Indicators 

were divided into specific variable/subscale scores for analysis as well as being combined 

into an overall score for the construct. The resultant scores have been compared between 

three groups both as first year skills and assistant principals in years 2-5. Specific results 

are discussed below and summary results provided in Table 61. 
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Table 61 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Safety and Organizational Management 

________________________________________________________________________

    

 School Safety and 

Discipline 

 

Daily Operations Fiscal 

Responsibility 

Goal Setting 

k* 6 

 

5 2 3 

 N 

 

M SD N M SD N M SD N M SD 

 

Assistant Principal 

Year 1 

 

 

18 

 

4.73 

 

0.37 

 

18 

 

4.36 

 

0.50 

 

18 

 

4.53 

 

0.55 

 

18 

 

4.63 

 

0.44 

Principal  

Year 1 

 

28 4.53 0.54 28 3.81 0.69 28 4.09 0.77 28 4.42 0.48 

District  

Year 1 

6 4.56 0.53 6 3.80 0.52 6 4.17 0.68 6 4.44 0.54 

 

 

Assistant Principal 

Years 2-5 

14 4.67 0.48 14 4.61 0.45 14 4.64 0.57 14 4.67 0.35 

 

 

Principal  

Years 2-5 

28 4.89 0.22 31 4.48 0.49 32 4.59 0.51 32 4.66 0.49 

 

 

District  

Years 2-5 

6 4.67 0.53 6 4.37 0.72 6 4.42 0.80 6 4.72 0.53 

 

*k notes the number of items in the subscale 

 

School Safety and Discipline 

The first variable in the Safety and Organizational Management construct is 

School Safety and Discipline. This variable was assessed with six items that measured 

EG’s perceived importance of having skills in communicating behavioral expectations to 

stakeholders, understanding and using school discipline procedures and managing daily 
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behavioral needs as well as understanding and being able to execute a school crisis plan 

in the event of an emergency situation (see Table 61). 

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

years 2-5). In addition a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and 

time context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the principals 

of the future. The means and standard deviations of the scores are presented in Table 63 

by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA produced statistically significant 

time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .92, F(1, 45) = 4.15,  p = .05. The effect size was estimated using 

the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be in the small to medium 

range (η
2
= .08). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ =.80, F(2, 45) = 5.72,  p < .01, multivariate η
2
=.20. The 

effect size was large. The means of the EG groups ranged from 4.53 to 4.73 for skill 

importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.67 

to 4.89 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These scores 

demonstrated the importance of the skills from year 1 with all groups indicating the skills 

were of extreme importance. The importance ratings increased for years 2 – 5 indicating 

slightly stronger importance rating for both principals and district executive staff; 

however, assistant principals rated the skill importance slightly lower. The increase in 
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scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 13. The 

alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F 

values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 62. 

This would indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores.  

 

Table 62 

School Safety and Discipline - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time          Sum of             df             Mean            F             p         η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

.31 

 

1 

 

0.31 

 

4.15 

 

.05 

 

.08 

Time*Group    Linear .84 2 0.42 5.72 .01 .20 

Error(time)       Linear 3.31 45 0.07    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance was conducted on each time period (year 1 vs 

years 2-5) separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the School Safety and Discipline subscale. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  
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The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the School Safety and Discipline subscale. The 

means and standard deviations for each educator group are displayed in Table 63.  

 

Table 63 

Descriptive Statistics for the School Safety and Discipline Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Group 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.73 

 

0.37 

 

18 

 

4.67 

 

0.48 

 

14 

Principal 4.53 0.54 28 4.89 0.22 28 

District Executive 4.56 0.53 6 4.67 0.51 6 

Total 4.59 0.49 48 4.80 0.36 48 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for year 1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .65,  p = .53 . 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be small (η
2
=.03). The mean scores were in the extremely important range. 

 The ANOVA for years 2-5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.81, 
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p = .17. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be in the small to medium range(η
2
=.07). The mean scores were in the 

extremely important range. 

 In summary, all participants rated the skills included in school safety and 

discipline as extremely important skills. Principals rated the importance of school safety 

and discipline skills slightly lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for 

the first year of assistant principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the 

importance of the skills lower than the first year assistant principals. Assistant principals 

rated the importance of the skills slightly lower for years 2-5. Principals and district level 

staff rated the skills slightly higher. Figure 13 displays the subscale means and 

interactions of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time 

Context interaction produced a disordinal interaction with groups means changing ordinal 

positions from year 1 to years 2-5 contexts. A main effect is not displayed as there were 

no statistically significant differences in the scores with all EGs rating the skills in the 

extremely important range. 
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Figure 13. Comparison of Educator Group (EG Means) on the School Safety and 

Discipline Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Daily Operations 

The second variable in the Safety and Organizational Management construct is 

Daily Operations. This variable was assessed with five items that measured EG’s 

perceived importance of having skills in the understanding of the structure of the school 

and role of employees, student responsibilities in school, organization of the staff, 

emergency procedures related to the school plant and identifying and addressing 

problems within the school (see Table 61).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the daily operations 

subscale are presented in Table 65 by time context and group. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .51, F(1, 45) = 43.71, p = .00. 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2
= .49). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically 

significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .78, F(2, 45) = 6.48, p < .01. The effect 

size was determined to be large (η
2
=.22). The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.80 

to 4.36 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased 

to a range of 4.37 to 4.61 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. 

These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance 

of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant 

principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are 

presented in Figure 14. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- 

Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests 

are displayed in Table 64. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the 

EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 63 

Daily Operations - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

________________________________________________________________________ 

Source              Time          Sum of             df                Mean         F            p            η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.16 

 

1 

 

4.16 

 

43.71 

 

.00 

 

.49 

Time*Group    Linear 1.24 2 0.62 6.48 .00 .22 

Error(time)       Linear 4.28 45 0.10    

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (years 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Daily Operations subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 

skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Daily Operations subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 65. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 are displayed in Table 66.  
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Table 65 

Descriptive Statistics for the Daily Operations Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.36 

 

0.50 

 

18 

 

4.61 

 

0.45 

 

14 

Principal 3.81 0.69 28 4.48 0.49 31 

District Executive 3.80 0.52 6 4.37 0.72 6 

Total 4.00 0.66 52 4.50 0.50 51 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 66 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Daily Operations Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.56
a
 2 1.79 4.73 .16 .01 

Intercept 554.81 1 554.81 1477.25 .97 .00 

Group 3.56 2 1.78 4.73 .16 .01 

Error 18.40 49 0.38    

Total 852.36 52     

Corrected Total 22.00 51     

 

a
 R squared = .16 (Adjusted R squared =.13) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 4.73, p = .01 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2
=.16). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 65). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to daily 

operations (p = .01). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in daily operations during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of daily operation skills (p < .05).  

 

Table 67 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Daily 

Operations Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source         Category                       Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.55 0.19 .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.56 0.29 .14 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.55* 0.16  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.56 0.24  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in daily operations subscale mean scores for years 2-

5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 48) = .60, p = .56. The mean scores of assistant 
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principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the very important to 

extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of daily operations skills lower than 

assistant principals. Principals and district level staff rated the importance of the skills 

almost identically with district staff rating the skills slightly lower than principals. 

Although district level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than 

the first year assistant principals, there was not a statistically significant difference. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year1, regarding the importance 

of the daily operations skills for the later years. Figure 14 displays the subscale means of 

each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context 

interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (Years 2-5). The EG main effect 

at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view daily 

operations to be very important to extremely important. 



 

 240 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

1 2

Time Context 

 Year 1                                    Years 2-5

M
e
a
n

 S
c
o

r
e

Assistant Principal

Principal

District

 

Figure 14. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Daily Operations 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Fiscal Responsibility 

The third variable in the area of Safety and Organizational Management construct 

is Fiscal Responsibility. This variable was assessed with two items that measured EG’s 

perceived importance of having skills in understanding regulations and operating 

procedures and maintaining appropriate staff records (see Table 61).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Years 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 
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experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the fiscal responsibility 

subscale scores are presented in Table 69 by time context and groups. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .80, F(1, 45) = 11.50, 

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be large (η
2
= .20). The results of the ANOVA also produced a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .85, F(2, 45) = 3.90,  

p = .03. The effect size was determined to be medium (η
2
=.15). The means of the EG 

groups ranged from 4.09 to 4.53 for skill importance during the first year. The means of 

the EG groups increased to a range of 4.42 to 4.64 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 15. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 68. This indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 68 

Fiscal Responsibility - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Source              Time            Sum of             df                Mean       F            p         η
2 

                                                                   
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

1.58 

 

1 

 

1.58 

 

11.50 

 

.00 

 

.20 

Time*Group    Linear 1.08 2 0.54 3.94 .03 .15 

Error(time)       Linear 6.16 45 0.14    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Fiscal Responsibility subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as 

a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Fiscal Responsibility subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 69. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 are displayed in Table 70.
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Table 69 

Descriptive Statistics for the Fiscal Responsibility Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.53 

 

0.55 

 

18 

 

4.64 

 

0.57 

 

14 

Principal 4.09 0.77 28 4.59 0.51 32 

District Executive 4.17 0.68 6 4.42 0.80 6 

Total 4.25 0.71 52 4.59 0.56 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for year 1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 2.24, p = .12 . 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be small to medium (η
2
=.08). Educator groups rated the importance of the 

skills in the very important to extremely important range. Principals rated the importance 

of the skills lower than other groups. 

 The ANOVA for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .34, 

p = .71, η
2 

=.01. The average mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and 

district executive staff were in the very important to extremely important range and 

increased over the scores for first year assistant principals. 
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 In summary, principals rated required the importance of fiscal responsibility skills 

lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of fiscal responsibility skills for the later years. Figure 15 displays the subscale means of 

each of the three groups on both first and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view fiscal responsibility 

to be very important to extremely important. 
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Figure 15. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Fiscal Responsibility 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 
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Goal Setting and Attainment 

The fourth variable in the Safety and Organizational Management construct is 

Goal Setting and Attainment. This variable was assessed with three items that measured 

EG’s perceived importance of having skills in the prioritizing and completing projects, 

maintaining records and performing duties (see Table 61).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the goal setting and 

attainment subscale scores are presented in Table 71. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .78, F(1, 45) = 12.69, 

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be large (η
2
= .22). The results of the ANOVA also produced a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .84, F(2, 45) = 4.31, 

p = .02. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.02). The means of the EG groups 

ranged from 4.42 to 4.63 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG 

groups increased to a range of 4.66 to 4.72 for skill importance for more experienced 

assistant principals. These increases across groups to almost identical scores indicated a 
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greater amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 16. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 70. This indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 70 

Goal Setting and Attainment - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time            Sum of             df                Mean         F         p         η
2 

                                                                   
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

.82 

 

1 

 

0.82 

 

12.69 

 

.00 

 

..22 

Time*Group    Linear .56 2 0.28 4.31 .02 .16 

Error(time)       Linear 2.91 45 0.07    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Goal Setting and Attainment subscale. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Goal Setting and Attainment subscale. The 

means and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 71.  
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Table 71 

Descriptive Statistics for the Goal Setting and Attainment Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.63 

 

0.44 

 

18 

 

4.67 

 

0.35 

 

14 

Principal 4.42 0.48 28 4.66 0.49 32 

District Executive 4.44 0.54 6 4.72 0.53 6 

Total 4.49 0.47 52 4.67 0.45 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for year 1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.15, p = .33 . 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be small (η
2
=.05). Scores for all groups were in the very important to 

extremely important range. 

 The ANOVA for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .05 

p = .95, η
2
=.00. The average mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and 

district executive staff were in the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of goal setting and attainment skills 

lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 
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lower than the first year assistant principals. Although there were no statistically 

significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups demonstrated increased 

expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the goal setting and 

attainment skills for later years. Figure 16 displays the subscale means of each of the 

three groups on both first year and years 2-5.  
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Figure 16. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Goal Setting and 

Attainment Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

Analysis of Total Safety and Organizational Management Importance Scores 

All of the subscale scores constructs (School Safety and Discipline, Daily 

Operations, Fiscal Responsibility and Goal Setting and Attainment) were combined for a 

total of 16 indicators that provided a global measure of the construct of Safety and 
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Organizational Management. The resultant scores were compared between the three 

educator groups (EG), both as skills for first year assistant principals and for more 

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing to be the principals of 

the future. A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test for 

statistically significant differences between the EG mean importance ratings for each 

time context (year 1 and years 2-5). Moreover, a 3 X 2 two-way mixed factorial ANOVA 

was used to test for EG and time context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and 

interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted to test for a statistically 

significant difference in the importance ratings of the three EGs related to the skills 

needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals (years 

2-5) potentially preparing to become the principals of the future. The means and standard 

deviations of the scores are presented in Table 73. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ =.49, F(1, 43) = 44.60, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2
=.51). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .81, F(2, 43) = 5.13, p = .01, multivariate η
2
=.19. The 

mean EG Safety and Organizational Management importance rating scores increased to a 

range of 4.64 to 4.77 in years 2-5 from a range of 3.92 to 4.56 in year 1. These increases 

across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of 

Safety and Organizational Management skills for more experienced assistant principals 

than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of 



 

 251 

scores between the groups are presented in Figure 17. The alternative univariate tests, 

Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of 

significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 72.  

 

Table 72 

Safety and Organizational Management - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time     Sum of             df              Mean                 F         p         η
2 

                                                        
Squares                            Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

4.99 

 

1 

 

4.99 

 

44.60 

 

.00 

 

.51 

Time*Group    Linear 1.15 2 0.57   5.13 .01 .19 

Error(time)       Linear 4.81 43 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period was conducted separately as a 

follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills included in the Safety and 

Organizational Management construct. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill 

needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant 

principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing for to become the principals of the future.  
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The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct. The means and standard deviations for each educator group are displayed in 

Table 73.  

 

Table 73 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Safety and 

Organizational Management Construct  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Groups Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.57 

 

0.51 

 

18 

 

4.77 

 

0.46 

 

14 

Principal 3.98 0.54 27 4.74 0.33 31 

District Executive 3.92 0.62 5 4.64 0.61 5 

Total 4.18 0.62 50 4.74 0.39 50 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in safety and organizational management construct 

mean scores for year 1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 2.81, p = .07. The 

effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was 
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determined to be small to medium (η
2
=.10). The mean scores were in the very important 

range. 

 The ANOVA for differences in safety and organization management construct 

mean scores for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 48) = .20, p = .82. The 

average mean scores of the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff 

were in the extremely important range. 

 In summary, district executive staff rated required skills lower than both assistant 

principals and principals for first year expectations and for more experienced assistant 

principal expectations. No statistically significant differences in mean importance rating 

scores were found between the three groups. All three groups demonstrated higher 

importance in the skills related to safety and organizational management for assistant 

principals for years 2-5. Figure 17 displays mean importance rating scores by EG and 

time context (year 1 and years 2-5). 

 There were no statistically significant group main effects for three of the four 

subscales in Safety and Organizational Management or for the overall construct. There 

was a statistically significant time context main effect and Time x Group effect for the 

construct and for all four of the subscales. Assistant principals consistently rated skills for 

first year assistant principals within the Safety and Organizational Management construct 

more important than either principals or district executive staff. Principals rated the skills 

with the lowest mean rating scores of the three groups in three of the four constructs. 

There were statistically significant differences between the ratings of the assistant 

principals and principals in one of the subscales for first year skills. There were no 
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statistically significant differences in the ratings for skills in the years 2-5 time context. 

Effect sizes were small to medium in the school safety subscale and were large in the 

other three subscales. The effect size in the Safety and Organizational Management 

construct was large. The EG x Time context interaction is denoted by the converging 

lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in 

the years 2-5 context where all EGs view school safety and organizational management 

to be extremely important.  
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Figure 17. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Safety and Organizational 

Management Construct: Year 1 vs Years 2-5) 
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Communication and Community Relations 

The Communications and Community Relations construct of the survey included 

three variables. The three variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) 

were School Climate (k=2), Community Relations (k=2) and Meeting Diverse Needs 

(k=4). Each of these variables was compiled by incorporating a varying number of 

specific task indicators. A total of eight specific indicators were utilized in the 

Communications and Community Relations area. Indicators were divided into specific 

variable/subscale scores for analysis as well as being combined into an overall score for 

the construct. The resultant scores have been compared between three groups both as 

skills for first year assistant principals and assistant principals in years 2-5. Specific 

results are discussed below and summary results provided in Table 74. 
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Table 74 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Communication and Community Relations 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 School Climate 

 

Community Relations Meeting Diverse Needs 

K 2 

 

2 4 

 N M SD 

 

N M SD N M SD 

 

Assistant Principal 

Year  1 

 

 

18 

 

4.67 

 

.45 

 

14 

 

4.43 

 

.58 

 

18 

 

4.01 

 

.62 

Principal 

Year 1 

 

28 4.21 .58 28 3.96 .80 28 3.42 .74 

District 

Year 1 

 

6 4.58 .58 6 4.50 .77 6 3.46 .64 

Assistant Principal 

Years 2-5 

 

14 4.86 .31 14 4.75 .47 14 4.45 .61 

Principal  

Years 2-5 

 

32 4.69 .33 28 4.59 .49 32 4.12 .53 

District  

Years 2-5 

 

6 4.75 .42 6 4.67 .82 6 4.25 .50 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

School Climate  

The first variable in Communication and Community Relations is School Climate. 

This variable was assessed with two items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in facilitating communication between staff, students and parents and 

soliciting staff input for decision making (see Table 74). 
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A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Years 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the school climate subscale 

scores are presented in Table 76 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .50, F(1, 45) = 11.22, p = .00. 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2
= .20). The results of the ANOVA did not indicate a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .91, F(2, 45) = 2.29,  

p = .11. The effect size was determined to be small to medium (η
2
=.09). The means of the 

EG groups ranged from 4.21 to 4.67 for skill importance during the first year. The means 

of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.69 to 4.86 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 18. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 75.  
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Table 75 

School Climate - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time            Sum of             df                Mean            F         p         η
2 

                                                                   
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

1.20 

 

1 

 

1.20 

 

11.22 

 

.00 

 

.20 

Time*Group    Linear .49 2 0.24 2.29 .11 .09 

Error(time)       Linear 4.80 45 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the School Climate subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 

skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the School Climate subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 76. The results of the ANOVA for 

Year 1 are displayed in Table 77.  
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Table 76 

Descriptive Statistics for the School Climate Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.67 

 

0.45 

 

18 

 

4.86 

 

0.31 

 

14 

Principal 4.21 0.58 28 4.69 0.33 32 

District Executive 4.58 0.58 6 4.75 0.42 6 

Total 4.41 0.57 52 4.74 0.34 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 77 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Data Analysis Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 2.44
a
 2 1.22 4.14 .15 .02 

Intercept 702.84 1 701.84 2387.84 .98 .00 

Group 2.44 2 1.22 4.14 .15 .02 

Error 14.42 49 0.29    

Total 1029.75 52     

Corrected Total 16.86 51     

 

a
 R squared = .15 (Adjusted R squared =.11) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 2.44, p = .02 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium to large (η
2
=.15). A post hoc 

evaluation was conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between 

each pair of means (Table 76). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills 

related to school climate (p = .02). First year assistant principals believed that they 
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needed more developed skills in school climate during their first year than principals 

believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions 

of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 

1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C also determined that the 

mean rating for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals 

for year one importance of school climate skills (p < .05).  

 

Table 78 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the School Climate 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                         Category             Mean         Standard      p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.45 0.16 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.08 0.26 .94 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.45* 0.15  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.08 0.26  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in school climate subscale mean scores for years 2 -

5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.26, p = .29. The mean scores of assistant 
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principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely important 

range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of school climate skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the 

first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there 

were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the 

school climate skills for the later years. Figure 18 displays the subscale means f each of 

the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (Year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view school climate to be 

extremely important. 
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Figure 18. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the School Climate Subscale: 

Year 1 vs. Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Community Relations 

The second variable in the Communication and Community Relations construct is 

Community Relations. This variable was assessed with two items that measured EG’s 

perceived importance of having skills in using multiples modes of communication with 

school stakeholders and supporting division initiatives through sharing information with 

stakeholders (see Table 74).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. 
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A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the community relations 

subscale scores are presented in Table 80 by time context and groups. The results of the 

ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .72, F(1, 45) = 17.79, 

p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size 

was determined to be large (η
2 

= .28). The results of the ANOVA did not indicate a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .88, F(2, 45) = 3.01, 

p = .06. The effect size was determined to be medium (η
2 

= .12). The means of the EG 

groups ranged from 3.96 to 4.50 for skill importance during the first year. The means of 

the EG groups increased to a range of 4.59 to 4.75 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 19. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 79.  
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Table 79 

Community Relations - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source           Time            Sum of             df                Mean            F         p         η
2 

                                                                
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

2.26 

 

1 

 

2.26 

 

17.79 

 

.00 

 

.28 

Time*Group    Linear .77 2 .38 3.01 .06 .12 

Error(time)       Linear 5.73 45 .13    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the School Climate subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 

skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, district executive staff). The dependent variable was the 

means of the importance rating on the EG are displayed in Table 80.  
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Table 80 

Descriptive Statistics for the Community Relations Subscale By Time and Context and 

Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.43 

 

0.58 

 

14 

 

4.75 

 

0.47 

 

14 

Principal 3.96 0.80 28 4.59 0.49 28 

District Executive 4.50 0.77 6 4.67 0.82 6 

Total 4.17 0.77 48 4.65 0.53 48 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in community relations subscale mean scores for 

year 1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 2.39, p = .10 . The effect size was 

estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium 

(η
2 

= .09). Mean importance scores were in the important to very important range. 

 The ANOVA for differences in community relations subscale mean scores for 

years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .36, p = .70. The average mean 

scores were all in the extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of community relations skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of the assistant 

principals’ tenure. Assistant principals also rated the importance of the skills lower than 
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district executive staff, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there were no 

statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups demonstrated 

increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the community 

relations skills for more experienced assistant principals. Figure 19 displays the subscale 

means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time 

Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main 

effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view 

community relations to be extremely important. 
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Figure 19. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Community Relations 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

Meeting Diverse Needs 

The third variable in the Communication and Community Relations construct is 

Meeting Diverse Needs. This variable was assessed with four items that measured EG’s 

perceived importance of having skills promoting community partnerships, seeking grants, 
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modeling the appreciation of diversity and participating in the school advisory council 

(see Table 74).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the meeting diverse needs 

subscale scores are presented in Table 82. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .42, F(1, 45) = 62.63, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2 

= .58). The results of the ANOVA did not indicate a statistically significant 

Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .89, F(2, 45) = 2.70, p = .08. The effect size was 

determined to be medium (η
2 

= .11). The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.42 to 

4.01 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a 

range of 4.12 to 4.45 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These 

increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance of the 

skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The 

increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in 

Figure 20. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield 
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the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed 

in Table 81. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean 

scores. 

 

Table 81 

Meeting Diverse Needs - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source             Time            Sum of             df              Mean            F         p         η
2 

                                                                   
Squares                            Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

6.96 

 

1 

 

6.96 

 

62.63 

 

.00 

 

.58 

Time*Group    Linear .60 2 0.30 2.70 .08 .11 

Error(time)       Linear 5.00 45 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Meeting Diverse Needs subscale. These relationships were evaluated both 

as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  
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The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Meeting Diverse Needs subscale. The means 

and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 82. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 83.  

 

Table 81 

Descriptive Statistics for the Meeting Diverse Needs Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Groups 

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.01 

 

0.62 

 

18 

 

4.45 

 

0.61 

 

14 

Principal 3.43 0.74 28 4.12 0.53 32 

District Executive 3.46 0.64 6 4.25 0.50 6 

Total 3.63 0.73 52 4.22 0.56 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 83 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Meeting Diverse Needs 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.96
a
 2 1.98 4.16 .15 .02 

Intercept 460.68 1 460.68 967.03 .95 .00 

Group 3.96 2 1.98 4.16 .15 .02 

Error 23.34 49 0.48    

Total 714.25 52     

Corrected Total 27.31 51     

 

a
 R squared = .15 (Adjusted R squared =.11) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 4.16, p = .02 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium to large (η
2
=.15). A post hoc 

evaluation was conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between 

each pair of means (Table 82). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills 

related meeting diverse needs (p = .02). First year assistant principals believed that they 
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needed more developed skills in meeting diverse needs during their first year than 

principals believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the 

questions of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to 

control for Type 1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test 

determined that the mean ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the 

mean for principals for year one importance of meeting diverse needs skills (p < .05) 

 

Table 84 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Meeting 

Diverse Needs Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source           Category                     Category             Mean         Standard     p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59 0.21 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.56 0.33 .21 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.59* 0.33  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.56 0.30  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in meeting diverse needs mean scores for years 2 -5 

was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.76, p = .18. The mean scores of assistant 

principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the very important range. 
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 In summary, principals rated the importance of meeting diverse needs skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of meeting diverse needs skills for the later years. Figure 20 displays the subscale means 

of each of the three groups on both first year and ears 2-5. The EG x Time Context 

interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at 

time 1 (Year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view meeting 

diverse needs skills as very important. 
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Figure 20. Comparison of Education Group (EG) Means on the Meeting Diverse Needs 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 
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Analysis of Total Communication and Community Relations Importance Scores 

All of the subscale scores (School Climate, Community Relations and Meeting 

the Diverse Needs of Students) were combined for a total of eight indicators that 

provided a global measure of the construct of Communication and Community Relations. 

The resultant scores were compared between the three educator groups (EG), both as 

skills for first year assistant principals and for more experienced assistant principals 

(years 2-5) potentially preparing to be the principals of the future. A one way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test for statistically significant differences between 

the EG mean importance ratings for each time context (year 1 and year 2-5). Moreover, a 

3 X 2 two-way mixed factorial ANOVA was used to test for EG and time context main 

effects (Year 1 vs. Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects (ANOVA) was conducted to test for a statistically 

significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator Groups (EGs) on the 

skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals 

(years 2-5) potentially preparing to become future principals. The means and standard 

deviations of the scores are presented in Table 85. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .53, F(1, 45) = 40.00, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2 

= .47). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .87, F(2, 45) = 3.25, p = .05, multivariate η
2 

= .13. The 

mean EG Communication and Community Relations importance rating scores increase to 

a range of 4.48 to 4.68 in years 2-5 from a range of 3.87 to 4.38 in year 1. These 
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increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the 

importance of Communication and Community Relations for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 21. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 85.  

 

Table 85 

Communication and Community Relations - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time     Sum of             df                Mean            F            p         η
2 

                                                        
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

3.05 

 

1 

 

3.05 

 

40.00 

 

.00 

 

.47 

Time*Group    Linear .50 2 0.25 3.25 .05 .13 

Error(time)       Linear 3.43 45 0.08    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 and years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Communication and Community Relations construct. These relationships 
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were evaluated both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for 

more experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing for future 

principal positions.  

The independent variable, EG, included three levels (beginning assistant 

principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was the means 

of the importance rating on the Communication and Community Relations construct. The 

means and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 86. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 87.  

 

Table 86 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Communication and 

Community Relations Construct  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.38 

 

0.53 

 

14 

 

4.68 

 

0.39 

 

14 

Principal 3.87 0.62 28 4.48 0.40 28 

District Executive 4.18 0.54 6 4.56 0.55 6 

Total 4.06 0.62 48 4.55 0.42 48 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 87 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group differences on the Communication and 

Community Relations Construct (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 2.68
a
 2 1.34 4.05 .14 .02 

Intercept 596.70 1 596.70 1801.36 .97 .00 

Group 2.68 2 1.34 4.05 .14 .02 

Error 16.23 49 0.33    

Total 881.86 52     

Corrected Total 18.91 51     

 

a
 R squared = .14 (Adjusted R squared =.11) 

 

 The ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main effect, F(2, 

49) = 4.05, p = .02. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The 

effect size was determined to be medium (η
2 

= .14). The Tukey HSD test was conducted 

for a post hoc evaluation of the differences between each pair of mean. The test revealed 

a statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of assistant principals 

and principals on first year skills related to communication and community relations (p = 

.02). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more developed skills in 
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instructional leadership during their first year than principals believed were needed. Due 

to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances between 

the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple 

pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant 

principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one importance 

of communication and community relations skills (p < .05).  

 

Table 88 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Paired Mean Differences in Communication and 

Community Relations Construct Total Scores (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                         Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.49 0.17 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.18 0.27 .79 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal   0.49* 0.27  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.31 0.26  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in communication and community relations subscale 

mean scores for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.38, p = .26. The  
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mean scores for assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the 

extremely important range. 

 In summary, principals rated required skills lower than both assistant principals 

and district level staff for first year expectations. No statistically significant difference in 

mean importance scores were found between assistant principals and district level 

executive staff. All three groups demonstrated higher importance in the skills related to 

communication and community relations for assistant principals by the years 2-5. Figure 

21 displays mean importance rating scores by EG and time context (year 1 and years 2-

5). 

There were statistically significant time context main effects for all three of the 

construct subscales. There were no statistically significant Time x Group effects in the 

subscales; however there was a statistically significant Time x Group effect for the 

construct. Assistant principals rated skills for first year assistant principals within the 

Communication and Community Relations construct more important than either 

principals or district executive staff in all but one subscale, Community Relations. 

Principals consistently rated the skills with the lowest mean rating scores of the three 

groups in all three constructs. There were statistically significant differences between the 

ratings of the assistant principals and principals in two of the three subscales for first year 

skills. There were no statistically significant differences in the ratings for skills for more 

experienced assistant principals however, assistant principals rated all skills at the highest 

mean level and principals rated all skills at the lowest mean level. There were large time 

effect sizes in all three subscales and the overall construct.  
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Figure 21. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Communication and 

Community Relations Construct: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Professionalism 

The Professionalism construct of the survey included four variables. The four 

variables or subscales and their respective number of items (k) were Professional Actions 

(k=1), Collaboration (k=1), Professional Development (k=3) and Service (k=1). Each of 

these variables was compiled by incorporating a varying number of specific task 

indicators. A total of six specific indicators were utilized in the Professionalism area. 

Indicators were divided into specific variable/subscale scores for analysis as well as being 

combined into an overall score for the construct. The resultant scores have been 

compared between three groups both as first year skills and assistant principals in years 

2-5. Specific results are discussed below and summary results provided in Table 89. 
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Table 89 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Professionalism 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 Professional 

Actions 

 

Collaboration Professional 

Development 

Service 

K 1 

 

1 3 1 

 N M SD 

 

N M SD N M SD N M SD 

 

Assistant Principal 

Year 1 

 

 

18 

 

4.72 

 

0.57 

 

18 

 

4.44 

 

0.86 

 

18 

 

4.31 

 

0.49 

 

18 

 

4.44 

 

0.78 

Principal  

Year 1 

 

28 4.71 0.60 28 3.96 1.07 27 3.78 0.70 28 3.54 1.07 

District  

Year 1 

 

6 4.50 0.84 6 4.67 0.82 6 4.11 0.58 6 4.17 0.75 

Assistant Principal 

Years 2-5 

 

14 4.79 0.58 14 4.71 0.61 14 4.71 0.43 14 4.64 0.74 

Principal  

Years 2-5 

 

32 4.94 0.25 32 4.59 0.61 32 4.45 0.36 32 4.47 0.72 

District  

Years 2-5 

 

6 4.83 0.41 6 4.67 0.82 6 4.39 0.88 6 4.83 0.41 

 

k denotes the number of items in subscale 

 

Professional Actions 

The first variable in the Professionalism construct is Professional Actions. This 

variable was assessed with one item that measured EG’s perceived importance of having 

skills in modeling professional, moral and ethical standards as well as personal integrity 

in all situations (see Table 89).  
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A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. 

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become principals of 

the future. The means and standard deviations of the professional actions subscale scores 

are presented in Table 91 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA 

indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .89, F(1, 45) = 5.69, p = .02. 

The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be medium (η
2 

= .11). The results of the ANOVA did not indicate a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .99, F(2, 45) = .25, p = .79. 

The effect size was determined to be small (η
2 

= .01). The means of the EG groups 

ranged from 4.50 to 4.72 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG 

groups increased to a range of 4.79 to 4.94 for skill importance for more experienced 

assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of 

agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than 

for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores 

between the groups are presented in Figure 22. The alternative univariate tests, 

Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of 
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significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 90. This would indicate a 

statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 90 

Professional Actions - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time            Sum of           df             Mean              F         p          η
2 

                                                                     
Squares                         Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

0.87 

 

1 

 

0.87 

 

5.69 

 

.02 

 

.11 

Time*Group    Linear 0.08 2 0.04 0.25 .79 .01 

Error(time)       Linear 6.88 45 0.15    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Professional Actions subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as 

a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 
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the means of the importance rating on the Professional Actions subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 91.  

 

Table 91 

Descriptive Statistics for the Professional Actions Subscale by Time Context and 

Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.72 

 

0.57 

 

18 

 

4.79 

 

0.58 

 

14 

Principal 4.71 0.60 28 4.94 0.25 32 

District Executive 4.50 0.84 6 4.83 0.41 6 

Total 4.69 0.61 52 4.88 0.39 48 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in professional actions subscale mean scores for year 

1 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .33, p = .72 . The effect size was estimated 

using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2
=.01). 

The mean scores of assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in 

the extremely important range. 
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 The ANOVA for differences in professional actions subscale mean scores for 

years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .84, p = .44. The mean scores all 

remained in the extremely important range and increased. 

 In summary, all groups rated these skills in the extremely important range. 

District executive staff rated the skills lower than both assistant principals and principals 

for the first year of assistant principals’ tenure. Principals and assistant principals rated 

the skills almost identically for first year skills. All three groups demonstrated slightly 

increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of professional 

actions skills for later years. Principals rated the skills highest for more experienced 

assistant principals. There were no statistically significant differences between the scores 

of the groups. Figure 22 displays the subscale means of each of the three groups on both 

first year and years 2-5.  
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Figure 22. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Professional Actions 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

Collaboration 

The second variable in the Professionalism construct is Collaboration. This 

variable was assessed with one item that measured EG’s perceived importance of having 

skills in working in a collegial and collaborative manner with other administrators, school 

personnel and the community to promote the goals of the school division (see Table 89). 

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 
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experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become principals of 

the future. The means and standard deviations of the collaboration subscale scores are 

presented in Table 93 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .87, F(1, 45) = 6.51, p = .01. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

medium (η
2 

= .13). The results of the ANOVA also indicated a statistically significant 

Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .87, F(2, 45) = 3.48, p = .04. The effect size was 

determined to be medium to medium (η
2 

= .13). The means of the EG groups ranged from 

3.96 to 4.67 for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups 

increased to a range of 4.59 to 4.71 for skill importance for more experienced assistant 

principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the 

importance of the skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning 

assistant principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the 

groups are presented in Figure 23. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser 

and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of 

these tests are displayed in Table 92. This would indicate a statistically significant 

difference between the EG’s mean scores. 
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Table 92 

Collaboration - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time            Sum of            df              Mean          F           p           η
2 

                                                                   
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

1.23 

 

1 

 

1.23 

 

6.51 

 

.01 

 

.13 

Time*Group    Linear 1.32 2 0.69 3.48 .04 .05 

Error(time)       Linear 8.52 45 0.19    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Collaboration subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill 

needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant 

principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Collaboration subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 93.  
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Table 93 

Descriptive Statistics for the Collaboration Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.44 

 

0.86 

 

18 

 

4.71 

 

0.61 

 

14 

Principal 3.96 1.07 28 4.59 0.61 32 

District Executive 4.67 0.82 6 4.67 0.82 6 

Total 4.21 1.00 52 4.63 0.63 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in collaboration subscale mean scores for year 1 was 

not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 2.06, p = .14 . The effect size was estimated using 

the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small (η
2 

= .08). The 

mean scores for assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were in the 

very important to extremely important range. 

 The ANOVA for differences in collaboration subscale mean scores for years 2 -5 

was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .18,  p = .83. The mean scores of assistant 

principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely important 

range. 
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 In summary, principals rated the importance of collaboration skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for first year expectations and for 

expectations for more experienced assistant principals, although not to a statistically 

significant level. All three groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, 

regarding the importance of the collaboration skills for later years. Figure 23 displays the 

subscale means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. 
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Figure 23. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Collaboration Subscale: 

Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

Professional Development 

The third variable in the Professionalism construct is Professional Development. 

This variable was assessed with three items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in participating in, leading and developing professional development 

program along with self-identification of professional strengths and weaknesses and 
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planning and implementing a program to address self-identified weaknesses (see Table 

89).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the professional 

development subscale scores are presented in Table 95 by time context and groups. The 

results of the ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .63, 

F(1, 44) = 25.54, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. 

The effect size was determined to be large (η
2 

= .37). The results of the ANOVA also 

indicated a statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .87, F(2, 44) = 

3.21, p = .05. The effect size was determined to be medium (η
2 

= .13). The means of the 

EG groups ranged from 3.78 to 4.31 for skill importance during the first year. The means 

of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.39 to 4.71 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 24. The alternative 
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univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 94. This would 

indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 94 

Professional Development - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time          Sum of             df              Mean            F          p          η
2 

                                                                  
Squares                            Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

3.03 

 

1 

 

3.03 

 

25.54 

 

.00 

 

.37 

Time*Group    Linear 0.76 2 0.38 3.21 .05 .13 

Error(time)       Linear 5.21 44 0.12    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Professional Development subscale. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  
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The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Professional Development subscale. The means 

and standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 95. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 96.  

 

Table 95 

Descriptive Statistics for the Professional Development Subscale By Time Context and 

Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.31 

 

0.49 

 

18 

 

4.71 

 

0.43 

 

14 

Principal 3.78 0.70 27 4.45 0.36 32 

District Executive 4.11 0.58 6 4.39 0.88 6 

Total 4.01 0.66 51 4.51 0.46 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 96 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Professional Development 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

     p 

 

Corrected Model 3.19
a
 2 1.60 4.09 .15 .02 

Intercept 574.45 1 574.45 1474.71 .97 .00 

Group 3.19 2 1.60 4.09 .15 .02 

Error 18.70 48 0.39    

Total 840.56 51     

Corrected Total 21.89 50     

 

a
 R squared = .15 (Adjusted R squared =.11) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 48) = 4.09, p = .02 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium to large (η
2 

= .15). A post hoc 

evaluation was conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between 

each pair of means (Table97). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills 

related to professional development (p = .02). First year assistant principals believed that 
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they needed more developed skills in professional development during their first year 

than principals believed were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and 

the questions of equal variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to 

control for Type 1 error across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test 

determined that the mean ratings for assistant principals were statistically higher than the 

mean for principals for year one importance of professional development skills (p < .05).  

 

Table 97 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Professional 

Development Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.54 0.19 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.20 0.29 .77 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.54* 0.19  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.20 0.29  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in professional development subscale mean scores 

for years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 1.91, p = .16. The mean scores 

were in the very important to extremely important range. 
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 In summary, principals rated the importance of professional development skills 

lower than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of the professional development skills for the later years. Figure 24 displays the subscale 

means and of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time 

Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main 

effect at time 1 (Year one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where EGs view 

professional development to be very important to extremely important. 
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 Figure 24. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Professional 

Development Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 
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Service 

The fourth variable in the Professionalism construct is Service. This variable was 

assessed with one item that measured EG’s perceived importance of providing service to 

the profession, the division and the community (see Table 89).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions. (years 2-5) potentially 

preparing to become principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the 

service subscale scores are presented in Table 98 by time context and groups. The results 

of the ANOVA indicated a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ =  .71, F(1, 45) = 

18.26, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect 

size was determined to be large (η
2 

= .29). The results of the ANOVA also indicated a 

statistically significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .85, F(2, 45) = 3.86, 

p = .03. The effect size was determined to be medium to large (η
2 

= .15). The means of 

the EG groups ranged from 3.54 to 4.44 for skill importance during the first year. The 

means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.47 to 4.83 for skill importance for more 

experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups indicated a greater 

amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more experienced assistant 

principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 25. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 
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level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 97. This indicates a 

statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 98 

Service - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source               Time           Sum of             df            Mean             F          p          η
2 

                                                                    
Squares                         Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

6.22 

 

1 

 

6.22 

 

18.26 

 

.00 

 

.29 

Time*Group    Linear 2.63 2 1.32 3.86 .03 .15 

Error(time)       Linear 15.33 45 0.34    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Service subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill 

needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant 

principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 
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the means of the importance rating on one Service subscale. The means and standard 

deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 99. The results of the ANOVA for Year 1 

are displayed in Table 100.  

 

Table 99 

Descriptive Statistics for the Service Subscale By Time Context and Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.44 

 

0.78 

 

18 

 

4.64 

 

0.74 

 

14 

Principal 3.54 1.07 28 4.47 0.72 32 

District Executive 4.17 0.75 6 4.83 0.41 6 

Total 3.92 1.03 52 4.56 0.70 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 100 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Service Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 9.45
a
 2 4.73 5.23 .18 .01 

Intercept 572.02 1 572.02 633.54 .92 .00 

Group 9.45 2 4.73 5.23 .18 .01 

Error 44.24 49 0.90    

Total 854.00 52     

Corrected Total 53.69 51     

 

a
 R squared = .18 (Adjusted R squared =.14) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 49) = 5.23, p < .01 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be small medium to large (η
2 

= .18). A post 

hoc evaluation was conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences 

between each pair of means (Table 99). The test demonstrated a statistically significant 

difference between the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first 

year skills related to service (p < .01). First year assistant principals believed that they 

needed more developed skills in service during their first year than principals believed 
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were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of service skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 101 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Service 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source         Category                       Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.91 0.29 .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.28 0.45 .81 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal   0.91* 0.28  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.28 0.45  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in service subscale mean scores for years 2-5 was 

not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .83, p = .14. The mean scores were in the very 

important to extremely important range. 
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 In summary, principals rated the importance of service skills lower than both 

assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ tenure. 

District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the first 

year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there were 

no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three groups demonstrated 

increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the skills for later 

years. The EG x Time Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 

(years 2-5) in Figure 25. The EG main effect at time 1 (year one context) disappears in 

the years 2-5 context where EGs view service skills to be very important to extremely 

important. 

 

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

5

1 2

Time Context 

 Year 1                                    Years 2-5

M
e
a
n

 S
c
o

re

Assistant Principal

Principal

District

 

Figure 25. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Service Subscale: Year 1 

vs Years 2-5 
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Analysis of Total Professionalism Importance Scales 

All of the subscale scores construct (Professional Actions, Collaboration, 

Professional Development and Service) were combined for a total of six indicators that 

provided a global measure of the construct of Professionalism. The resultant scores were 

compared between the three educator groups (EG), both as skills for first year assistant 

principals and for more experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing 

to be the principals of the future. A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was 

conducted to test for statistically significant differences between the EG mean importance 

ratings for each time context (year 1 and year 2-5). Moreover, a 3 X 2 two-way mixed 

factorial ANOVA was used to test for EG and time context main effects (year1 vs  

years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted to test for a statistically 

significant difference in the importance ratings of the three EGs related to the skills 

needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals (years 

2-5) potentially preparing to become the principals of the future. The means and standard 

deviations of the scores are presented in Table 103. The results of the ANOVA indicated 

a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .63, F(1, 454) = 25.74, p = .00. The 

effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2 

= .37). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically 

significant Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .84, F(2, 44) = 4.29, p = .02, 

multivariate η
2 

= .16. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.61 to 4.71 in 

years 2-5 from a range of 3.97 to 4.48 in year 1. These increases across groups indicated 
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a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of Service for more experienced 

assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in scores and the 

interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 26. The alternative 

univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F values and same 

level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 102.  

Table 102 

Professionalism - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time      Sum of             df                Mean             F          p         η
2 

                                                          
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

2.52 

 

1 

 

2.52 

 

25.74 

 

.00 

 

.37 

Time*Group    Linear .84 2 0.42 4.29. .02 .16 

Error(time)       Linear 4.31 44 0.10    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period was conducted separately as a 

follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a statistically significant difference 

between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills included in the Professionalism 

construct. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill needed for beginning 

assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) 

potentially preparing for future principal positions.  
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The independent variable, EG, included three levels (beginning assistant 

principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was the means 

of the importance rating on the Professionalism subscale. The means and standard 

deviations for each educator group are displayed in Table 103. The results of the 

ANOVA for Year 1 are displayed in Table 104.  

 

Table 103 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Professionalism 

Construct  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.48 

 

0.53 

 

18 

 

4.71 

 

0.48 

 

14 

Principal 3.97 0.65 27 4.61 0.36 32 

District Executive 4.36 0.69 6 4.68 0.62 6 

Total 4.20 0.65 51 4.65 0.42 52 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 104 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Professionalism Construct 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 2.98
a
 2 1.49 3.96 .14 .03 

Intercept 633.42 1 633.42 1679.75 .97 .00 

Group 2.98 2 1.49 3.96 .14 .03 

Error 18.10 48 0.38    

Total 919.74 51     

Corrected Total 21.08 50     

 

a
 R squared = .14 (Adjusted R squared =.11) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 48) = 3.96, p = .03. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium to medium to large (η
2 

= .14). The 

Tukey HSD test was conducted for a post hoc evaluation of the differences between each 

pair of means. The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the 

importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

Professionalism (p = .02). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 



 

 307 

developed skills in instructional leadership during their first year than principals believed 

were needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of professionalism skills (p < .05)  

 

Table 105 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the 

Professionalism Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                         Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.51 0.19 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.12 0.29 .91 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal    0.51* 0.18  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive   0.12 0.31  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in professionalism subscale mean scores for years 2 

-5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 49) = .30, p = .74. The mean scores of the 
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assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely 

important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of professionalism skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. No statistically significant differences in mean importance rating scores were 

found between assistant principals and district level executive staff. All three groups 

demonstrated higher importance in the skills related to professionalism for assistant 

principals by the years 2-5. Figure 26 displays the mean importance rating scores by EG 

and time context (year 1 and years 2-5). 

 There were statistically significant time context main effects for all four construct 

subscales and statistically significant Time x Group effects in three of the four subscales. 

There were statistically significant group main effects in two of the four subscales and in 

the construct overall. Assistant principals rated skills for first year assistant principals 

within the Professional construct more important than either principals or district 

executive staff in three of the four subscales. Principals rated the skills with the lowest 

mean rating scores of the three groups in three of the four constructs. There were 

statistically significant differences between the ratings of the assistant principals and 

principals in two of the four subscales for first year skills. There were no statistically 

significant differences in the ratings for skills for more experienced assistant principals 

between the three groups. Effect sizes in the time context were in the medium to large 

range. Effect sizes in the Time x Group ranged from small to large. Overall the time 

context effect was large and the Time x Group effect was medium to large. The EG x 
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Time Context interaction is denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG 

main effect at time 1 (year 1 context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs 

view professionalism to be extremely important. 
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Figure 26. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Professionalism 

Construct: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Site-Based Management 

Site-Based Management is included in this study as the school division utilizes 

this management style within its schools. Specific indicators were developed for site 

based management that address the specific requirements and expectations of the school 

division. The Site-Based Management construct included three variables. The three 

variables or subscales include Budgeting, Strategic Planning and District Initiatives. Each 

of these variables is compiled by incorporating a varying number of specific task 
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indicators. A total of 24 specific indicators were utilized in the site-based management 

area. Indicators are divided into specific variable/subscale scores for analysis as well as 

being combined into an overall score for the construct. The resultant scores have been 

compared between three groups both as skills for first year assistant principals and 

assistant principals in years 2-5. Specific results are discussed below and summary results 

provided in Table 106. 

 

Table 106 

Summary Statistics for EG Beliefs for Site-Based Management 

 
 Budgeting Strategic Planning District Initiatives 

k* 3 13 8 

 N M SD N M SD N M SD 

 

Assistant Principal 

Year 1 

 

 

14 

 

3.76 

 

0.98 

 

18 

 

4.38 

 

0.48 

 

13 

 

4.57 

 

0.47 

Principal 

Year 1 

 

28 2.85 0.66 27 3.70 0.60 28 3.99 0.63 

District  

Year 1 

6 3.06 0.68 5 3.88 0.46 4 4.28 0.56 

Assistant Principal 

Years 2-5 

 

14 4.55 0.39 14 4.66 0.41 13 4.79 0.29 

Principal  

Years 2-5 

 

28 4.00 0.59 27 4.51 0.35 32 4.71 0.31 

District  

Years 2-5 

6 4.56 0.50 5 4.55 0.59 4 4.63 0.60 

 

*k denotes the number of items in the subscale 
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Budgeting 

The first variable in the Site-Based Management construct is Budgeting. This 

variable was assessed with three items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in preparing a school based budget based upon a school improvement plan, 

implementation of the budget and monitoring and assessing the budget process (see Table 

106).  

 A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the principals 

of the future. The means and standard deviations of the budgeting subscale scores are 

presented in Table 108 by time context and group. The results of the ANOVA indicated a 

statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .30, F(1, 45) = 105.68, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2 

= .70). The results of the ANOVA did not produce a statistically significant 

Time X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .88, F(2, 45) = 2.96, p = .06, multivariate η
2 

=.12. 

The means of the EG groups ranged from 2.85 to 3.76 for skill importance during the first 

year. The means of the EG groups increased to a range of 4.00 to 4.56 for skill 

importance for more experienced assistant principals. These increases across groups 
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indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance of the skill for more 

experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The increase in 

scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in Figure 27. The 

alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield the same F 

values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed in Table 

107. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean scores. 

 

Table 107 

Budgeting - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source           Time              Sum of             df             Mean              F           p          η
2 

                                                                 
Squares                           Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

21.62 

 

1 

 

21.62 

 

105.68 

 

.00 

 

.70 

Time*Group    Linear 1.21 2 0.61. 2.96 .06 .12 

Error(time)       Linear 9.20 45 0.21    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance was conducted on each time period (year 1 vs 

years 2-5) separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Budgeting subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a skill 
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needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced assistant 

principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Budgeting subscale. The means and standard 

deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 108. The results of the ANOVA for Year 1 

are displayed in Table 109.  The results of the ANOVA for Years 2-5 are displayed in 

Table 111. 

 

Table 108 

Descriptive Statistics for the Budgeting Subscale By Time Context and Educator Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

3.76 

 

0.98 

 

14 

 

4.55 

 

0.59 

 

14 

Principal 2.86 0.66 28 4.00 0.59 28 

District Executive 3.06 0.68 6 4.56 0.50 6 

Total 3.14 0.86 48 4.23 0.63 48 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 109 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Budgeting Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 11.28
a
 2 5.64 10.18 .29 .00 

Intercept 368.75 1 368.75 665.81 .93 .00 

Group 11.28 2 5.64 10.18 .29 .00 

Error 27.14 49 0.55    

Total 576.89 52     

Corrected Total 38.42 51     

 

a
 R squared = .29 (Adjusted R squared =.27) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant, F(2, 49) = 

10.18,  p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The 

effect size was determined to be large (η
2 

= .29). A post hoc evaluation was conducted 

utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of means (Table 

108). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the importance 

ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to budgeting 

(p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more developed skills 

in budgeting during their first year than principals believed were needed. Due to the 
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difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances between the 

groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the multiple 

pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for assistant 

principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one importance 

of budgeting skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 110 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Budgeting 

Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard     p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 1.01 0.22 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive  0.80 0.35 .09 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal    1.01* 0.24  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive   0.80 0.35  

 

*p < 0.05 
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Table 111 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Budgeting Subscale (Years 

2-5) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.18
a
 2 1.59 4.80 .16 .01 

Intercept 641.51 1 641.51 1937.07 .98 .00 

Group 3.18 2 1.59 4.80 .01 .16 

Error 16.23 49 0.33    

Total 953.00 52     

Corrected Total 19.41 51     

 

a
 R squared = .16 (Adjusted R squared =.13) 

 

The one-way ANOVA for years 2-5 also showed a statistically significant group 

main effect, F(2, 49) = 4.80,  p = .01 . The effect size was estimated using the 

multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be medium to large (η
2 

= .16). 

A post hoc evaluation was conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences 

between each pair of means (Table 108). The test demonstrated a statistically significant 

difference between the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on skills 

for more experienced assistant principals related to resource management (p = .00). First 
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year assistant principals believed that they needed more developed skills in budgeting 

during their second through fifth year as assistant principals than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals was statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year 2-5 importance of budgeting skills (p< .05).  

 

Table 112 

Summary of Post Hoc teats for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Budgeting 

Subscale (Years 2-5) 

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73 0.20 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.29 .47 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73* 0.22  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.35 0.28  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of budgeting skills lower than both 

assistant principals and district level staff for first year expectations. District level 
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executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the first year assistant 

principals, but not to a statistically significant level. All three groups demonstrated 

increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the skills for more 

experienced assistant principals. There continued to be a statistically significant 

difference in the ratings of assistant principals and principals. Figure 27 displays the 

subscale means of each of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x 

Time Context interaction for assistant principals and district executive staff is denoted by 

their converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 remains for 

years 2-5 for assistant principals and principals. The EGs view budgeting skills to be very 

important to extremely important range. 
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Figure 27. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Budgeting Subscale: Year 

1 vs. Years 2-5 
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Strategic Planning 

The second variable in the Site-Base Management construct is Strategic Planning. 

This variable was assessed with 13 items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in using the strategic planning process to develop and implement a school 

plan and monitoring its success (see Table 106).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (Year 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the scores are presented in 

Table 114 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA indicated a statistically 

significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .41, F(1, 43) = 61.32 p = .00. The effect size was 

estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be large 

(η
2 

= .59). The results of the ANOVA also indicated a statistically significant Time X 

Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .73, F(2, 43) = 7.79, p = .00. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2 

= .27). The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.79 to 4.38 

for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a 

range of 4.51 to 4.66 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These 

increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance of the 
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skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The 

increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in 

Figure 28. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield 

the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed 

in Table 113. This indicates a statistically significant difference between the EG’s mean 

scores. 

 

Table 113 

Strategic Planning - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source           Time            Sum of             df                Mean            F         p         η
2 

                                                                
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

5.04 

 

1 

 

5.04 

 

61.32 

 

.00 

 

.59 

Time*Group    Linear 1.28 2 0.64 7.79 .00 .27 

Error(time)       Linear 3.54 43 0.08    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Strategic Planning subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 
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skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Strategic Planning subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 114. The results of the ANOVA 

for Year 1 are displayed in Table 114.  

 

Table 114 

Descriptive Statistics for the Strategic Planning Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.38 

 

0.48 

 

18 

 

4.66 

 

0.41 

 

14 

Principal 3.70 0.60 27 4.51 0.35 27 

District Executive 3.88 0.46 5 4.55 0.59 5 

Total 3.93 0.62 46 4.56 0.39 46 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 115 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Strategic Planning Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 4.06
a
 2 2.04 6.39 .21 .00 

Intercept 483.73 1 483.73 1517.25 .97 .00 

Group 4.08 2 2.04 6.39 .00 .21 

Error 14.99 47 0.32    

Total 795.85 50     

Corrected Total 19.06 49     

 

a
 R squared = .18 (Adjusted R squared =.14) 

 

 The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant group main 

effect, F(2, 47) = 6.39, p = .00 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect size was determined to be large (η
2 

= .21). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 114). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between 

the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

strategic planning (p = .02). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in service during their first year than principals believed were needed. 

Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances 

between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the 

multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for 

assistant principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one 

importance of strategic planning skills (p < .05). 

 

Table 116 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the Strategic 

Planning Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard       p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.42 0.14 .02 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.31 0.23 ..37 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.42* 0.13  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.31 0.25  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in strategic planning subscale mean scores for years 

2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 47) = 1.05, p = .36. The mean scores were all in 

the extremely important range. 
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 In summary, principals rated the importance of strategic planning skills lower 

than both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant 

principals’ tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills 

lower than the first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. 

Although there were no statistically significant EG differences for years 2-5, all three 

groups demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance 

of strategic planning skills for later years. Figure 28 displays the subscale means of each 

of the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view strategic planning to 

be extremely important. 
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Figure 28. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Strategic Planning 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 
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District Initiatives 

The third variable in the Site-Based Management construct is District Initiatives. 

This variable was assessed with eight items that measured EG’s perceived importance of 

having skills in implementing instructional, managerial and leadership initiatives as 

directed from the district level executive staff (see Table 106).  

A one way analysis of variance was conducted for each time context (year 1 and 

year 2-5). In addition, a 3 X 2 mixed factorial ANOVA was used to examine EG and time 

context main effects (years 1 and Years 2-5) and interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for a statistically significant difference in the importance ratings of the three Educator 

Groups (EGs) on the skills needed for beginning assistant principals and more 

experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to become the 

principals of the future. The means and standard deviations of the scores are presented in 

Table 118 by time context and groups. The results of the ANOVA indicated a statistically 

significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .67, F(1, 42) = 20.98,  p = .00. The effect size was 

estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be large 

(η
2 

= .33). The results of the ANOVA also indicated a statistically significant Time X 

Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .79, F(2, 42) = 5.47, p < .01. The effect size was 

determined to be large (η
2 

= .21). The means of the EG groups ranged from 3.99 to 4.57 

for skill importance during the first year. The means of the EG groups increased to a 

range of 4.63 to 4.79 for skill importance for more experienced assistant principals. These 

increases across groups indicated a greater amount of agreement of the importance of the 
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skill for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant principals. The 

increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are presented in 

Figure 29. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- Field, yield 

the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests are displayed 

in Table 117. This would indicate a statistically significant difference between the EG’s 

mean scores. 

 

Table 117 

District Initiatives - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time            Sum of            df                Mean            F         p         η
2 

                                                                    
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

2.27 

 

1 

 

2.27 

 

20.98 

 

.00 

 

.33 

Time*Group    Linear 1.19 2 0.59 5.47 .01 .21 

Error(time)       Linear 4.55 42 0.11    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the District Initiatives subscale. These relationships were evaluated both as a 
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skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more experienced 

assistant principals potentially preparing for future principal positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the District Initiatives subscale. The means and 

standard deviations for each EG are displayed in Table 118. The results of the analysis 

for Year 1 are displayed in Table 119.  

 

Table 118 

Descriptive Statistics for the District Initiatives Subscale By Time Context and Educator 

Group  

 Year 1 Years 2 – 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

Assistant Principal 4.57 0.47 13 4.79 0.29 13 

Principal 3.99 0.63 28 4.71 0.31 32 

District Executive 4.28 0.56 4 4.63 0.60 4 

Total 4.18 0.63 45 4.72 0.33 49 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 119 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the District Initiatives Subscale 

(Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 3.21
a
 2 1.60 4.70 .16 .01 

Intercept 555.00 1 555.00 1625.34 .97 .00 

Group 3.21 2 1.60 4.70 .16 .01 

Error 16.39 48 0.34    

Total 918.61 51     

Corrected Total 19.60 50     

 

a
 R squared = .16 (Adjusted R squared =.13) 

 

 
The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant, F(2, 48) = 

4.70, p = .01 . The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect 

size was determined to be medium to large (η
2 

= .16). A post hoc evaluation was 

conducted utilizing the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of 

means (Table 118). The test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between 

the importance ratings of assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to 

district initiatives (p = .01). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more 
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developed skills in district initiatives during their first year than principals believed were 

needed. Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal 

variances between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error 

across the multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean 

ratings for assistant principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for 

year one importance of district initiatives skill (p < .05). 

 

Table 120 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Group Differences in Mean Scores on the District 

Initiatives Subscale (Year 1) 

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard     p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.54 0.18 .01 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.33 0.30 .51 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal    0.54* 0.17  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.33 0.26  

 

*p < 0.05 

 

 The ANOVA for differences in district initiative subscale mean scores for years 2 

-5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 46) = .47, p = .63. The mean scores of the 
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assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely 

important range. 

 In summary, principals rated the importance of district initiative skills lower than 

both assistant principals and district level staff for the first year of assistant principals’ 

tenure. District level executive staff also rated the importance of the skills lower than the 

first year assistant principals, but not to a statistically significant level. Although there 

were no statistically significant EG differences in years 2-5, all three groups 

demonstrated increased expectations, relative to year 1, regarding the importance of the 

district initiative skills for later years. Figure 29 displays the subscale means of each of 

the three groups on both first year and years 2-5. The EG x Time Context interaction is 

denoted by the converging lines at time 2 (years 2-5). The EG main effect at time 1 (year 

one context) disappears in the years 2-5 context where all EGs view district initiatives to 

be extremely important.  
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Figure 29. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the District Initiatives 

Subscale: Year 1 vs Years 2-5. 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of Total Site-Based Management Importance Scores 

All of the subscale scores (Budgeting, Strategic Planning and Implementing 

Division Initiatives) were combined for a total of 24 indicators that provided a global 

measure of the construct of Site-Based Management. The resultant scores were compared 

between the three educator groups (EG), both as skills for first year assistant principals 

and for more experienced assistant principals (Years 2-5) potentially preparing to be the 

principals of the future. A one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test 

for statistically significant differences between the EG mean importance ratings for each 

time context (year 1 and years 2-5). Moreover, a 3 X 2 two-way mixed factorial ANOVA 
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was used to test for EG and time context main effects (year 1 vs. years 2-5) and 

interactions.  

A one-way within-subjects ANOVA was conducted to test for a statistically 

significant difference in the importance ratings of the three EGs related to the skills 

needed for beginning assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals (years 

2-5) potentially preparing to become future principals. The means and standard 

deviations of the scores are presented in Table 122. The results of the ANOVA indicated 

a statistically significant time effect, Wilk’s Λ = .40, F(1, 41) = 61.53, p = .00. The effect 

size was estimated using the multivariate η
2
 statistic. The effect size was determined to be 

large (η
2 

= .60). The results of the ANOVA also produced a statistically significant Time 

X Group interaction, Wilk’s Λ = .83, F(2, 41) = 4.21, p = .02, multivariate η
2 

= .17 The 

mean EG Site-Based Management importance rating scores increased to a range of 4.40 

to 4.67 in years 2-5 from a range of 3.50 to 4.21 in year 1. These increases across groups 

indicated a greater amount of agreement regarding the importance of Site-Based 

Management for more experienced assistant principals than for beginning assistant 

principals. The increase in scores and the interactions of scores between the groups are 

presented in Figure 30. The alternative univariate tests, Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh- 

Field, yield the same F values and same level of significance. The results of these tests 

are displayed in Table 121.  
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Table 121 

Site Based Management - Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts  

 

Source              Time      Sum of             df                Mean               F         p         η
2 

                                                           
Squares                              Squared 

 

Time                Linear            

 

6.25 

 

1 

 

6.25 

 

61.53 

 

.00 

 

.98 

Time*Group    Linear .86 2 0.43 4.21 .02 .17 

Error(time)       Linear 4.17 41 0.10    

 

 

 

 A one way analysis of variance of each time period (year 1 vs years 2-5) was 

conducted separately as a follow-up to the repeated measures design to test for a 

statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of the EGs for the skills 

included in the Site Based Management construct. These relationships were evaluated 

both as a skill needed for beginning assistant principals and as a skill for more 

experienced assistant principals (years 2-5) potentially preparing for future principal 

positions.  

The independent variable, Educator Group (EG), included three levels (beginning 

assistant principals, principals, and district executive staff). The dependent variable was 

the means of the importance rating on the Site Based Management construct. The means 
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and standard deviations for each educator group are displayed in Table 122. The results 

of the analysis for Year 1 are displayed in Table 123.  

 

Table 122 

Descriptive Statistics for the Combined Importance Scores for the Site Based 

Management Construct  

 Year 1 Years 2 - 5 

Educator Group Mean SD N Mean  SD N 

 

Assistant Principal 

 

4.21 

 

0.60 

 

13 

 

4.67 

 

0.39 

 

13 

Principal 3.50 0.43 27 4.40 0.39 27 

District Executive 3.75 0.43 4 4.53 0.57 4 

Total 3.73 0.65 44 4.49 0.41 44 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
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Table 123 

Analysis of Variance Summary for Group Differences on the Site Based Management 

Construct (Year 1) 

 

Source                  SS                           df           MS             F             η
2     

    p 

 

Corrected Model 5.89
a
 2 2.94 9.30 .28 .00 

Intercept 442.56 1 442.56 1398.38 .97 .00 

Group 5.89 2 2.94 9.30 .28 .00 

Error 14.87 47 0.32    

Total 734.43 50     

Corrected Total 20.76 49     

 

a
 R squared = .28 (Adjusted R squared =.25) 

 

 
The one-way ANOVA for year 1 showed a statistically significant, F(2, 47) = 

9.30, p = .00. The effect size was estimated using the multivariate η
2 

statistic. The effect 

size was determined to be large (η
2 

= .28). A post hoc evaluation was conducted utilizing 

the Tukey HSD test to evaluate differences between each pair of means (Table 122). The 

test demonstrated a statistically significant difference between the importance ratings of 

assistant principals and principals on first year skills related to site based management 
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(p = .00). First year assistant principals believed that they needed more developed skills 

in site based management during their first year than principals believed were needed. 

Due to the difference in the number of subjects and the questions of equal variances 

between the groups, the Dunnett’s C was also used to control for Type 1 error across the 

multiple pairs comparisons. The Dunnett’s C test determined that the mean ratings for 

assistant principals were statistically higher than the mean for principals for year one 

importance of site based management skills (p < .05). Summary results of the post-hoc 

tests are presented in Table 124. 

 

Table 124 

Summary of Post Hoc Tests for Paired Mean Differences in Site Based Management 

Total Scores (Year 1)  

 

Source       Category                        Category             Mean         Standard     p    

                                                                                             Difference      Error 

 
Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73 0.17 .00 Tukey HSD 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.58 0.28 .11 

Assistant Principal 

 

Principal 0.73* 0.17  Dunnett’s C 

Assistant Principal 

 

District Executive 0.58 0.24  

 

*p < 0.05 
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 The ANOVA for differences in site based management subscale mean scores for 

years 2 -5 was not statistically significant, F(2, 45) = 2.11, p = .13. The mean scores of 

the assistant principals, principals and district executive staff were all in the extremely 

important range. 

 In summary, principals rated required skills lower than both assistant principals 

and district level staff for first year expectations. No statistically significant difference in 

mean importance rating scores was found between assistant principals and district level 

executive staff. All three groups demonstrated higher importance in the skills related to 

site based assessment by the years 2-5. Figure 30 displays mean importance rating scores 

by EG and time context (year 1 and years 2-5). 

 There were statistically significant time context main effects for all three of the 

construct subscales and statistically significant Time x Group Effects in two of the three 

subscales. Assistant principals consistently rated skills for first year assistant principals 

within the Site Based Management construct more important than either principals or 

district executive staff. Principals consistently rated the skills at the lowest mean rating 

scale for first year assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals for all 

subscales. There were statistically significant differences between the ratings of the 

assistant principals and principals in all three of the subscales for first year skills. There 

were no statistically significant differences in the ratings for skills for more experienced 

assistant principals. The effect size in the context main effect was large for all three 

subscales and the construct overall. There were medium to large effect sizes for the Time 

x Group Effects in the subscales and the construct. 
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Figure 30. Comparison of Educator Group (EG) Means on the Site Based Management 

Construct: Year 1 vs Years 2-5 

 

 

 

 

Summary Inferential Analysis   

 The inferential analysis portion of the research study addressed three questions 

regarding the beliefs of the three Educator Groups (EGs) on the skills for first year 

assistant principals and for more experienced assistant principals potentially preparing to 

become the principals of the future. The first question is, “Is there a statistically and 

practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator Groups (EGs) regarding the 

importance of the different skill sets needed for the success of first year assistant 

principals”? 

 There was a statistically and practical difference between the mean rating scores 

of assistant principals and principals on five of the six constructs of the study. These 

differences were noted in Planning and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, 
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Communication and Community Relations, Professionalism and Site Based Management. 

Within the constructs, there were statistically significant differences between the mean 

rating scores of assistant principals and principals on 17 of the 23 subscales. The 

exceptions were School Safety and Discipline, Fiscal Responsibility, Goal Setting and 

Attainment, Community Relations, Professional Actions and Collaboration. There were 

no statistically significant differences between the ratings of assistant principals and 

district executive staff or between principals and district executive staff on first year skill 

importance. 

 The second question addressed in the study was, “Is there a statistically and 

practical difference between the beliefs of the EGs regarding the importance of the skill 

sets of more experienced assistant principals preparing to become the principals of the 

future?” 

 There was a statistically and practical difference between the importance rating 

scores of assistant principals and principals in the area of resource management and 

budgeting. There were no other statistically significant differences. 

 The third question addressed in the study was, “Does the time frame context 

effect the (EGs) beliefs regarding skills needed for success for the first year assistant 

principal and the more experienced assistant principal?” 

 There were significant Time Effects and Time x Group Interaction among all 

constructs and their constituent subscales. Time x Group interactions were present in 17 

of the 23 subscales. The general pattern of these interactions was statistically significant 
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differences during year 1 which disappeared at years 2-5. It was noted that all mean 

importance rating scores increased from the year 1 to the years 2-5 contexts. 

Summary Quantitative Research 

 The quantitative research conducted include surveys of three groups and 

comparison of the importance ratings of these groups in areas of evaluation of 

administrators both for first year administrators and for more experienced administrators 

who could be considered in training to become the principals of the future. First year 

administrators were also asked if they had received training in these specific skills as a 

part of their university training program.  

 The analysis of survey results indicates that there is a statistically significant 

difference in many areas between the beliefs of first year administrators and principals. 

First year assistant principals rated the skills to be more important for their first year than 

principals on every scale. District level administrators generally ranked the skill between 

the rating of the assistant principal and the principal.  

 All three groups increased their expectations for more experienced assistant 

principals and the only statistically significant differences in importance ratings between 

the three groups for assistant principals in years two through five was in the area of 

budgeting and resource management. 

Qualitative Research 

 Qualitative research data were collected from two sources for this research 

project: One open ended question from the surveys distributed to the three groups that 

queried their beliefs about the three most imperative skills for beginning assistant 
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principals and from interviews that were completed with participants in the survey. The 

intent of both the survey question and the interviews was to gain additional information 

on the beliefs of the participants and to give the participants the opportunity to expand 

upon their beliefs with examples and add any additional information they felt was 

important, but may not have been included in the structured survey process. 

 Interviews were completed with three randomly selected beginning assistant 

principals who completed the questionnaire and who indicated their willingness to be 

interviewed. Six principals were selected randomly to participate in the interview 

process. The random selection process yielded only elementary assistant principals as 

participants. Consequently, one additional principal was selected randomly from the pool 

of middle school principals and one additional principal was selected randomly from the 

pool of high school principals to ensure participation from all levels of schools within the 

study. Two district executive staff members were randomly selected from the pool of 

participants. All interviews were completed individually and were recorded using both a 

tape recorder and a voice activated component of Microsoft Word. The interviews were 

conducted at a mutually convenient location and were approximately 30 minutes in 

length. Interviews were transcribed, double checked for accuracy and coded for themes. 

Descriptions of Individuals 

 Participants in the interview process were assigned identifiers for ease of 

identification in reading the results of the qualitative analysis. A descriptive statement of 

each participant follows and Table 124 contains a brief descriptive statement to identify 

each participant. 
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Assistant Principal 1. Assistant Principal 1 is new to the school division this year 

and is currently a first year assistant principal in an elementary school. Assistant Principal 

1 had previous experience as a classroom teacher in several different schools in different 

states. Assistant Principal 1 has assisted with a summer school administrative position. 

Assistant Principal 1 will be identified as the assistant principal who is new to the school 

division.  

 Assistant Principal 2. Assistant Principal 2 is currently a first year assistant 

principal in an elementary school. Assistant Principal 2 was a classroom teacher in the 

school division for several years. Assistant Principal 2 served as a lead mentor and 

teacher leader while a classroom teacher. Assistant Principal 2 also served as a summer 

school principal. Assistant Principal 2 will be identified as the assistant principal who 

was a teacher leader. 

 Assistant Principal 3.  Assistant Principal 3 is currently a first year assistant 

principal in an elementary school. Assistant Principal 3 was a classroom teacher in two 

different schools prior to becoming an administrator. Assistant Principal 3 has a 

background in both general education and special education and served as a Teacher on 

Administrative Assignment and as a Summer School Assistant Principal 3 will be 

identified as the assistant principal who was a teacher on administrative assignment. 

 Principal 1.  Principal 1 is currently an elementary school principal. Principal 1 

has experience as a classroom teacher, an instructional support teacher through the 

central office and as an assistant principal. Principal 1 has been the principal at three 

different schools within this school division and has worked with three assistant 
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principals, two who were new to the job. Principal 1 will be identified as the principal 

who has worked with two new assistant principals. 

 Principal 2. Principal 2 is currently the principal of a special education school 

providing services to students grades 1 – 12. Principal 2 has experience as a high school 

teacher and as a principal in a different state in a similar type of school. Principal 2 has 

worked with four new assistant principals and has worked with teachers on administrative 

assignment. Principal 2 will be identified as the principal of the school serving special 

needs students. 

 Principal 3. Principal 3 is currently an elementary school principal. Principal 3 

has experience as a classroom teacher, assistant principal and principal. Principal 3 has 

worked with two assistant principals, one who was a beginning assistant principal. 

Assistant principal 3 was a teacher in the school division and then left the division, 

returning a number of years of later and resumed teaching and then became an 

administrator. Principal 3 will be identified as the principal who returned to resume an 

administrator career. 

 Principal 4. Principal 4 is currently an elementary school principal. Principal 4 

has experience as a teacher, assistant principal and principal. Principal 4 has worked in 

two school divisions as an administrator. Principal 4 has worked with four new assistant 

principals and an intern. Principal 4 will be identified as the principal who has been a 

principal in two different school divisions in the state of Virginia. 

 Principal 5. Principal 5 is currently an elementary school principal. Principal 5 

has experience as an elementary and middle school teacher, an administrator in another 
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state, a central office support teacher position, elementary assistant principal and 

principal. Principal 5 has worked with two new assistant principals. Principal 5 will be 

identified as the principal who has been a principal in two different states. 

 Principal 6. Principal 6 is currently a middle school principal. Principal 6 has 

experience as a high school teacher, high school department chair and served as 

coordinator of a specialty program prior to becoming a principal. Principal 6 has worked 

with three assistant principals since becoming principal, two who were new to 

administration. Principal 6 will be identified as the principal who is currently the 

principal of a middle school. 

 Principal 7. Principal 7 is currently an elementary school principal. Principal 7 

has experience as an elementary school teacher, a central office administrator, assistant 

principal and principal. Principal 7 has worked with one new assistant principal. Principal 

7 has worked in a school with no assistant principal and a school with an assistant 

principal. Principal 7 will be identified as the principal who has served as a principal with 

and without an assistant principal. 

 Principal 8. Principal 8 is currently a high school principal. Principal 8 has 

experience as a high school teacher, guidance counselor and assistant principal. Principal 

8 has worked with four new assistant principals. Principal 8 will be identified as the 

principal who is currently a high school principal. 

 District Level Executive Staff 1.  District Level Executive Staff 1 has been a 

district level administrator for three years. District Level Executive Staff 1 has been a 

senior level staff for the past one and one half years. District Level Executive Staff 1 was 
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previously an elementary school principal, but never served as an assistant principal. 

District Level Executive Staff 1 did work with an assistant principal in the past. District 

Level Executive Staff 1 participated in interviews for hiring new assistant principals and 

principals. District Level Executive Staff 1 will be identified as the district staff that has 

been in the position for less than five years. 

 District Level Executive Staff 2. District Level Executive Staff 2 has been a 

district level administrator supervising schools for the past seven years. Prior to 

becoming a senior level staff District Level Executive Staff 2 was an elementary school 

principal in two different schools. District Level Executive Staff 2 worked with an 

assistant principal in one of the two schools. District Level Executive Staff 2 had the title 

of assistant principal for one year in a nontraditional assistant principal role. District 

Level Executive Staff 2 will be identified as the district staff that has been in the position 

for more than five years. 
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Table 125 

Identification of Interview Participants 

 

Current Role    Identifier in study 

 

Assistant Principal 1 

 

Assistant principal who is new to the school.  

 

Assistant Principal 2 Assistant principal who was a teacher leader within the school 

division. 

 

Assistant Principal 3 Assistant principal who was a teacher on administrative 

assignment.  

 

Principal 1 Principal who has worked with two new assistant principals. 

 

Principal 2 Principal who works at a school serving special needs students. 

 

Principal 3 Principal who returned to the division to resume an administrator 

career. 

 

Principal 4 Principal who has been a principal in two school divisions in the 

state of Virginia. 

 

Principal 5 

 

Principal who has been a principal in two different states. 

Principal 6 

 

Principal who is currently the principal of a middle school. 

Principal 7 Principal who has served as a principal with and without an 

assistant principal 

 

Principal 8 

 

Principal who is currently a high school principal. 

District Executive Staff 1 District staff that has been in the position for less than five years. 

 

District Executive Staff 2 District staff that has been in the position for more than five 

years. 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Open-Ended Question in the Survey 

 Survey respondents were asked to identify the three most important skills for first 

year assistant principals. These responses were tabulated for the six District Executive 

Level Staff, 18 Assistant Principals and 32 Principals who participated in the survey. All 

survey participants provided answers to the questions. 

District executive staff identified the areas of data analysis, communication skills, 

time management, problem solving, evaluations and modeling teaching and learning to 

be the top priorities for new assistant principals. District Executive staff also listed 

collaboration skills, problem solving skills, the ability to analyze and use data to support 

program develop and modeling teaching, learning and leading as essential skills for the 

beginning assistant principals. These skills are general in nature and revolve around the 

ability to take the situation the new assistant principal encounters and be able to make 

decisions regarding their response to the situation. This supports the district level 

administrator’s perception that the beginning assistant principal will need to be able to 

make decisions within the school setting as they arise and that the job responsibilities of 

the new assistant principal are quite varied and require a wide repertoire of skills. 

Principals identified evaluations, data analysis, collaboration, professionalism, 

discipline and special education as the top priorities. Principals also listed monitoring 

student achievement, supporting staff, having a sense of humor, understanding the culture 

of the school, loyalty to the administration and flexibility as essential skills for beginning 

assistant principals. Many of the specifically listed skill needs focus on leadership 

characteristics and styles and may be the principal’s beliefs that the most important skills 
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for the beginning assistant principal focus not only on educational skills, but on learning 

the leadership styles needed for success in the school situation. 

Assistant principals identified instructional leadership, communication, special 

education, evaluations, time management and leading change as major priorities. 

Assistant principals listed many specific skills as the three most important skills for their 

first year. These included test coordination, the special education process, time 

management, organizational skills, professional learning communities, the school 

professional development plan and budget training. These specific skills focus on the day 

to day needs of the beginning assistant principal and the specific job responsibilities they 

might encounter as they begin their job. This supports the extremely important ratings 

that assistant principals gave for many skills, such as prioritizing issues and projects, 

participating in professional learning communities, identifying best instructional practices 

for student groups with identified needs, completing the evaluation process and having an 

understanding of the special education process, on the survey process. The assistant 

principals rated all skills presented as more important than either principals or district 

executive staff. 

Instructional leadership appeared to be the leading category for all groups and all 

respondents indicated a need to focus on good instruction. District Executive staff 

indicated that beginning assistant principals would need to be able to model teaching and 

learning. They also focused on the ability to evaluate the teaching in the school and the 

learning being accomplished by students. Principals also indicated that beginning 

assistant principals would need to be able to evaluate the teaching in the school and 
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monitor student achievement. Assistant principals identified instructional leadership as 

their most important skill needed during their first year.  

 After instructional leadership, there were great differences in the perceptions of 

what are really important skills for the first year beginning assistant principal. District 

executive staff supported very general ideas such as communication skills, implementing 

the teacher evaluation process and gaining credibility with stakeholders. Principals listed 

significant leadership traits such as communication skills, organizational skills, time 

management skills and problem solving skills. Assistant principals listed very specific 

skills such as special education procedures, observation and evaluation procedures, time 

management skills and organizational skills. These differences support the  idea that each 

of these groups has differing ideas on what beginning assistant principals need to know 

and what they should be learning during their first year and demonstrate the differing 

perceptions of what the job of a beginning assistant principal entails and what their skill 

set for their first year needs to include.  

Interviews 

  Questions for the interviews included background information about educational 

history, previous educational experiences and their “road” to their current position. Each 

person was requested to talk about their current job. New assistant principals were asked 

about their perceptions about what would be most difficult in their new job and what in 

fact had been the most difficult given they had been in the job for several months. 

Principals and District executive staff were asked what they viewed as the greatest 

challenges for new assistant principals, if they were well prepared for these duties and 
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what additional skills they needed. District executive staff was asked to share what traits 

and experiences they look for in new applicants for assistant principal positions and 

principals were asked to share what they do to help assistant principals be prepared for 

their current duties. Principals were also asked to share their beliefs on their 

responsibilities for preparing assistant principals to be the potential principals of the 

future. All interview questions can be viewed in Appendix A. A summary of responses is 

included below. Following the discussion, specific themes that emerged are discussed 

and comparisons made between the belief systems of assistant principals, principals and 

district executive staff. 

Prior Experiences 

 Assistant principals, principals and district executive staff all shared a common 

background for entering the administrative field by being classroom teachers. Assistant 

principals and principals stated that a major part of becoming an administrator was first to 

experience being a teacher leader. The assistant principal who was a teacher leader 

indicated “they (principals I worked for) felt comfortable with giving me tasks and things 

to complete for the school that would not only benefit the school but also benefit me and 

the students”. The principal who is currently the principal of a middle school stated that 

the “training to be a principal begins as teachers serve on school level committee, serve 

on the advisory council and serve on school division committees.”  The district executive 

who has been in the position less than five years indicated that when looking for an 

assistant principal one of the most important skills “is the ability to lead instruction and 

lead teachers to make changes in instruction.” These would indicate that the experience 
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base of new assistant principals needs to be broad enough to have given them a variety of 

experiences and new situations to work in. New assistant principals need to have had 

previous leadership experiences and need to have the skills to be leaders within an 

educational community as well as having been excellent teachers with an understanding 

of curriculum and learning. Brown-Ferrigno and Muth (2006) report that teachers who 

have been given administrative assignments and experiences have the opportunity to 

develop leadership skills needed for becoming an administrator. 

First Year Successes 

 District executive staff reported that beginning assistant principals bring an 

enthusiasm to the job which often helps their success. The district executive staff who has 

been in the position for less than five years reported that they look for people who can 

lead instruction when interviewing candidates and find that the candidates selected “are 

familiar with instruction and what good instruction looks like” so they are able to be 

successful in leading instruction. The district executive staff who has been in the position 

for more than five years stated that “they (new assistant principals) have a clear memory 

of being in the classroom and have been successful teachers and this allows them to bring 

those skills with them into administration.” This supports the opinions expressed in the 

open-ended questions that good instructional skills and instructional leadership skills are 

the most important skill for the beginning assistant principal.  

 Assistant principals indicated that although they have good instructional skills, 

they did not necessarily believe these were their strengths coming into the job. Two of the 

three interviewed did not address instructional skills as an area they felt most comfortable 
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with during their first year. The assistant principal who is new to the school stated that 

discipline was one of the easiest areas to adjust to because “you have to do discipline as a 

teacher so it sort of carries over.” The assistant principal who was a teacher on 

administrative assignment stated that data analysis and its relationship to instruction was 

one of the easiest areas to become comfortable with because of the massive amount of 

experience they receiving during the beginning of the school year. The principal who has 

worked with two new assistant principals felt that instruction was their (new assistant 

principals) strength because they “knew the components of good instruction” and could 

“provide instructional suggestions to teachers.” 

 Principals suggested a wide variety of situations which produced success for first 

year assistant principals. The principal who has been a principal in two different school 

divisions in the state of Virginia and the principal who has been a principal in two 

different states felt the greatest success (of new assistant principals) was in building 

relationships with staff, students and parents. The principal who was a principal in two 

different states and the principal who is currently the principal of a middle school 

indicated evaluation was a comfortable task for new assistant principals. The principal 

who has worked with two new assistant principals and the principal who is currently a 

high school principal reported that discipline is an area that is easy for beginning assistant 

principals to find success in their first year. The principal who has been a principal in two 

different states further explained that new assistant principals do well with “anything with 

clear, set guidelines.” The wide variety of answers indicates that different assistant 

principals may have differing strengths and weaknesses and may feel more comfortable 
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in different situations. There is also a suggestion that the new assistant principal feel most 

comfortable functioning within the school and making leadership decisions when they 

have clear guidelines and rules. Harzell (2004) reports the first year of service for new 

assistant principal is often difficult for educators. They are required to make major 

changes in the way they perceive themselves and find a new role within the school in a 

situation in which their roles are not well defined. 

First Year Duties - Strengths 

 Assistant principals reported that their first year duties were extremely varied. The 

assistant principal who is new to the school division reported their duties were 

“Everything. It is like trail by fire.” All three assistant principals reported they are 

responsible for varying amounts of the discipline in their school and staff evaluations. 

Two of the three assistant principals indicated they were responsible for special education 

and handling bus issues. Other reported duties included starting new programs (bully 

program or remediation program), data collection and analysis, child study, action plans 

for personnel and completing the budget.  

 Principals indicated that discipline is often an area assigned to new assistant 

principals. All principals stated they also expect assistant principals to share in the 

evaluation responsibilities, however; three of the eight principals reported that they do 

not assign new assistant principals to evaluate teachers they believe may need additional 

help. The principal who is currently the principal of a middle school reported that “we try 

not to assign new assistant principals to evaluate teachers in areas which have state 

standardized testing unless they have significant experience in that content area”.   
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 Principals report that they try to assign duties based on the strengths, experiences 

and background of the person. The principal who is currently a high school principal 

reported “we make those decisions as an administrative team. We sit down as a team and 

figure out how we should distribute the duties evenly.” The principal who has served as a 

principal with and without an assistant principal reported that “we always decide 

together, (the division of jobs is) mutually agreed upon.” The principal who has served as 

a principal at three different schools, the principal who resumed their career in the 

division, the principal who has been a principal in two different school division in the 

state of Virginia and the principal who has been a principal in two different states all 

reported that they try to divide the duties equally and share evenly in school initiatives. 

The principal who has been a principal in two different states further described their 

working relationship with the assistant principal as more of a “co-principalship model”. 

This would support the opinion of the district staff that has been in the position less than 

five years who stated that the principal and assistant principal “should be like Batman and 

Robin-able to step in and save each other as needed.” This would indicate a need for the 

principal and assistant principal to be able to interact with each other, problem solve and 

handle situations which arise in a cohesive and consistent manner. When one 

administrator is out of the building, the other administrator should be able to step in and 

fill their shoes with minimal impact upon the functioning of the building.  
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First Year Duties - Challenges 

 First year assistant principals were asked what they worried about most as they 

started their new job and all responded they worried most about being accepted and 

respected by the staff at the school. This is supported by Hartzell (2004) who describes 

the first year of assistant principal tenure as requiring the person to figure out how to fit 

in with their new school role and establish themselves as an entity in the school 

community. 

 Principals identified a number of areas that presented difficulties for the 

beginning assistant principal. Managing all the responsibilities of the job, time 

management, special education, working with teachers, working with parents and really 

being able to be part of the leadership team were mentioned by several current principals.  

The principal who has served as a principal at three different schools stated they have 

difficulty “coming to the realization that their job isn’t significantly different from mine. 

They really are there to share in the leadership role…and people need to see them …as a 

team.” The principal who works at a school serving special needs students reported a 

huge challenge for new assistant principals to be able to “constantly motivate staff to 

become better performers.” The principal who has served as a principal with and without 

an assistant principal stated that perhaps the greatest challenge for the new assistant 

principal is “seeing the big picture.  I think it just takes time to be able to see everything 

and put it all in place.” These statements would support that the challenges of the first 

year are varied, differ by person and involved realizing what the assistant principal job 

entails and how to meet the challenges of the job. Villiani (2006) reports the most 
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significant challenges for the new assistant principal to be time management and setting 

priorities. Ricciardi and Petrosko (2000) indicate that the success of many first year 

assistant principals is tied to their ability to take opportunities to engage in developmental 

activities early in the school year. 

Preparing the Assistant Principal 

 Principals were asked to comment on how they prepare their assistant principal 

for their current duties. Principals overwhelmingly discussed having clear expectations 

and strong communication as ways to prepare the assistant principals. Five of eight 

principals discussed meeting and collaboration on everything. The principal who has 

been a principal in two different school divisions in the state of Virginia also shared that 

“I share the decision-making process I go through, I give examples and we talk about 

it…I also let my assistant principal knows that it is OK to make mistakes.” The principal 

who was a principal in two states indicated “we meet weekly on Monday mornings and 

we discuss schedules and we discuss issues that are going on…and I have an open door 

policy. Any time she has a questions, she comes in…I have also sent her to other people, 

so she can ask questions and hear their answers also.” The principal who is currently a 

high school principal stated “we meet weekly on Thursdays, and as a team we sit and 

have lunch together, but it also provides us the opportunity to hear what other people are 

working on, to share ideas and to ask questions in an open environment.” 

Professional Development Opportunities – Year 1 

 Assistant principals reported that they needed professional development 

opportunities on programs they were responsible for and time management. All three 
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indicated that they are participating in a Leadership Academy which has given them 

many of the skills they have needed and has provided them a network of new assistant 

principals so they have people they can call when they have questions. Assistant 

principals reported that they believe much of the professional growth should be provided 

centrally, but it is often hard to get out of the building, even though they really need to 

attend.  

 Principals report a need for assistant principals to receive additional training in 

budgeting, school law, decision making and how to wear all the hats of the job. Principals 

believe that they have a responsibility to provide some of the training for their assistant 

principal, but they also need additional opportunities outside of the building. Principals 

expressed the belief that new assistant principals need the opportunity to network with 

other assistant principals, share their experiences and discuss them with others and learn 

about other schools. The principal who returned to the division to resume their career 

stated “they also need a safe place to talk about struggles, where they can brainstorm and 

find out what is working, what the problem is and how to problem solve it to make each 

school a better place.”  

Professional Development Opportunities – Experienced Assistant Principals 

 Principals report that the needs of more experienced assistant principals are very 

different from the needs of the beginning assistant principal. The principal who is 

currently a high school principal reports that more experienced assistant principals are 

ready to “broaden their horizons.” The principal who has been a principal in two different 

states stated that the more experienced assistant principals “seems to know more” and is 
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ready to move on to other skills. The principal who is currently the principal of a middle 

school says that more experienced assistant principal needs to “fan out into broader 

areas.” This would support the beliefs that more experienced assistant principals are 

developing more skills so they can become the principals of the future. These skills are 

developed in different ways by experiences both within the school and through learning 

opportunities at the central level. 

 Principals reported unanimously that it is a part of their job to prepare assistant 

principals to be the principals of the future. The principal who works at a school serving 

special needs students stated “it is my legacy.” The principal who returned to the division 

to resume their career stated “it is my responsibility and I need to give my assistant 

principal lots of different experiences.” The principal who is currently a high school 

principal stated that as they divide duties at the beginning of the school year, one goal is 

to be sure that people do not do the same job year after year so they can have varied 

experiences and a good background to “take my job when I am no longer going to be the 

principal.” 

The district staff that has been in the position for more than five years stated that 

it is very obvious those assistant principals who have worked with very good principals 

and “I would wonder if that is the strongest predictor of success, in getting a 

principalship, is the quality of the principal that the assistant principal worked with.” 

Preparation Programs  

 Interview participants were asked if current certification programs adequately 

prepare candidates for the assistant principal position. District level staff stated that 
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programs were adequate if they contained an internship component or some way for 

participants to have exposure to day to day scenarios and experiences. 

 Principals reported a mixture yes and no responses to the question. All felt that 

participants generally received good “book” knowledge, but needed more on the job or 

internship experiences. Other needs for the programming included dealing with angry and 

difficult people, communication within schools and in this school division, site-based 

management.  

 These statements would all support that beginning assistant principals need ways 

to gain more experience and skills during their first year of service. This also supports the 

beliefs of the assistant principals on the importance of all the skills necessary for being an 

assistant principal. 

Themes 

 Themes that emerged during the interview analysis included Leadership Skills, 

particularly instructional leadership skills, Teamwork, Communication Skills with 

various stakeholders, Expectations, Roles, Future Responsibilities and Developing 

Principals of the Future. Each of these themes is discussed below. 

Leadership Skills 

 Leadership Skills, particularly instructional leadership was an area addressed by 

the district level staff. There has been a shift within schools from managerial tasks for 

administrators to a focus on instructional leadership as they key role of the school 

administrator. Batenhurst (2002) stated that many new assistant principals are assigned 

duties that do not involve instructional leadership which keeps them from gaining 



 

 360 

experiences needed for future development. Both district level staff interviewed reported 

that a love of instruction and good instructional leadership were imperative skills for 

selecting new assistant principals. The district staff that has been in the position less than 

five years stated, “I look for someone who can lead instruction. Someone who is able to 

work with and lead teachers in a positive direction”. The district staff that has been in the 

position more than five years supported this idea with a statement “I look for a love of 

instruction and curriculum and knowledge of both”. The assistant principal who was a 

teacher leader within the school division stated that instructional leadership was his 

“strongest suit”, as he felt very comfortable with the instructional components of the job 

and “I have a good handle on instruction”, indicating that this would help in providing 

instructional leadership within the building.  

 Principals were generally in agreement that instructional leadership skills were an 

important part of the job. The principal who returned to the division to resume their 

career indicated that “instructional leadership skills are the area of greatest professional 

growth needs for the new assistant principal” and that “new assistant principals need to 

learn ways to be in the classroom more and help guide the teachers toward excellence.” 

The principal who has been a principal in two school divisions in the state of Virginia 

indicated that the assistant principal “has a focus on instruction…his head is in the right 

place to be a principal of the future.” 

 The instructional leadership skills discussed correlate with the results from the 

inferential analysis of the Instructional Leadership Construct. All scores within the 

construct fell in the very important range for all three educator groups in the survey both 
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as first year skills and skills for the future. The beliefs expressed in the interviews support 

the results of the inferential analysis on the importance of this skill and indicate 

agreement between the educator groups on the importance of instructional leadership. 

Assistant principals need to have experiences in implementing instructional change and 

being an instructional leader if they are to gain the skills needed for future principal 

positions (Marshall et. al., 2006) 

Teamwork 

The way the principal and assistant principal work together and develop their 

working relationship was addressed by almost all interview participants. The district 

executive staff explained that the concept of teamwork was both within the school itself 

and an extension into the general school division administration. The district staff that has 

been in the position for less than five years stated “teamwork is more than just in the 

school…we all have to be able to have a seat at the table and talk about issues…you have 

to have opportunities to work with other people and hear other opinions”. The same 

respondent stated, “You (as the principal) have to set the tone, you have to provide a 

fertile opportunity for them to grow at the school and division level and that requires all 

of us to work together.” The district staff that has been in the position more than five 

years indicated that assistant principals need the opportunity to work in all instructional 

areas and all many different projects so they have many experiences. 

The assistant principal who was a teacher leader within the school division stated 

“we sit down and do things together and I can learn from her.” This was the only assistant 

principal interviewed who focused on the working together as a team. The other two 
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assistant principals were focused more on their individual responsibilities and their need 

to learn how to do the jobs they were assigned. The assistant principal who is new to the 

school stated that her responsibilities were everything and “I learned trial by fire”. The 

assistant principal who was a teacher on administrative assignment indicated that he had 

specific job responsibilities that went along with his previous experiences (special 

education) and he had experience with discipline so these were his major responsibilities 

his first year. This would suggest that there may be a difference within buildings 

regarding the expectations of the new assistant principals, the ways they are being 

introduced to their job responsibilities and the ways that principals are addressing their 

learning needs within the building. Daresh (2006) describes the assistant principal job as 

a type of “no mans land”, as their duties can vary from building to building and from 

administrator to administrator, which can lead to the new assistant principal not learning 

all of the skills necessary for success. 

 Principals were more focused on the teamwork concept. The principal who has 

worked with two new assistant principals stated that “the principal and assistant principal 

are a team and the teachers and community need to see them as a team and be able to 

work with either of them.” This principal also indicated they believe they provide a 

situation where they are a sort of “think tank” with the freedom to discuss situations, toss 

ideas around and share the role, while not quite equally, almost to that point so that either 

of them would be able to move forward alone if needed. The principal who has been a 

principal in two school divisions in the state of Virginia stated that the biggest focus and 

priority is being an “instructional leader” and “establishing the feeling of an 
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administrative team”. This principal also indicated they try to make “collaborative 

decisions” daily with the assistant principal so the assistant principal has the benefit of 

hearing their thought process and having the opportunity to also problem solve aloud. 

The principal who has been a principal in two different states indicated they have weekly 

meetings to discuss schedules and issues and has “an open door policy” so we can discuss 

everything and work together. This principal also indicated that the amount of teamwork 

is also dependent upon the experience base of the new assistant principal. The principal 

indicated they have worked with one new assistant principal in almost a “co-principal 

model” when the person had a wide experience base, but that has not been successful 

with her current new assistant principal. 

 Teamwork appears to be a concept that is supported at the division level, well 

talked about within the principal ranks, but may or may not be followed through with the 

assistant principals. The interviews provided varying opinions about the amount of 

teamwork going on at specific buildings with assistant principals and principals which 

might reflect the difference between buildings and the management styles of different 

principals.  

Communication Skills 

 Communication skills for the assistant principal fell within two categories. 

Communication, to include interpersonal skills, with stakeholders (teachers, students, 

parents, other administrators) and communication as a part of the administrative team 

were addressed by interview participants. 
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 District executive staff comments related to communication focused on 

interpersonal skills and communication with stakeholders. The district staff that has been 

in the position for less than five years stated the assistant principal is someone who is 

able to be “friendly” and “interact with people on different levels”. This administrator 

also indicated that the effective assistant principal “doesn’t necessarily speak from 

policies and regulations…but can talk on an individual level and let people know they are 

the most important person in the world at that moment.” The district staff that has been in 

the position for more than five years stated, “interpersonal skills are a key variable as to 

whether or not the assistant principal will ultimately be successful” and “a key factor in 

the success of the administrator is communication skills.”  

 Assistant principals indicated that fears coming into their current positions related 

to their acceptance within the school and their ability to establish a supervisory 

relationship with teachers within the building. The assistant principal who was a teacher 

leader within the school division indicated, “I thought acceptance from a new staff would 

be an issued; however communication with them has made the experience good.” The 

assistant principal who is new to the school indicated “I feel I have built a rapport with 

not only my staff, but several of the parents in the community and this has helped me.”  

 Principals focused on both interpersonal communication skills and inter-

administrative team communication in their interviews. The principal who has worked 

with two new assistant principals stated, “It is important to be able to more than talk to, 

but really communicate with, a wide variety of people from all different backgrounds” 

and “it is not necessarily what a person is saying, it is how they say it. Framing it in a 
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way that the other person is going to hear it and respond to it the way you want them to.” 

The principal who has worked with two new assistant principals stated, “One of the 

greatest growth needs for new assistant principals is in communication.” The Principal 

who has been a principal in two school divisions in the Virginia indicated that both oral 

and written communication skills are important for the new assistant principal and “I find 

that the new assistant principal I have came with great positive communication skills. He 

does a great job writing letters, talking with parents on the phone as well as interacting 

with staff.” 

 Principals also responded on the need to have communication within the 

administrative team. The principal who has worked with two new assistant principals 

stated, “Communication between the assistant principal and principal is important. We 

make time to sit and talk at least once per month about what is going on in the building 

and what is coming up.”  The principal who returned to the division to resume their 

career stated that at least weekly meetings are conducted between the assistant principal 

and principal to “address concerns, develop to-do lists and be ready for team and data 

meetings.” The principal who is a high school principal stated, “We meet every 

Thursday, and as a team we sit and have lunch together…it provides an opportunity to 

talk about what people are working on and you can hear what other people are doing.”  

The principal who has been a principal in two school divisions in Virginia described a 

“collaborative decision making team” in the building, built on strong communication by 

all the members as they address the issues in the building. These responses support the 

very different ways that communication is evolving in administrative teams within 
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buildings. These styles varied from daily, on-going communication with an open door 

policy to weekly meetings, to monthly meetings to perhaps no predetermined methods for 

administrative communication on a consistent basis. 

 The responses of the interviews correlated with the results from the inferential 

analysis of the Communication and Community Relations construct. School climate, with 

importance ratings in the very important to extremely important range for skills in the 

first year, support the importance of the communication concept. Communication, both 

with stakeholders and within the administrative team, were areas of concern and 

discussion by all three educator groups in the study, however there was not a consistency 

to the approach for insuring communication between the principal and assistant principal. 

Olson (2000) stated that instructional leadership, communication leadership and visionary 

leadership are all integral components for success for the school administrator. Many of 

these skills, including the communication skills necessary for leadership are learned by 

the assistant principal through their daily interactions with the principal. 

Expectations and Roles 

 There are differences in the expectations and roles of the beginning assistant 

principal as discussed by the three educator groups. District executive staff expressed 

opinions that assistant principals having varying degrees of expertise as they begin their 

new job and many of the expectations of these people is dependent upon their entering 

skill set. The district staff that has been in the position for less than five years stated, 

“There are teacher leaders who are out there and are well suited to just roll right into the 

assistant principalship and just hit the ground running. There are others that have a ton 
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that they have to learn, and that first year they just kind of get their feet wet.” This same 

administrator indicated a belief that we have moved from administrators as managers to 

administrators as instructional leaders and in this shift the role of the assistant principal 

has changed and the expectations for assistant principals in decision making has changed. 

He stated, “I envision the role of the assistant principal in the building to be like Batman 

and Robin. Where if Batman happens to be in trouble or tied up or something, Robin 

should be able to step up and be strong as a leader in any of the situations that occur, be it 

instructional, social, community, whatever…a lot of assistant principals feel as though 

every decision they make has to be endorsed by the principal prior to their making it, and 

that is not necessarily the case.” He further stated that assistant principals have to have 

the courage to “take risks”, that even if you make the wrong decision, it can usually be 

fixed and it is important to learn from these situations. 

 The district staff that has been in the position for more than five years stated, “A 

key problem for many new administrators is making the transition from being a 

classroom teacher and now having a much broader environment in which to operate…and 

work with teachers, not as a colleague, but as someone who is in a supervisory capacity.” 

This administrator also stated that a key to learning for the first year assistant principal is 

to “be a part of the administrative team…they should be given the opportunity to 

experience all aspects of administration. The district staff that has been in the position for 

less than five years stated, “Others may see the position as the assistant principal does the 

dirty work, so to speak. The assistant principals deal with a lot of bus duty schedules, and 

lunch duty schedules and things of that nature that don’t necessarily touch kids directly 
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-being willing to take risks.” However, he states that the new assistant principal needs the 

opportunity to “learn the procedures and roles of the school division and of that school so 

they can be consistent in how they apply them.” These statements support the view that 

the new assistant principal has many things to learn during their first year and that they 

may have differing roles and responsibilities school to school so their first year may look 

very different in different locations. Marshall and Hooley (2006) state that the assistant 

principal is often the most visible administrator in the building, serving in the front line as 

they address daily problems and face confrontations, while having the least developed 

coping skills for handling the problems.  

 The three assistant principals interviewed all indicated that they are responsible 

for the discipline within the building. This appears to be role that is often given to the 

new assistant principal. The principal who has worked with two new assistant principals 

indicated that “you deal with discipline as a teacher so it is easy to make the transition to 

working with discipline as an assistant principal. The principal who returned to the 

division to resume their career indicated that “the rules for discipline are fairly straight 

forward so this is a good responsibility for the assistant principal.”  The principal who has 

been a principal in two schools divisions in Virginia indicated that “while it should be 

easy to work with discipline, if you are in a school with a strong parent voice, it can 

sometimes be tricky.”  The principal who is currently the principal of a middle school and 

the principal who is currently the principal of a high school indicated that all assistant 

principals in the building are assigned duties related to discipline. The assistant principal 

who as a teacher on administrative assignment stated that discipline is a part of his 
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responsibilities, but “it has been difficult to figure out to handle six different grades 

levels, the kindergartner versus the fifth grader and how to handle students who come 

into the school with differing backgrounds, particularly the student who is an English 

language learner.” These statements would indicate that while most new assistant 

principals are being assigned the duties related to discipline, they have differing amounts 

of expertise and knowledge in this area and may require assistance as they encounter the 

“grey” areas of discipline. 

 Assistant principals also reported that they have varied duties in their first year in 

addition to discipline with all having evaluation responsibilities and then other duties 

varying school to school. These areas are sometimes based on previous experiences (the 

assistant principal who was a teacher on administrative assignment being assigned to 

special education) and sometimes are not related to their experiences (e.g., the assistant 

principal who is new to the school and has no previous special education background, but 

was assigned this duty.) 

 Principals reported they believed that most of their assistant principal roles are 

mutually determined. The principal who has worked with two new assistant principals 

stated, “I try to divide it pretty evenly in terms of evaluating teachers and being in 

classrooms and meeting with parents. Then we divide up discipline and special ed 

sometimes. It really depends on whether the assistant principal you are working with 

wants to move up or plans to stay in their current job.” The principal who works at a 

school serving special needs students stated, “The role of the assistant principal was what 

we created together.” The principal who returned to the division to resume their career 
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stated, “We sit down and make a list of all the jobs and try to balance the responsibilities. 

I do try to give additional opportunities for new learning.” The principal who has been a 

principal with and without an assistant principal stated, “We discuss the roles and who 

wants to do what. I like to do it by mutual decision” and the principal who is currently a 

high school principal stated, “We sit down as an administrative team and bring in all the 

duties and then discuss how to divide them up.”  

These statements would suggest that principals believe that they are not assigning 

tasks but making mutual decisions about what the expectations and roles of their new 

assistant principals. The differing perceptions of the assistant principals and principals 

suggests that while principals believe they are making mutual decisions regarding roles, 

the assistant principals may not feel comfortable in refusing any type of role or 

responsibility presented. The expectations and roles of the beginning assistant principal 

vary from building to building and from administrator to administrator. Daresh (2006) 

and Marshall et. al (2006) indicate that there are no set rules for the job of assistant 

principal. Duties vary from school to school and from administrator to administrator 

making it difficult to know exactly what skills the new assistant principal will need. 

There are not specific guidance regarding the roles for the first year administrator in this 

school division and perhaps not across the country. 

Developing Principals of the Future 

 The overall consensus of the interviewees was that the assistant principal position 

is a “training ground” to develop the principals of the future. Daresh (2006) states that it 

takes a minimum of three years for the assistant principal to gain the skills necessary to 
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move into a principal position. The district executive that has been in the position less 

than five years stated, “I am always looking for someone as an assistant principal who 

strives to be a principal at some point” and “I see it as a kind of training ground for those 

who move on to the principalship.” He also stated that while “obviously our primary goal 

is instruction for students; I think our secondary goal is to help develop future leaders and 

let’s face it, we are going to need them, especially in a school division that continues to 

grow.” The district executive that has been in the position more than five years supports 

these statements by saying, “This really should be a training ground for assistant 

principals to become principals.” She continues by stating, “Assistant principals who 

have worked with exceptional principals have the background, the development and skill 

set they need. So some assistant principals who get placed with principals who are not 

performing at the top, that really is a detriment to their future professional 

development…in fact, I would wonder if that is the strongest predictor of success, in 

getting a principalship, is the quality of the principal that the assistant principal worked 

for.” 

 Principals also indicate their belief that part of their job responsibility is to 

prepare assistant principals to be principals of the future. The principal who works at a 

school serving special needs students stated. “This is our legacy, to prepare for the 

future.” The principal who has been a principal in two school division in Virginia stated, 

“I see part of my job responsibility as principal is to train the assistant principals and to 

provide them with the guidance they need to prepare for this position.” The principal who 

returned to the division to resume their career stated, “I feel that it’s part of my 
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responsibility to train her for the future and that’s one reason I have her take on the 

various roles so that she has some experience and background in each.” The principal 

who is currently the principal of a middle school stated, “I try to model and support 

change…I think that really the philosophy and the culture we bring to the building of 

modeling best practices in decision making and modeling understanding causal 

relationships and constantly changing and evolving to meet the needs will not hinder 

anyone in progressing to the principalship…and if I have someone who aspires to the 

principalship that could effect the responsibilities that they have.” The district staff that 

has been in the position for less than five years supports the idea that principals want to 

support the building of skills for future principals by stating, “I think a number of 

principals gravitate to that idea and enjoy the idea of developing future leaders, helping 

them get where they want to go and giving them tools and resources to get there.” This 

statement suggests a culture within the school division of building leadership capabilities 

from within and an ownership of the responsibility of preparing new assistant principals 

for more challenging positions in the future. The results of the inferential analysis would 

support these opinions as all three educator groups showed an increase in the importance 

ratings of all skills presented in the survey over time.  

 Principals continued by indicating there are specific additional skills that assistant 

principals need to develop as they get closer to being in the position of becoming a 

principal of the future. The principal who works at a school serving special needs 

students indicated that the principal of the future will need “to understand the budget, the 

whole process and how it works as well as have a really good understanding of school 
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law.” The principal who has been a principal in two school divisions in Virginia stated , 

assistant principals need to gain experience with budget, finance and money because they 

never had to do that before.” 

 Assistant principals indicated in their interviews that all aspired to positions 

beyond the assistant principals position. The assistant principal who is new to the school 

stated that she viewed the assistant principalship is a “stepping stone” to other positions 

within the school division. She indicated these could be principal positions or other 

“central office” positions and further stated, “I think this first year I have done a lot of 

growing and just learning things, and next year will probably be a matter of application 

and of course continued growth.” The assistant principal who was a teacher leader within 

the school division stated that in future years he would need to “continue to refine my 

skills and learn more about special education.” The assistant principal who was a teacher 

on administrative assignment felt the most important skill for the future would be 

“knowing about the budget because that is where principals can lose their jobs.” The 

assistant principals all indicated a need to develop additional skills as they progressed in 

their positions and learning more about applying the knowledge they had gained. 

 These responses support the quantitative data that showed an increase in 

expectations for all constructs, subscales and indicators by all three of the educator 

groups. Common characteristics of effective school leaders include the ability to 

delegate, collaborate, empower others, develop the leadership of others, articulate a clear 

vision of the school and have a clear focus on learning (Pankonien, 2005). These 

characteristics, global categories of the skills used as indicators in the survey, were rated 
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as more important over time and almost all were in the extremely important range for 

more experienced assistant principals potentially preparing to be the principals of the 

future. 

Summary 

 Qualitative data supported that administrators at all levels have differing beliefs 

on the needs of beginning assistant principals, their job duties and their strengths and 

weaknesses. All principals viewed preparing assistant principals to be principals of the 

future as a part of their job and something they wanted to be a part of. Different 

principals approach the assistant principal in different ways, some modeling how they 

learned the skills of being an assistant principal, some viewing the role as a co-

principalship model and some trying to make decisions based upon the individual. 

Responses indicate that there is a wide variety of expectations and approaches within the 

school district and there are not specific guidelines to follow. 

 The interview process supported the survey results that assistant principals have 

high expectations of themselves both in their first year and as they progressed through 

their development to be potential principals of the future. District staff and principals had 

lower expectations for the first year as an assistant principal, but increased expectations 

as they progressed. There were variations on the expectations of both individuals and 

groups and the success of the assistant principal could be tied to the philosophy and 

success of the principal.  
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Summary of Results 

 Survey questions, an open-ended free response question and interviews were used 

to gather data from beginning assistant principals, principals who have worked with 

beginning assistant principals and district level executive staff to determine if 

professional growth needs of beginning assistant principals are viewed the same or 

differently by each of these groups. Each group was requested to rate the importance of 

specific skills from the evaluation protocols for administrators for both beginning 

assistant principals and more experienced assistant principals. Skills were grouped into 

six basic constructs for discussion. These constructs are Planning and Assessment, 

Instructional Leadership, Safety and Organizational Management, Communication and 

Community Relations, Professionalism and Site-Based Management. 

 Quantitative data collected supports that there were differences in the perceptions 

of the three groups regarding the importance of the individual skills for beginning 

assistant principals. Assistant principals rated the skills more important than the other two 

groups. Principals generally rated the skills at the lowest level and district level 

administrators ranked in the middle. The ratings of the three groups merged together as 

these skills were rated for more experienced assistant principals. Statistically significant 

differences were present in assistant principal and principals ratings for the first year in 

19 of 23 subscales of the survey and five of the six constructs. There were no statistically 

significant differences in the ratings of the three groups for years two through five except 

in the area of budgeting and resource management. Importance ratings increased in all 

areas over time. Potter (2001) and Robinson (2004) state that the assistant principal needs 
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to develop more refined skills in leading collaborative staff initiatives, actively 

participating in curriculum develop, being a part of implementing instructional change 

and participating and leading professional learning communities. These skills are all 

captured in the subscales and construct utilized in the survey process. 

Qualitative data supported the validity of the ratings in the survey. Assistant 

principals identified numerous specific skills they needed during their first year of tenure 

and expressed the belief that they needed to learn about everything. They often reported 

having varied duties having to learn about many different things all at once. Principals 

detailed their belief that it was their responsibility to help train the assistant principal for 

the future. They expressed opinions that assistant principals would develop more skills as 

they progressed in the job and would ultimately have the skills needed to move into 

principal positions in the future. District executive staff had a more global assessment of 

the situation and discussed their belief that the assistant principals they hired would be 

the principals of the future. They explained that the skills needed to progress should be 

taught both as a part of their current job and as part of a centrally designed program to 

develop future leaders. Principals and district executive staff stated that the assistant 

principals of today will learn the skills needed with on the job training and professional 

growth support to become the principals of tomorrow. These skills focus on instructional 

leadership, communication leadership and visionary leadership (Olson, 2000). 
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Introduction 

 Assistant principals begin their journey toward the “principalships” of the future 

by being first year assistant principals working in a school under the direction of a 

practicing principal. This model might be viewed as an apprenticeship program, where 

the assistant principal (apprentice) learns at the hands of the principal (master), develops 

skills and eventually becomes the principal. As the shortage of  qualified principal 

candidates continues to grow over the coming years, through attrition due to retirement, 

burnout and lack of quality and qualified candidates, it has become important in some 

school districts to “grow their own” administrators for the future.  

 A first step in this process (apprentice to master) has been to develop professional 

growth opportunities for beginning assistant principals to provide them guidance, skill 

development and nurturing as they proceed along the road to the principalship. Questions 

have developed regarding the skills that beginning assistant principal’s need and the 

perceptions of different groups over the importance of these skills. This study examined 

the perceptions of three groups, first year assistant principals, principals and district 

executive staff (Educator Groups, EG), regarding the importance of specific skills related 

to planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and organizational 

management, communication and community relations, professionalism and site-based 
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management as they relate to beginning assistant principals and for more experienced 

assistant principals.  

 Research questions addressed during this study were: 

• What are the specific skills and knowledge (skills sets) that first year assistant 

principals, principals and district executive staff (Educator Groups, EG) believe 

are the most important for entry level assistant principals success in year one of 

their current job? 

• What skills sets do the EG believe are the most important for more experienced 

(years 2-5) assistant principals as they gain skills to become the potential 

principals of the future?  

• What skills sets do entry level assistant principals report were and were not taught 

in certification classes for administration? 

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator 

Groups regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed for the success 

of first year assistant principals?  

• Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator 

Groups regarding the importance of the skill sets of more experienced assistant 

principals preparing to become the principals of the future? 

• Does the time frame context effect the Educator Group’s beliefs regarding skills 

needed for success for the first year assistant principal and the more experienced 

assistant principal?  
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Hypothesis 1:  There is a statistical and practical difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of beginning assistant principals 

Hypothesis 2:  There is no statistical or practical difference in the beliefs of 

beginning assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the 

professional growth needs of assistant principals preparing to become principals.  

Hypothesis 3:  There is a time frame context effect (first year vs five years) in the 

Educator Groups beliefs about the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation 

needs in terms of Planning and Assessment, Instructional Leadership, Safety and 

Organizational Management, Communication and Community Relations, Professionalism 

and Site Based Management.  

Discussion 

What are the specific skills and knowledge (skill sets) that first year assistant principals, 

principals and district executive staff (Educator Groups, EG) believe are the most 

important for entry level assistant principals success in year one of their current job? 

 Beginning assistant principals all reported needing additional skills as they began 

their new jobs. Many reported needing skills in specific job areas which were assigned to 

them by the building principal. These included areas like special education, completing 

observations and evaluations of staff, both certificated and non-certificated, research 

based practices for implementation of remediation and intervention programs, using data 

to make decisions about instruction and effective communication skills. Many also 
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indicated a desire to better understand the budgeting process and how to monitor the 

current budget.  

 Assistant principals also indicated that the coursework for licensure was only a 

small part of what you need to be successful as a school administrator. They indicated a 

need for the day to day experiences along with a method for processing these events with 

another person so they could better analyze their decisions, other possibilities and what 

they could do in the future.  

 Assistant principals rated the following skill sets as the most important skills for 

first year assistant principals: 

• School Safety and Discipline 

• Goal Setting and Attainment 

• School Climate 

• Professional Actions 

Principals reported this differs from assistant principal to assistant principal based 

upon their previous experiences in the field of education. Assistant principals who have 

held other administrative positions come to the job with a very different skill set than 

those who come to the position with no previous administrative experience. Principals 

reported that beginning assistant principals need on-the-job training, a way to learn how 

to handle the day to day situations with support as they learn to be more independent. A 

second area of significant need was in being able to work with difficult, angry or upset 

people. Principals suggested these supports might be provided through internship 

programs, mentors or close collaboration with the principal. 
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Principals rated the following skill sets as the most important skills for first year 

assistant principals: 

• School Safety and Discipline 

• Professional Actions 

• Goal Setting and Attainment 

• School Climate 

District executive staff reported that the experiences needed varied by the 

previous experiences of the individual. Professional development opportunities were 

considered a must to provide the assistant principals with networking opportunities with 

other administrators and first hand information on district initiatives and expectations. 

Mentors and the opportunity to have varied experiences were also considered extremely 

important for first year assistant principals. 

 District executive staff rated the following skill sets as the most important for first 

year assistant principals: 

• School Climate 

• Professional Actions 

• School Safety and Discipline 

• Collaboration 

All three groups identified school safety and discipline skills, professional actions  

and school climate to be among the most important skill sets for beginning assistant 

principals. While all three groups agreed to their importance, not all groups felt they had 

the same degree of importance. 
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What skill sets do the Educator Groups believe are the most important for more 

experienced (years 2-5) assistant principals as they gain skills to become the potential 

principals of the future? 

Assistant principals believe that they need many experiences to broaden their base 

of knowledge to be trained for higher level jobs. The assistant principals indicated that 

during the first year of their job they felt they were simply learning everything that is a 

part of the job, but in additional years they would be able to branch out and apply the 

skills in different ways. Budgeting, supervision of staff, hiring of staff, instructional 

leadership and improving communication skills were all areas of potential growth for 

more experienced assistant principals. A secondary component to future success was the 

building of a network of other administrators to seek assistance and advice from when 

facing novel situations. This network would include other assistant principals, principals 

and other administrative staff within the school division. 

 Assistant principals rated the following skill sets as most important for years 2 – 5 

of their tenure: 

• School Climate 

• Vision 

• Program Supervision 

• Professional Actions 

• District Initiatives 

 Principals reported that assistant principals need the opportunity to broaden their 

horizons, take on additional responsibilities and have extensive experiences to prepare 
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them to be the principals of the future. All principals reported that it was their “job” to 

prepare these individuals to be the administrators of the future and they did this by giving 

them more and varying responsibilities over time and tried to give them opportunities to 

learn and discuss their learning in a safe environment. Several principals reported they 

view themselves as mentors for their assistant principals and felt it was imperative that 

they share their thinking when making decisions and also share when they made mistakes 

and what they should have done in the situation. 

 Principals rated the following skill sets as the most important for the assistant 

principal in years 2-5: 

• Professional Actions 

• School Safety and Discipline 

• Program Supervision 

• Problem Solving 

 District executive staff reported that perhaps the greatest indicator of success in 

the future might be the success of the principal in the building they are assigned to. 

Varied and numerous experiences paired with opportunities to process and learn from 

these experiences were considered top priorities for assistant principal development. This 

could be provided through professional growth programs, mentorships and having some 

standard expectations for the roles of assistant principals within schools. 

 District executive staff rated the following skill sets as the most important for the 

assistant principal in years 2-5: 

• Professional Actions 
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• Service 

• Program Supervision 

• Staff Development  

• School Climate 

All three groups identified program supervision and professional actions as areas  

of greater importance in later years. There was more variability between groups in the 

later years of the most important skill sets. 

What skill sets do entry level assistant principals report were and were not taught in 

certification classes? 

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during their 

licensure program in approximately 65% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 

of Planning and Assessment.  Respondents reported the highest level of skill training in 

Data Analysis (72%) and the lowest skill training in Improving Standardized Test Scores 

(55%). Specific skills which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving training for 

included understanding and participating in strategic planning processes, leading the 

school improvement plan, understanding and implementing remediation and intervention 

programs, participating in curriculum revisions at the division level and understanding 

and participating in master scheduling of the school.  

 These skills range from developing an understanding of certain processes within 

the school to actually leading in implementation of these skills. With the current focus on 

No Child Left Behind and the requirements for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), it is 

clear that strategic planning, school improvement and remediation and intervention 
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programs are at the forefront of requirements for schools. It would be imperative that 

beginning assistant principals either have knowledge about these areas prior to beginning 

their job or learn quickly as they work within a school that must address these needs. 

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during their 

licensure program in approximately 65% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 

of Instructional Leadership. Respondents reported the highest level of training in Problem 

Solving (70%) and the lowest skill training in Human Resources (60%). Specific skills 

which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving training included understanding, 

monitoring and evaluating intervention and remediation programs, recognizing and 

celebrating staff excellent, understanding Adequate Yearly Progress, understanding staff 

roles and responsibilities within buildings, evaluating non-certificated staff and 

participating in the development of staff handbook.  

 The focus on the role of the administrative staff within school buildings has 

shifted over the past 20 years from being managers of the school building to being 

instructional leaders of the building, while still completing the requirements of the 

manager. With this shift, administrators are required to operate intervention and 

remediation programs and understand and address issues related to AYP as a part of their 

instructional leadership. They remain responsible for evaluation of staff and utilizing the 

staff within the building in the most efficient manner possible to maximize learning 

results.  

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during their 

licensure program in approximately 45% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 
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of Safety and Organizational Management. Respondents reported the highest level of 

training in Goal Setting and Attainment (58%) and the lowest level of training in Fiscal 

Responsibilities (36%). Specific skills which less than 50% of respondents reported 

receiving training included understanding the school crisis plan, managing emergency 

situations, understanding the structure and role of school employees, developing 

handbooks for students, maintaining adequate staff and student records and 

understanding division regulations and operating procedures.  

 The changing face of the schools and country in which we live make it imperative 

that school leaders be ready and able to handle crisis situations in the building and in the 

world around them. These situations did not used to be something anyone would have 

expected in the learning atmosphere, but are now a part of life in the educational 

community. This is perhaps the most important skill that every school leader needs and is 

supported by the fact that there were no significant differences in the importance ratings 

of skills related to crisis management and all groups involved had high expectations for 

beginning assistant principals in knowing how to deal with these situations. 

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during their 

licensure program in approximately 60% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 

of Communication and Community Relations. Respondents reported the highest level of 

training in School Climate (77%) and the lowest level of training in Meeting Diverse 

Needs (52%). Specific skills which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving 

training included seeking grants and partnerships for school improvement, participating 

in school advisory councils and promoting community partnerships. 
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 Meeting diverse needs of students has become an even more important issue 

given the requirements of NCLB and making AYP with identified groups of students. 

These skills, related to instruction, planning and fiscal needs of the school impact the 

daily functioning of the school and are an integral part of the planning process in schools. 

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during their 

licensure program in approximately 60% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 

of Professionalism. Respondents reported the highest level of training in Professional 

Actions (77%) and the lowest level of training in Collaboration (53%). Specific skills 

which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving training included participating in 

non-division professional development opportunities. 

 Beginning assistant principals reported receiving skills training during the 

licensure program in approximately 65% of the skills identified for evaluation in the area 

of Site-Based Management. Respondents reported the highest level of training in District 

Initiatives and the lowest level of training in Strategic Planning (62%). Specific skills 

which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving training included participating in 

or leading the school advisory council and understanding and implementing strategic 

planning to include the school improvement plan. 

 The skills which less than 50% of respondents reported receiving training in were 

identified by these same people as being important to very important skills for first year 

assistant principals. Beginning assistant principals believe that these skills are important 

for their success during their first year. This places pressure upon the assistant principals 
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to gain the skills they feel are deficient if they are going to be successful in their new 

administrative role. 

 

Is there a statistically and practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator Groups 

regarding the importance of the different skill sets needed for the success of first year 

assistant principals? 

There is a significant difference between the beliefs of assistant principals and principals 

regarding the skills needed for first year assistant principals.  

 Six constructs were used to evaluate data regarding skill belief system. These 

constructs include planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and 

organizational management, communication and community relations, professionalism 

and site-based management. Twenty-three subscales combine to form the constructs. 

There were significant differences in the ratings of 19 of the 23 subscales. In the planning 

and assessment construct there were significant differences in the beliefs in all four 

subscales. In the instructional leadership construct there were significant differences in all 

five of the subscales. In the safety and organizational management construct there were 

significant differences in 1 of the 4 subscales. In the communication and community 

relations construct there were significant differences in 2 of the 3 constructs. In the 

professionalism construct there was a significant difference in 1 of the 4 subscales. In the 

site-based management construct there were significant differences in 2 of the 3 

subscales. These significant differences would support the hypothesis that there are 

significant differences in the beliefs of beginning assistant principals and principals 
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regarding the importance of specific skills during the first year of the assistant 

principalship. 

 There were some areas of significant difference in beliefs between beginning 

assistant principals and district executive level staff. Of the total 23 subscales there were 

a total of 5 areas of significant discrepancy. The area of greatest discrepancy was in the 

construct instructional leadership with 2 of 5 areas. There were no areas of significant 

discrepancy in communication and community relations or in professionalism.  

 

Is there a statistically or practical difference between the beliefs of the Educator Groups 

regarding the importance of the skill sets of more experienced assistant principals 

preparing to become the principals of the future? 

 There was a significant discrepancy between the importance rating scores of 

assistant principals and principals in the areas of budgeting and resource management. 

There were no other areas of significant discrepancy for more experienced assistant 

principals between the assistant principals and principals or assistant principals and 

district executive level staff.  

Hypothesis 1:  There is a significant difference in the beliefs of beginning 

assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the professional 

growth needs of beginning assistant principals. 

This hypothesis is partially proven. There is a significant difference in the beliefs 

of beginning assistant principals and current principals regarding the professional growth 

needs of beginning assistant principals. There is not a significant difference in the beliefs 
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of beginning assistant principals and central office staff regarding the professional growth 

needs of beginning assistant principals.  

Hypothesis 2:  There is no significant difference in the beliefs of beginning 

assistant principals, current principals and central office staff regarding the professional 

growth needs of assistant principals preparing to become principals.  

This hypothesis is proven incorrect. There were significant differences between 

assistant principals and principals in the area of resource management and budgeting. 

There were no other statistically significant differences.  

Hypothesis 3:  There is a time frame context effect (first year vs. five years) in the 

Educator Groups’ beliefs about the first year assistant principals’ professional preparation 

needs in terms of planning and assessment, instructional leadership, safety and 

organizational management, communication and community relations, professionalism 

and site based management. 

 This hypothesis is correct. There was a time frame context effect in all of the 

constructs in the survey process.  

Implications for the Future 

 School districts planning professional growth opportunities for beginning assistant 

principals may want to consider the results of this study focusing on the extremely high 

expectations that assistant principals bring to the job during the first year. These self-

expectations are significantly higher than the expectations of sitting principals and may 

create a level of frustration for the beginning assistant principal. Ways to provide 

additional needed skills for beginning assistant principals, ways to provide emotional 
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support to these individuals and a planned program for progression and learning could be 

beneficial for providing professional growth. 

 There were not significant differences in one specific area between the three 

groups. This area was school safety and discipline. Of interest is the very high scores of 

all three groups for expectations in this area. A mean score of importance of greater than 

4.5 on a scale of one to five was provided in this area. This would indicate that all three 

groups place a very high priority on school safety. Beginning assistant principals reported 

receiving training in crisis management and handling crisis situations in their training 

programs less than 50% of the time. This would indicate that serious consideration should 

be given to including additional training in this area for administrative licensure programs 

as well as providing significant professional growth opportunities for new and continuing 

assistant principals in this area.  

 Beginning assistant principals are hoped to be the principals of the future. Giving 

them added experiences and exposures would enhance their abilities and opportunities for 

success later in their careers.  

Research Opportunities 

 There are numerous areas which could be addressed through additional research 

in the future. These include university preparation programs, state requirements for 

certification, school district initiatives for training beginning assistant principals and 

regional or state programs to increase skills of assistant principals to “grow” the 

principals of the future. An additional area to be explored is the relationship between the 

success of the principal as it impacts the growth of the assistant principal. As one district 
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level administrator stated “ I would wonder if the greatest factor to predicting the success 

of the assistant principal would be the quality of the principal that they work with.” 

Additional research could be conducted to examine the ways that universities are 

preparing candidates for administrative licensure. These individuals will be the assistant 

principals of the future. Questions to consider include what are the current requirements, 

is there a uniformity of requirements across states and universities and are there ways that 

internship or on-the-job experiences are being provided to individuals prior to their first 

experience as an assistant principal? 

Another area of research is the state and local requirements for administration. 

Are there consistent requirements across states and what experiences are required as part 

of the leadership training program? Do local school divisions have different requirements 

or more intensive requirements than states and what are the requirements?  

As school districts struggle to find candidates, are there programs currently in 

place to train candidates or beginning assistant principals that could be replicated for 

other districts to provide additional training for assistant principals and to develop the 

skill set needed to be successful principals? These programs might be local, regional or 

state programs. Finally, the question of the relationship between the quality of the 

principal and the success rate of the assistant principal as a future principal would be an 

interesting, albeit challenging study. 

Summary 

 Many school districts view candidates for school level administrative positions, 

both assistant principals and principals, as not having all the skills and experiences they 
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believe are necessary to be successful administrators (Gauch, 2005 and McCreight, 

2001). They feel that additional training opportunities are needed to develop a pool of 

viable candidates for leadership positions in their schools.  

The role of the school principal has changed dramatically over the past 20 years. 

It has evolved from being simply a manager to being an amalgamation of manager, 

instructional leader, public relations expert, cheerleader, and counselor, just to name a 

few. The emphasis on learning, enhanced by the requirements of No Child Left Behind, 

move the principalship into the role of ensuring academic success for all students. This 

role shift has added additional layers of responsibilities on principals, and requires 

additional skills and knowledge that may not have been politically critical in the past 

(Cushing, 2003).  

 Outside of university classrooms, i.e., licensure programs, where do principals get 

their primary training?  While Glanz (2004) states that the assistant principal position 

should be viewed as a role and job totally separate from the job of principal and should 

not be viewed as a stepping stone to the job of principal, Hintz (2002) states that the 

majority of high school principals were previously assistant principals, and Potter (2001) 

encourages viewing the assistant principal as the potential principal of the future, stating 

that the best option open to schools is to “grow and nurture” their own candidates. The 

National Center for Education Statistics (2006) reports that 68 percent of principals in the 

United States in the 2003 and 2004 school year held the position of assistant principal 

prior to their appointment as principals. These percentages were even higher in urban and 
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suburban areas. Most administrators, both school level and central office level, view the 

assistant principalship as a stepping stone or training ground for future principals.  

 As new and more experienced assistant principals are being prepared for the role 

they will fill in the future, it is important that programs be developed to meet their 

specific needs and to nurture them through the process of growing into a principal. This 

study supports the hypothesis that there are significant differences in the belief systems of 

beginning assistant principals and principals regarding the importance of certain skills as 

they begin their careers. This difference in expectation, and the pressure it presents to the 

beginning assistant principal, may hinder their ability to adapt and learn in their new job. 

All three groups hold similar expectations for more experienced assistant principals as 

they develop their skills and come closer to reaching the goal of being a principal. 

Developing programs to meet the needs of the assistant principal, provide skills and 

supports and providing realistic expectations can protect the pool of candidates and create 

success for the process of “growing the principal” of the future. 
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APPENDIX A INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

Interview Guide – First Year Assistant Principals 

 

Tell me about your educational background. 

 College 

 Undergraduate major 

 Masters 

 Administrative program 

 

Tell me about your previous experiences in education. 

 

What were the factors that made you pursue administrative licensure and seek a job as an 

assistant principal? 

 

Previous administrative experiences 

 

Tell me about your new appointment 

 Type of school 

 Other administrators 

 Job duties 

 

What do you believe will be the most challenging for you in the coming year 

 

What are areas that you feel most comfortable with regarding your new position. 

 

Do you aspire to become a building principal or other type of administrator in the future? 

If yes, what?                                          In what time frame? 

 

What experiences do you believe assistant principals need to be prepared for future 

principal positions? 

 

As a first year assistant principal, what do you believe your professional growth needs 

are? 

 

How do you believe that professional growth should be provided to new assistant 

principals? 

 

To experiences assistant principals? 
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Other things you would like to tell me about being a first year AP or their needs. 
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Interview Guide - Principals 

 

Tell me about your road to the principalship. 

 

Have you worked with many new assistant principals? 

 

What have been the biggest challenges for new assistant principals? 

 Is preparation from certification program enough 

 What additional skills do they need 

 How should they be provided 

 

What things seem to be the easiest for new assistant principals 

 Job duties 

  

 

How do you determine the job duties of the AP in your building 

 Does this vary person to person—How 

 

What are the greatest professional growth needs of new APs 

 

What are the greatest professional growth needs of experienced APs 

 

How do you prepare APs for their current duties 

For future roles (both in and out of your building) 

 

Do you believe they need a professional growth program outside of your building 

If yes, why and what 

If no, why  

 

Do you believe that your APs will be the principals of the future 

Why or why not 

 

Share your ideas with me about assistant principal roles, responsibilities and needs 
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Interview Guide – District Executive Staff 

 

Please share your administrative background. 

 

Tell me about your experience as an AP 

First year 

 

Experienced 

 

Do you believe that current certification programs are providing the types of candidates 

you desire for assistant principal positions in the county 

If yes, give examples 

If no, what is missing 

 

When you interview for a new assistant principal, what skills, experiences are you 

looking for? 

 

From your experience, what are the things that new assistant principals struggle with the 

first year. 

 

From your experience, what are the things that new assistant principals are best at during 

their first year. 

 

As a senior level administrator,  how do you envision the role of assistant principal in the 

building. 

 

Is it actually happening? 

 

How do you believe that assistant principals gain the skills to become principals of the 

future? 

 

What skills are you looking for in a principal candidate as opposed to an assistant 

principal candidate? 

 

Share any other thoughts you have about the needs for professional growth of new 

assistant principals. 

 

Experienced assistant principals. 
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APPENDIX B SURVEY FORMS 

 

 

Assistant Principal Survey 

 

Please rate the importance of each listed skill for 1st year Assistant Principals and for 

Assistant Principals in years 2 – 5 as they develop skills to assume the role of Principal with 

the scale: 

The levels of importance are denoted on the scale as: 
1= Not important (skill not needed) 

2=Somewhat important (good to know but not imperative) 

3=Important (Need to know at least minimally) 

4=Very Important (Needed skill) 

5=Extremely Important (Absolutely necessary) 

 

 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not        Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 
Level of importance 

Not       Extremely 

Taught  in 

courses 

Yes /No 
Understand research based interventions 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Read current literature on education issues 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Implement School Improvement Plan 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Collaborate to provide student handbook 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address staff issues 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand change process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Apply current research on best practice in 

school setting 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Communicate behavioral expectations to 

students, staff and parents 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Plan changes to programs based on data 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Lead development of school Professional 

Development Plan 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Prioritize issues and projects 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Recognize, encourage and celebrate 

excellence with staff and students 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Use problem solving techniques to address 

staff issues 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Explore and disseminate information on new 

methods of instruction 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Use data from division testing program to 

lead adaptations in instruction 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Provide direction and support to staff in 

instruction 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not        Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 
Level of importance 

Not       Extremely 

Taught  in 

courses 

Yes /No 
Analyze data and teaching methods and make 

recommendations to improve classroom 

instruction 

1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand vision and mission of school 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Seek grants and partnerships for school 

improvement 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Have working knowledge of Standards of 

Learning and county curriculum 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Work collaboratively to develop budget 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Maintain appropriate staff records 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Handle difficult situations with respect and 

professionalism 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Participate in Strategic Planning Process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Use multiple modes of communication with 

stakeholders 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Share evaluation data and continuous 

improvement plans with others 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Complete classified evaluation process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Share school data and relationship to 

professional development 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Perform duties in timely manner 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Demonstrate knowledge of all curricular 

areas 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand school remediation and 

intervention programs 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Lead school advisory council 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Participate in non-division professional 

growth opportunities 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Identify best instructional practices for 

student groups with identified needs 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand division testing programs 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Interview candidates for employment 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Work with staff to identify needs/priorities 

regarding program delivery 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Participate in development of school 

handbook for staff 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Complete effective “walk about” 

observations 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Identify strengths and weaknesses of school 

programs 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand Adequate Yearly Progress 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Conference with teachers 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Have working knowledge of county 

regulations and standard operating 

procedures 

1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Participate in curriculum revision at district 

level 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not        Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 
Level of importance 

Not       Extremely 

Taught  in 

courses 

Yes /No 
Monitor and assess budget allocations 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Serve as instruction, mentor, coach, 

presenter, researcher or supervisor for others 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Analyze school’s test and subtest data by 

grade and discipline 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Communicate vision and mission of school to 

others 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Use behavior management skills to maintain 

order in large group situations 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand structure of the school and role of 

each employee 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand school discipline procedures 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Know School Crisis Plan 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Model and promote appreciation of diversity 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Participate in school advisory council 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Understand and assist in master scheduling 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Know school plant including cut off valves, 

emergency procedures, etc. 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Participate in school Professional 

Development Plan 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Communicate focus on student achievement 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Lead strategic planning process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Complete evaluation process with teachers 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Facilitate communication with staff, students 

and parents 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Communicate statistical findings to others 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address student issues 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand and participate in new staff 

mentoring programs 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Manage emergency situations as they arise 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Provide shared leadership and decision 

making opportunities for staff 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Participate in development of School 

Improvement Plan 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Promote community partnerships 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Identify own strengths and weaknesses and 

implement professional growth plan 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Work with “needs improvement” staff 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Participate with staff in Professional 

Learning Communities 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Provide resources and materials to teachers 

on curriculum and best practice 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Solicit staff input in decision making 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Organize staff for efficient daily routines 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Monitor student achievement 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not        Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 
Level of importance 

Not       Extremely 

Taught  in 

courses 

Yes /No 
Identify and address problems within school 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Maintain appropriate student records 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Gather and analyze student academic 

achievement data 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Understand hiring protocols 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Understand Strategic Planning Process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Have understanding of Special Ed, Gifted 

and ESOL programs and regulations 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Recognize and support highly effective staff 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address parent issues 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Lead change process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Support division wide initiatives and share 

information with stakeholders 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Monitor, evaluate and adjust school 

remediation and intervention programs 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Model self-evaluation 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Implement program change based on data  1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Observe teachers 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Understand budget process 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Use school discipline procedures 1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   
Participate in division Professional growth 

opportunities 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

Articulate curriculum goals and objectives to 

stakeholders 
1     2     3     4     5 1     2     3     4     5   Y       N   

 
List the three skills that you think will be the most important for you as a first year assistant principal. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

 

Please check all that apply. 

_______Elementary Assistant Principal  

_______Middle School Assistant Principal   

_______High School Assistant Principal 
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Years of experience as Teacher: 

_____ >5 years 

_____     5 – 10 years 

_____     11-15 years 

_____     16 or more years 

 

Do you have any other administrative experience? 

_____Yes              _____No 

If yes, what?__________________________________ 

 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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Principal Survey 

 

Please rate the level of importance of each listed skill for 1st year Assistant Principals and for 

Assistant Principals in years 2 – 5 as they develop skills to assume the role of Principal with 

the scale. 

The levels of importance are denoted on the scale as: 
1= Not important (skill not needed) 

2=Somewhat important (good to know but not imperative) 

3=Important (Need to know at least minimally) 

4=Very Important (Needed skill) 

5=Extremely Important (Absolutely necessary) 

 

 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Understand research based interventions 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Read current literature on education issues 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Implement School Improvement Plan 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Collaborate to provide student handbook 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand change process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Apply current research on best practice in school 

setting 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have working knowledge of Standards of 

Learning and county curriculum 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate behavioral expectations to students, 

staff and parents 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Plan changes to programs based on data 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead development of school Professional 

Development Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Prioritize issues and projects 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Recognize, encourage and celebrate excellence 

with staff and students 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use problem solving techniques to address staff 

issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Explore and disseminate information on new 

methods of instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use data from division testing program to lead 

adaptations in instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide direction and support to staff in 

instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Analyze data and teaching methods and make 

recommendations to improve classroom 

instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand vision and mission of school 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Seek grants and partnerships for school 

improvement 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 

Work collaboratively to develop budget 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Maintain appropriate staff records 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Handle difficult situations with respect and 

professionalism 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in Strategic Planning Process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use multiple modes of communication with 

stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Share evaluation data and continuous 

improvement plans with others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete classified evaluation process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Share school data and relationship to professional 

development 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Perform duties in timely manner 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Demonstrate knowledge of all curricular areas 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand school remediation and intervention 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead school advisory council 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in non-division professional growth 

opportunities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify best instructional practices for student 

groups with identified needs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand division testing programs 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Interview candidates for employment 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Work with staff to identify needs/priorities 

regarding program delivery 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in development of school handbook for 

staff 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete effective “walk about” observations 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify strengths and weaknesses of school 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand Adequate Yearly Progress 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Conference with teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have working knowledge of county regulations 

and standard operating procedures 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in curriculum revision at district level 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor and assess budget allocations 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Serve as instruction, mentor, coach, presenter, 

researcher or supervisor for others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Analyze school’s test and subtest data by grade 

and discipline 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate vision and mission of school to 

others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use behavior management skills to maintain order 

in large group situations 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand structure of the school and role of 

each employee 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand school discipline procedures 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 



 

 406 

 

 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Know School Crisis Plan 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Model and promote appreciation of diversity 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in school advisory council 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand and assist in master scheduling 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Know school plant including cut off valves, 

emergency procedures, etc. 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in school Professional Development 

Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate focus on student achievement 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead strategic planning process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete evaluation process with teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Facilitate communication with staff, students and 

parents 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate statistical findings to others 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address student issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand and participate in new staff mentoring 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Manage emergency situations as they arise 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide shared leadership and decision making 

opportunities for staff 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in development of School 

Improvement Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Promote community partnerships 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify own strengths and weaknesses and 

implement professional growth plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Work with “needs improvement” staff 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate with staff in Professional Learning 

Communities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide resources and materials to teachers on 

curriculum and best practice 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Solicit staff input in decision making 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Organize staff for efficient daily routines 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor student achievement 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify and address problems within school 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Maintain appropriate student records 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Gather and analyze student academic achievement 

data 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand hiring protocols 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand Strategic Planning Process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have understanding of Special Ed, Gifted and 

ESOL programs and regulations 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Recognize and support highly effective staff 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address parent issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead change process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Support division wide initiatives and share 

information with stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor, evaluate and adjust school remediation 

and intervention programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Model self-evaluation 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Implement program change based on data  1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Observe teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand budget process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use school discipline procedures 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in division Professional growth 

opportunities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Articulate curriculum goals and objectives to 

stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 

 
List the three skills that you think are the most imperative for the new first year assistant principal. 

1. 

 

 

2. 

 

 

3. 

 

 

 

Please check all that apply. 

 

_______Elementary Principal _____Middle School Principal  ____High School Principal 

 

Years of experience as Principal: 

_____ >5 years 

_____     5 – 10 years 

_____     11-15 years 

_____     16 or more years 

 

How many new assistant principals have you supervised during your career? 

______  1         _____ 2       _____ 3         ______4       _____5       _____> 5 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. 
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Senior Level District Staff Survey 

 

Please rate the level of importance of each listed skill for 1st year Assistant Principals and for 

Assistant Principals in years 2 – 5 as they develop skills to assume the role of Principal with 

the scale. 

The levels of importance are denoted on the scale as: 
1= Not important (skill not needed) 

2=Somewhat important (good to know but not imperative) 

3=Important (Need to know at least minimally) 

4=Very Important (Needed skill) 

5=Extremely Important (Absolutely necessary) 

 

 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Understand research based interventions 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Read current literature on education issues 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Implement School Improvement Plan 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Collaborate to provide student handbook 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand change process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Apply current research on best practice in school 

setting 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have working knowledge of Standards of 

Learning and county curriculum 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate behavioral expectations to students, 

staff and parents 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Plan changes to programs based on data 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead development of school Professional 

Development Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Prioritize issues and projects 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Recognize, encourage and celebrate excellence 

with staff and students 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use problem solving techniques to address staff 

issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Explore and disseminate information on new 

methods of instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use data from division testing program to lead 

adaptations in instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide direction and support to staff in 

instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Analyze data and teaching methods and make 

recommendations to improve classroom 

instruction 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand vision and mission of school 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Seek grants and partnerships for school 

improvement 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 

Work collaboratively to develop budget 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Maintain appropriate staff records 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 



 

 409 

 

 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Handle difficult situations with respect and 

professionalism 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in Strategic Planning Process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use multiple modes of communication with 

stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Share evaluation data and continuous 

improvement plans with others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete classified evaluation process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Share school data and relationship to professional 

development 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Perform duties in timely manner 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Demonstrate knowledge of all curricular areas 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand school remediation and intervention 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead school advisory council 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in non-division professional growth 

opportunities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify best instructional practices for student 

groups with identified needs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand division testing programs 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Interview candidates for employment 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Work with staff to identify needs/priorities 

regarding program delivery 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in development of school handbook for 

staff 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete effective “walk about” observations 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify strengths and weaknesses of school 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand Adequate Yearly Progress 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Conference with teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have working knowledge of county regulations 

and standard operating procedures 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in curriculum revision at district level 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor and assess budget allocations 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Serve as instruction, mentor, coach, presenter, 

researcher or supervisor for others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Analyze school’s test and subtest data by grade 

and discipline 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate vision and mission of school to 

others 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use behavior management skills to maintain order 

in large group situations 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand structure of the school and role of 

each employee 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand school discipline procedures 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Know School Crisis Plan 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Model and promote appreciation of diversity 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in school advisory council 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand and assist in master scheduling 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Know school plant including cut off valves, 

emergency procedures, etc. 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in school Professional Development 

Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate focus on student achievement 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead strategic planning process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Complete evaluation process with teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Facilitate communication with staff, students and 

parents 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Communicate statistical findings to others 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address student issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand and participate in new staff mentoring 

programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Manage emergency situations as they arise 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide shared leadership and decision making 

opportunities for staff 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in development of School 

Improvement Plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Promote community partnerships 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify own strengths and weaknesses and 

implement professional growth plan 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Work with “needs improvement” staff 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate with staff in Professional Learning 

Communities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Provide resources and materials to teachers on 

curriculum and best practice 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Solicit staff input in decision making 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Organize staff for efficient daily routines 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor student achievement 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Identify and address problems within school 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Maintain appropriate student records 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Gather and analyze student academic achievement 

data 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand hiring protocols 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand Strategic Planning Process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Have understanding of Special Ed, Gifted and 

ESOL programs and regulations 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Recognize and support highly effective staff 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address parent issues 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Lead change process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 
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 1
st
 year AP 

Level of importance 

Not               Extremely 

Year 2 – 5 AP 

Level of importance 

Not                 Extremely 
Support division wide initiatives and share 

information with stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Monitor, evaluate and adjust school remediation 

and intervention programs 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Model self-evaluation 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Implement program change based on data  1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Observe teachers 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Understand budget process 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Use school discipline procedures 1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Participate in division Professional growth 

opportunities 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

Articulate curriculum goals and objectives to 

stakeholders 

1        2        3        4        5 1        2        3        4        5 

 

 
List the three skills that you think are the most imperative for the new first year assistant principal. 

1. 

 

 

2. 

 

 

3. 

 

 

 

Please check all that apply. 

 

Years of experience as Principal and/or Central Office Administrator: 

_____ >5 years 

_____     5 – 10 years 

_____     11-15 years 

_____     16 or more years 

 

How many new assistant principals have you supervised during your career? 

______  1         _____ 2       _____ 3         ______4       _____5       _____> 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. 



 

 412 

 

 

APPENDIX C EVALUATION CRITERIA AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS  

FOR GROUPING OF SURVEY ITEMS. 

 

Planning and Assessment 

The administrator 

effectively employs 

various processes for 

gathering, analyzing, 

and using data for 

decision making. 

The administrator 

collaboratively 

develops and 

implements a school 

improvement plan that 

results in increase 

student learning. 

The administrator 

plans, implements, 

supports, and assesses 

instructional programs 

that enhance teaching 

and student 

achievement in the 

Standards of Learning. 

The administrator 

develops plans for 

effective allocation of 

fiscal and other 

resources 

Understand research 

based interventions 

Participate in 

development of School 

Improvement Plan 

Have working 

knowledge of Standards 

of Learning and county 

curriculum 

Understand budget 

process 

Gather and analyze 

student academic 

achievement data 

Understand vision and 

mission of school 

Articulate curriculum 

goals and objectives to 

stakeholders 

Work collaboratively to 

develop budget 

Identify strengths and 

weaknesses of school 

programs 

Communicate vision and 

mission of school to 

others 

Participate in 

curriculum revision at 

district level 

Monitor and assess 

budget allocations 

Communicate statistical 

findings to others 

Understand Strategic 

Planning Process 

Apply current research 

on best practice in 

school setting 

 

Plan changes to 

programs based on data 

Participate in Strategic 

Planning Process 

Provide resources and 

materials to teachers on 

curriculum and best 

practice 

 

Implement changes to 

programs based on data 

Lead Strategic Planning 

Process 

Monitor student 

achievement 

 

Analyze school’s test 

and subtest data by 

grade and discipline 

Implement School 

Improvement Plan 

Understand division 

testing programs  

 

 Read current literature 

on education issues 

 

 Understand change 

process 

Use data from division 

testing program to lead 

adaptations in 

instruction 
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The administrator 

effectively employs 

various processes for 

gathering, analyzing, 

and using data for 

decision making. 

The administrator 

collaboratively 

develops and 

implements a school 

improvement plan that 

results in increase 

student learning. 

The administrator 

plans, implements, 

supports, and assesses 

instructional programs 

that enhance teaching 

and student 

achievement in the 

Standards of Learning. 

The administrator 

develops plans for 

effective allocation of 

fiscal and other 

resources 

 Lead change process Understand and assist in 

master scheduling 

 

  Monitor, evaluate and 

adjust school 

remediation and 

intervention programs 
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Instructional Leadership 

The administrator 

communicates a 

clear vision of 

excellence and 

continuous 

improvement 

consistent with the 

goals of the school 

division. 

The 

administrator 

supervises the 

alignment, 

coordination, and 

delivery of 

assigned 

programs and/or 

curricular areas. 

The 

administrator 

selects, inducts, 

supports, 

evaluates, and 

retains quality 

instructional and 

support 

personnel. 

The 

administrator 

provides staff 

development 

programs 

consistent with 

program 

evaluation results 

and school 

instructional 

improvement 

plans. 

The 

administrator 

identifies, 

analyzes, and 

resolves 

problems using 

effective 

problem-solving 

techniques. 

Communicate focus 

on student 

achievement 

Work with staff to 

identify 

needs/priorities 

regarding program 

delivery 

Participate in 

development of 

school handbook 

for staff 

Participate in 

school 

Professional 

Development Plan 

Identify and 

address problems 

within school 

Analyze data and 

teaching methods 

and make 

recommendations to 

improve classroom 

instruction 

Provide direction 

and support to 

staff in instruction 

Interview 

candidates for 

employment 

Lead development 

of a school 

Professional 

Development Plan 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address staff 

issues 

Understand school 

remediation and 

intervention 

programs 

Identify best 

instructional 

practices for 

student groups 

with identified 

needs. 

Understanding 

hiring protocols 

Participate with 

staff in 

Professional 

Learning 

Communities 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address student 

issues. 

Monitor, evaluate 

and adjust school 

remediation and 

intervention 

programs 

Have 

understanding of 

Special ED, Gifted 

and ESOL 

programs and 

regulations 

Understand and 

participate in new 

staff mentoring 

programs 

Share school data 

and relationship to 

professional 

development 

Develop and 

implement 

problem solving 

strategies to 

address parent 

issues 

Explore and 

disseminate 

information on new 

methods of 

instruction 

Understands 

Adequate Yearly 

Progress 

Complete 

effective “walk 

about” 

observations 

 Provide shared 

leadership and 

decision making 

opportunities for 

all staff 

Shares evaluation 

data and continuous 

improvement plans 

with others 

 Conference with 

teachers 

  

Models self-

evaluation 

 Observe teachers   
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The administrator 

communicates a 

clear vision of 

excellence and 

continuous 

improvement 

consistent with the 

goals of the school 

division. 

The 

administrator 

supervises the 

alignment, 

coordination, and 

delivery of 

assigned 

programs and/or 

curricular areas. 

The 

administrator 

selects, inducts, 

supports, 

evaluates, and 

retains quality 

instructional and 

support 

personnel. 

The 

administrator 

provides staff 

development 

programs 

consistent with 

program 

evaluation results 

and school 

instructional 

improvement 

plans. 

The 

administrator 

identifies, 

analyzes, and 

resolves 

problems using 

effective 

problem-solving 

techniques. 

Recognizes, 

encourages and 

celebrates 

excellence with staff 

and students 

 Complete 

evaluation process 

with teachers 

  

  Complete 

classified 

evaluation process 

  

  Work with “needs 

improvement” 

staff 

  

  Recognize and 

support highly 

effective staff 
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Safety and Organizational Management 

The administrator 

maintains effective 

discipline and fosters a 

safe and positive 

environment for 

students and staff. 

The administrator 

effectively coordinates 

the daily operation of 

the assigned area of 

responsibility. 

The administrator 

effectively manages 

human, material, and 

financial resources to 

ensure student 

learning and to comply 

with legal mandates. 

The administrator 

demonstrates effective 

organizational skills to 

achieve school, 

community, and 

division goals. 

Communicate 

behavioral expectations 

to students, staff and 

parents 

Collaborate to provide 

student handbook 

Have working 

knowledge of county 

regulations and standard 

operating procedures 

Maintain appropriate 

student records 

Understand school 

discipline procedures 

Organize staff for 

efficient daily routines 

Maintain appropriate 

staff records 

Perform duties in timely 

manner 

Use school discipline 

procedures 

Know school plant 

including cut off valves, 

emergency procedures, 

etc. 

 Prioritize issues and 

projects 

Know School Crisis 

Plan 

Understand structure of 

the school and role of 

each employee 

  

Manage emergency 

situations as they arise 

Identify and address 

problems within school 

  

Use behavior 

management skills to 

maintain order in large 

group situations 

   

 

Communication and Community Relations 

The administrator promotes 

effective communication and 

interpersonal relations with 

students and staff. 

The administrator promotes 

effective communication and 

interpersonal relations with 

parents and other community 

members. 

The administrator works 

collaboratively with staff, 

families and community 

members to secure resources 

and to support the success of a 

diverse student population. 

Facilitate communication with 

staff, students and parents 

Uses multiple modes of 

communication with staff, 

students and parents 

Promotes community 

partnerships 

Solicit staff input for decision 

making 

Support division wide initiatives 

and share information with 

stakeholders 

Seek grants and partnerships for 

school improvement 

  Model and promote appreciation 

of diversity 

  Participate in school advisory 

council 
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Professionalism 

The administrator 

models professional, 

moral, and ethical 

standards as well as 

personal integrity in all 

interactions. 

The administrator 

works in a collegial and 

collaborative manner 

with other 

administrators, school 

personnel, and the 

community to promote 

and support the 

mission and goals of the 

school division. 

The administrator 

takes responsibility for 

and participates in a 

meaningful and 

continuous process of 

professional 

development that 

results in the 

enhancement of 

student learning. 

The administrator 

provides service to the 

profession, the 

division, and the 

community 

Handle difficult 

situations with respect 

and professionalism 

Support division wide 

initiatives and shares 

information with 

stakeholders 

Participates in division 

Professional growth 

opportunities 

Serves as instructor, 

mentor, coach, 

presenter, researcher or 

supervisor for others 

  Participates in non-

division professional 

growth opportunities 

 

  Identify own strengths 

and weaknesses and 

implement professional 

growth plan 
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Site Based Management 

The administrator develops, 

implements and monitors the 

school budget. 

The administrator works 

cooperatively with stakeholders 

to develop and implement a 

School Improvement Plan 

The administrator understands, 

implements and  models the 

established District initiatives. 

Understand budget process Implement School Improvement 

Plan 

Explore and disseminate 

information on new methods of 

instruction 

Work collaboratively to develop 

budget 

Plan changes to programs based 

on data 

Understand data from division 

testing program to lead 

adaptations in instruction 

Monitor and assess budget 

allocations 

Prioritize issues and  projects Provide direction and support to 

staff in instruction 

 Understand vision and mission of 

school 

Shares evaluation data and 

continuous improvement plans 

with others 

 Participate in Strategic Planning 

Process 

Complete effective “walk abouts” 

 Lead School Advisory Council Provide shared leadership and 

decision making opportunities for 

all staff 

 Communicate vision and mission 

of school to others 

Participate with staff in 

Professional Learning 

Communities 

 Participate in School Advisory 

Council 

Support division wide initiatives 

and shares information with 

stakeholders 

 Lead Strategic Planning Process  

 Provide shared leadership and 

decision making opportunities for 

all staff 

 

 Participate in development of 

School Improvement Plan 

 

 Understand Strategic Planning 

Process 

 

 Lead change process  
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APPENDIX D ADMINISTRATIVE PREPARATION THROUGH UNIVERSITY 

PROGRAMS – PERCENTAGES RECEIVING INSTRUCTION BY VARIABLE 

 

Planning and Assessment – 65% 

Data Analysis 

 

72% 

School Improvement 

Plan 

69% 

Improved Scores on 

VA SOL Tests 

55% 

Resource 

Management 

 

65% 

Understand 

research based 

interventions 

88% Participate in 

development of 

School 

Improvement Plan 

64% Have working 

knowledge of 

Standards of 

Learning and 

county 

curriculum 

61% Understand 

budget process 

82

% 

Gather and 

analyze  

student academic 

achievement data 

70% Understand vision 

and mission of 

school 

77% Articulate 

curriculum goals 

and objectives 

to stakeholders 

58% Work 

collaboratively 

to develop 

budget 

61

% 

Identify strengths 

and weaknesses of 

school programs 

61% Communicate 

vision and mission 

of school to others 

77% Participate in 

curriculum 

revision (DL) 

27% Monitor and 

assess budget 

allocations 

58

% 

Communicate 

statistical findings 

to others 

52% Understand 

Strategic Planning 

Process 

41% Apply current 

research on best 

practice in 

school setting 

83%   

Plan changes to 

programs based on 

data 

77% Participate in 

Strategic Planning 

Process 

50% Provide 

resources and 

materials to 

teachers on 

curriculum and 

best practice 

55%   

Implement 

changes to 

programs based on 

data 

81% Lead Strategic 

Planning Process 

61% Monitor student 

achievement 

88%   

Analyze school’s 

test and subtest 

data by grade and 

discipline 

72% Implement School 

Improvement Plan 

59% Understand 

division testing 

programs  

44%   

  Read current 

literature on 

education issues 

94%   

  Understand 

change process 

83% 

Use data from 

division testing 

program to lead 

adaptations in 

instruction 

55% 

  

  Lead change 

process 

88% Understand and 

assist in master  

35%   
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scheduling 

Data Analysis 

 

 

 School 

Improvement 

Plan 

 Improved 

Scores on VA 

SOL Tests 

 Resource 

Management 

 

    Monitor, 

evaluate and 

adjust school 

rem. & int. 

programs 

41%   
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Instructional Leadership – 64% 

Vision 

 

63% 

Program Supervision 

67% 

Human Resources 

60% 

Communicate focus on 

student achievement 

94% Work with staff to 

identify needs/priorities 

regarding program 

delivery 

66% Participate in 

development of school 

handbook for staff 

16% 

Analyze data and 

teaching methods and 

make recommendations 

to improve classroom 

instruction 

88% Provide direction and 

support to staff in 

instruction 

88% Interview candidates for 

employment 

66% 

Understand school 

remediation and 

intervention programs 

33% Identify best 

instructional practices 

for student groups with 

identified needs. 

61% Understanding hiring 

protocols 

61% 

Monitor, evaluate and 

adjust school 

remediation and 

intervention programs 

41% Have understanding of 

Special ED, Gifted and 

ESOL programs and 

regulations 

76% Understand and 

participate in new staff 

mentoring programs 

41% 

Explore and disseminate 

information on new 

methods of instruction 

77% Understands Adequate 

Yearly Progress 

44% Complete effective 

“walk about” 

observations 

77% 

Shares evaluation data 

and continuous 

improvement plans with 

others 

66%   Conference with 

teachers 

77% 

Models self-evaluation 64%   Observe teachers 88% 

Recognizes, encourages 

and celebrates excellence 

with staff and students 

38%   Complete evaluation 

process with teachers 

83% 

    Complete classified 

evaluation process 

38% 

    Work with “needs 

improvement” staff 

58% 

    Recognize and support 

highly effective staff 

55% 
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Instructional Leadership - continued 

Staff Development 

66% 

Problem Solving 

 

70% 

Participate in school Professional 

Development Plan 

77% Identify and address problems within 

school 

63% 

Lead development of a school Professional 

Development Plan 

61% Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address staff issues 

77% 

Participate with staff in Professional 

Learning Communities 

62% Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address student issues. 

61% 

Share school data and relationship to 

professional development 

61% Develop and implement problem solving 

strategies to address parent issues 

53% 

  Provide shared leadership and decision 

making opportunities for all staff 

94% 
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Safety and Organizational Management - 47% 

School Safety and 

Discipline 

56% 

Daily Operations 

 

36% 

Fiscal Responsibility 

 

30% 

Goal Setting and 

Attainment 

58% 

Communicate 

behavioral 

expectations to 

students, staff and 

parents 

66% Collaborate to 

provide student 

handbook 

27% Have working 

knowledge of 

county 

regulations and 

standard 

operating 

procedures 

33% Maintain 

appropriate 

student records 

41% 

Understand school 

discipline 

procedures 

55% Organize staff 

for efficient 

daily routines 

56% Maintain 

appropriate staff 

records 

27% Perform duties 

in timely 

manner 

72% 

Use school 

discipline 

procedures 

58% Know school 

plant including 

cut off valves, 

emergency 

procedures, etc. 

16%   Prioritize issues 

and projects 

61% 

Know School 

Crisis Plan 

38% Understand 

structure of the 

school and role 

of each 

employee 

17%     

Manage 

emergency 

situations as they 

arise 

47% Identify and 

address 

problems within 

school 

63%     

Use behavior 

management skills 

to maintain order 

in large group 

situations 

70%       
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Communication and Community Relations – 61% 

School Climate 

77% 

Community Relations 

68% 

Meeting Diverse Needs 

52% 

Facilitate communication 

with staff, students and 

parents 

77% Uses multiple modes of 

communication with staff, 

students and parents 

83% Promotes community 

partnerships 

47% 

Solicit staff input for 

decision making 

76% Support division wide 

initiatives and share 

information with 

stakeholders 

52% Seek grants and 

partnerships for school 

improvement 

22% 

    Model and promote 

appreciation of diversity 

100% 

    Participate in school 

advisory council 

38% 

 

Professionalism – 61% 

Professional Actions 

 

77% 

Collaboration 

 

53% 

Professional 

Development 

58% 

Service 

 

61% 

Handle difficult 

situations with 

respect and 

professionalism 

77% Support division 

wide initiatives 

and shares 

information with 

stakeholders 

53% Participates in 

division 

Professional 

growth 

opportunities 

76% Serves as 

instructor, 

mentor, 

coach, 

presenter, 

researcher or 

supervisor for 

others 

61% 

    Participates in 

non-division 

professional 

growth 

opportunities 

33%   

    Identify own 

strengths and 

weaknesses and 

implement 

professional 

growth plan 

66%   
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Site Based Management – 66% 

Budgeting 

65% 

Strategic Planning 

62% 

District Initiatives 

72% 

Understand budget 

process 

82% Implement School 

Improvement Plan 

50% Explore and disseminate 

information on new 

methods of instruction 

77% 

Work collaboratively to 

develop budget 

61% Plan changes to 

programs based on data 

77% Understand data from 

division testing program 

to lead adaptations in 

instruction 

55% 

Monitor and assess 

budget allocations 

58% Prioritize issues and  

projects 

61% Provide direction and 

support to staff in 

instruction 

88% 

  Understand vision and 

mission of school 

77% Shares evaluation data 

and continuous 

improvement plans with 

others 

66% 

  Participate in Strategic 

Planning Process 

50% Complete effective “walk 

abouts” 

77% 

  Lead School Advisory 

Council 

28% Provide shared leadership 

and decision making 

opportunities for all staff 

94% 

  Communicate vision 

and mission of school to 

others 

77% Participate with staff in 

Professional Learning 

Communities 

62% 

  Participate in School 

Advisory Council 

38% Support division wide 

initiatives and shares 

information with 

stakeholders 

53% 

  Lead Strategic Planning 

Process 

61%   

  Provide shared 

leadership and decision 

making opportunities 

for all staff 

94%   

  Participate in 

development of School 

Improvement Plan 

64%   

  Understand Strategic 

Planning Process 

41%   

  Lead change process 88%   
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APPENDIX E MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATIONAL ITEMS FROM RESEARCH 

PROJECT 

 

 
A Mixed Method Analysis of a Selected School District's Rationale for the Development of a Curriculum 

for a Principal Training Academy: An Analysis of First Year School Administrators' Perceived Needs for 

Successful Management/Leadership Roles and the Subsequent Role of the Selected District Site Academy 

in Providing Training  

 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM  

 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES  

 

This research is being conducted to determine if there is a difference in the perceptions of current first year 

assistant principals, principals and district level senior staff on the current professional growth needs of first 

year assistant principals. If you agree to participate, you will be asked to complete a survey and you may be 

asked to participate in a one hour interview.  

 

There are no foreseeable risks for participating in this research.  

 

BENEFITS  

There are no benefits to you as a participant other than lo further research in professional growth needs of 

school administrators. In addition, the benefits to future school administrators may include information on 

providing more beneficial professional growth activities.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY  

 

The data in this study will be confidential. Anonymous surveys will be conducted. No names or other 

identifiers will be placed on the forms. Persons participating in the interview portion of the research will 

not be identified by name and no information will be included in the report that might allow for 

identification of the participants. Only the researcher will have access to the actual names of persons 

participating in the research study.  

 

PARTICIPATION  

 

Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time and for any reason. If 

you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the study, there is no penalty or loss of benefits to 

which you are otherwise entitled. There are no costs to you or any other party for participating in this study.  

 

CONTACT  

 

This research is being conducted by Mary Ellen Garduno. College of Education and Human Development, 

as part of the requirements for a PhD in Educational Leadership at George Mason University. She may be 

reached at 703-791-5340. The study is being supervised by Dr. Dennis Dunklee, Associate Professor. 

College of Education and Human Development. Dr. Dunklee can be reached at 703-993-3139 for questions 

or to report a research-related problem. You may contact the George Mason University Office of Research 

Subject Protections at 703-993^t 121 if you have questions or comments regarding your rights as a  
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participant in the research.  

 

This research has been reviewed according to George Mason University procedures governing your 

participation in this research.  

 

CONSENT 

I have read this form and agree to participate in this study. 

 

Date of Signature  
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