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ABSTRACT 

PERCEPTIONS OF URBAN SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 

TOWARD ADMINISTRATIVE PREPARATION 

PROGRAMS: AN ASSESSMENT 

SEPTEMBER, 1994 

WAYNE R. MILLETTE, B.A., LINCOLN UNIVERSITY 
M.A., CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY 

ED.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Dr. Johnstone Campbell 

Research of the last decade has pointed to strong leadership by the principal 

as one of the most important determinant of a school’s effectiveness and level of 

student achievement. Today’s principals, especially those at the helm of urban 

schools, face myriad challenges as they attempt to lead their school down the path 

to academic excellence. The increasingly important educational role of the 

principal, combined with the escalating problems plaguing inner-city schools, 

make it crucial that urban principals receive top-notch graduate preparation. 

Recent research on principal preparation programs nationwide indicates 

similarity in instructional content but wide variations in quality. Few graduate 

programs integrate theory with practical experiences and fewer still provide the 

special skills needed to work in urban schools. 

Do today’s urban principals feel their graduate programs prepared them to 

meet the challenges of running an urban school? This quantitative study used the 

instrument. Principal’s Perception of the Principalship, to examine the perceptions 

of 72 school principals in an urban school district in the south. Subsidiary 
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questions focused on the relationship between principal’ age, gender and work 

experience and their perceptions of preparation programs. 

Thirty-nine percent of principals felt their programs were not effective in 

preparing them to function in an urban school; twenty-six percent felt their 

programs were very effective and thirty-five percent said their programs were 

effective. No significant differences were found to exist between the groups in 

terms of gender, age, or years of experience as a teacher. Those respondents who 

had more years or experience as a principal were less critical of their 

administrative preparation program. 

Data revealed that those administrative training programs with an internship 

component were perceived as more effective than those without; university 

educators should keep this information in mind when planning and assessing their 

principal preparation programs. 

An alarming finding is that fifty-five percent of respondents saw dealing 

with student academic decline and student behavior as the areas in which their 

administrative program failed them the most. This is especially alarming in light 

of the renewed focus on the principal as school instructional leader. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

General Statement of the Problem 

The last decade produced important findings on how to improve 

elementary and secondary schools and increase student achievement. A 

number of demonstration projects and research studies identified the 

characteristics of effective schools. According to Edmond (1983) and Lezotte 

(1983), these characteristics include: an orderly, safe climate conducive to 

teaching and learning; a pervasive and broadly understood instructional 

focus; teacher behavior that conveys the expectation that all students will 

obtain at least minimum academic mastery; the use of measures of pupil 

achievement for program evaluation; and strong administrative and 

instructional leadership by the principal. 

Concurrent with this research was a re-evaluation of America’s 

educational policies, programs and practices. These critiques detailed 

shortcomings of American schools and proposed strategies to enhance 

educational outcomes. These strategies ranged from instituting a longer 

school year to providing better training for teachers (Boyer, 1983; Goodlad, 

1983; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Without 

exception, however, it was recognized that effective principals are central to 

any reform strategy to improve America's schools. 

The 1983 report, A Nation at Risk, called on principals to play a 

decisive leadership role in developing their schools. The report also 

suggested that principals be held responsible for instruction in their schools, 

thus identifying principals as the administrators responsible for school 
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academic effectiveness. Given this responsibility for institutional excellence, 

today’s principals face myriad challenges: improving student achievement, 

hiring effective teachers, and overseeing curriculum development are just a 

few of the tasks principals must accomplish. 

Edmond (1982), Lezotte (1982), Rodman, (1988) and others identified 

the principal as the instructional leader who can lead his or her school down 

the path of excellence. Achieving this excellence is not an easy task. In a 

typical day, a principal may have to juggle the following responsibilities: work 

with students and staff in establishing goals for the school; discipline 

students; schedule community use of the building; prepare reports for the 

central office and other agencies; work on personnel issues; order supplies 

and equipment; help create a positive school climate, and convey high 

expectations to all students and faculty (Dreke & Roe, 1987). 

Persell and Cookman (1982) list the strategies and behaviors of effective 

principals, suggesting that they must accomplish the following: 

1. Demonstrate a commitment to academic goals 

2. Create a climate of high expectations 

3. Function as an instructional leader 

4. Be a forceful and dynamic administrative leader 

5. Consult effectively with others 

6. Create order and discipline 

7. Marshal resources 

8. Use time well 

9. Evaluate results. 
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In light of these important leadership roles, it is ironic that little 

attention has been given to the training and preparation of these individuals. 

With the multiple roles today's principals must play, it is crucial that their 

training provide them with the interdisciplinary skills they need to lead 

today's schools. Whether or not current training programs are doing an 

adequate job is a question that has not been answered satisfactorily by 

research. This is the gap in knowledge this research sought to address by 

asking principals to give their perception of their administrative training 

program. 

Cunningham (1982) explored some general issues in the preparation of 

principals. In his appraisal of doctoral programs in educational 

administration programs nationwide, he found variations in quality but 

similarities in instructional content. Students received almost no planned 

leadership skills assessment or development. There was little assurance, he 

believed, that persons who emerged from these programs would have the 

leadership skills needed on the job. Corroborating this view, Heller, Conway, 

and Jacobson (1988) state that the graduate coursework in many schools of 

education does not provide the kind of experiences or knowledge that 

principals feel they need in order to be effective. Few of these programs 

provided prospective principals with the special skills necessary for working 

in the inner city schools. 

Just as the principalship has expanded in the past few decades, the 

urban school principalship in particular has undergone rapid change. 

Kimbrough and Burkett (1990) report that the urban position has progressed 

from that of a head teacher with few responsibilities to one that requires 

much technical skill and training. 
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In today's urban schools, principals are involved in a variety of areas, 

including finance, accounting, student achievement and mental 

measurement, guidance services, extracurricular activities, supervision, 

curriculum construction, building and housing, grouping, community 

relations, scheduling, and other technical activities involved in modern 

urban school administration. Urban principals must also cope with drugs, 

violence, weapons, discipline problems, teenage pregnancy, gangs, and most 

of the other problems that plague the inner cities. 

Edmond (1978, 1979), Lezotte (1982, 1983), and others maintain that 

urban schools are the schools most in need of effective leaders. According to 

the American Federation of Teachers, over fifty percent of the students in 

elementary and secondary schools nationwide are enrolled in urban schools. 

Researchers further note that a large number of these urban schools are in 

shambles. They view the principal as the person who can make a positive 

difference in many of these failing schools. Edmond and Lezotte note that 

successful urban schools have strong leaders who foster a climate of 

expectation that students will learn. They also stress that effective urban 

schools have principals who are sensitive to the background and education of 

parents and students, and to the community or neighborhood in which 

parents and students live. This sensitivity can sometimes be difficult to 

achieve because of the diverse population of some inner cities. 

Kimbrough and Burkett (1990) maintain that the urban school 

principalship is rapidly becoming a position demanding not only 

administrative skills but specialized, intensive professional training beyond 

the bachelor's degree, comparable with that of the dentist, physician, or 

attorney. They view the urban principal's mission as multifaceted. Urban 

principals must be administrators, head teachers, moral leaders, role models. 
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community workers, social service providers, and fund-raisers, all rolled into 

one. 

As far back as 1970, a congressional report Towards Equal Educational 

Opportunities, emphasized the importance of the urban school principal's 

role. The report indicated that: 

The urban principal is the main link between the school and the 
community and the way he or she performs in that capacity 
largely determines the attitudes of students and parents about 
the school. If a school is a vibrant, innovative, child-centered 
place, if it has a reputation for excellence in teaching, if students 
are performing to the best of their ability, one can almost always 
point to the principal's leadership as the key to success [p. 305]. 

Thomson (1982) notes that there is virtually no public investment in 

the selection and training of urban principals. A similar view is expressed by 

Goodlad et al. (1990), who conclude that those persons deemed so vital to the 

health and well-being of our urban schools are virtually self-selected. They 

usually are promoted to principal after working in the same school for a 

number of years. 

Most research on urban school principals indicates the need for a 

renewed focus on preparing administrators to function effectively in urban 

schools. According to Goodlad et al. (1990), the training of urban school 

principals is often ill-suited to the development of outstanding inner city 

leaders. 

The National Commission on Excellence in Educational 

Administration revealed a dearth of educational leadership and preparation 

programs for urban administrators (Rodman, 1987). Rodman argues that 

more emphasis should be placed on what prospective urban principals learn 
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in order to function more effectively in different school environments and in 

different situations (Rodman, 1988). 

Like Rodman, Kozol (1992) claims that urban school administrators are 

prepared for traditional school jobs. He notes, however, that urban school 

principals experience a school culture that is different from that of their 

suburban school counterparts. Because of these differences, Kozol believes 

that the training of these principals should reflect the realities of the urban 

environment. 

In its publication. Leaders for America's Schools (1989), the National 

Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration identified several 

troubling aspects in the way urban principals are prepared. The report 

maintains that there is (a) a lack of qualified candidates for preparation 

programs, (b) a lack of preparation programs relevant to the job demands of 

urban school administrators, (c) a lack of sequence, modern content, and 

clinical experience in preparation programs, and (d) a lack of a national sense 

of cooperation in preparing urban school leaders. Given these problems, it is 

important to understand the relationship between the leadership preparation 

or training of urban school principals and their effectiveness in the school 

they serve. 

Many educators contend that university programs do not adequately 

prepare aspiring administrators for the complexity of the urban principalship 

(Smith & Andrews, 1989). In a report that focused on this problem, Heller, 

Conway, and Jacobson (1988) found that urban principals reported that their 

on-the-job learning was considerably more beneficial than their graduate 

experiences. Many practitioners also claim that urban principals need 

support networks that will enable them to share ideas and give each other 

moral support. Curtis Wells, principal of Madison Park High School in 
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Boston, described the "validation" he received from attending seminars at the 

Principals’ Center at Harvard University. He claims that the center gave him 

a much needed "sense of camaraderie, a feeling of belonging to a group of 

people who suffer, rise, and fall in the same circumstances" (Russell, 1984). 

Kenneth Tewel, principal of George Westinghouse Vocational and Technical 

High School in Brooklyn, New York, proposed the development of a national 

network of urban principals based at one or several universities, which 

would draw together urban principals for study and reflection and for 

learning new and better ways of initiating change (Russell, 1984). 

More research is needed if we are to gain a better understanding of 

university programs that prepare principals for urban schools. The researcher 

believes that this study, which focuses on urban school principals' 

perceptions of their administrative training, provided further insight into the 

problem of principal preparation and identiied changes that need to be made. 

Specific Statement of the Problem 

The major purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of urban 

school principals toward administrative preparation program. More 

specifically, it asked whether principals are being prepared to function 

effectively in urban school settings and whether administrative preparation 

programs are providing principals with the requisite skills needed to bring 

about instructional improvement in urban schools. Therefore, the major 

research question was: 

1. To what extent do urban principals perceive their 
administrative training as effective in preparing 
them to function in an urban school? 
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In addition, the following related questions were examined and 

addressed: 

1. Is there a relationship between the age of the 
principal and the perception of effectiveness in 
preparation program? 

2. Is there a difference in perception of preparation 
program between male and female principals? 

3. Is there a relationship between perception of 
preparation program and principals' academic 
status? 

4. Is there a relationship between perception of 
preparation program and experience as a teacher? 

5. Is there a relationship between perception of 
preparation program and experience as a principal? 

Significance of the Problem 

The school principalship was one of the first educational 

administrative positions to be established in the public schools. Since its 

inception in the 1800s, the principalship has evolved from the role of head 

teacher to the current complicated role of full-time building administrator. 

The leadership role of the urban principal in particular has expanded 

considerably in the past twenty-five years. Unfortunately, preparation 

programs, boards of education, superintendents, and the general public have 

not recognized the increasing importance of the urban school principal's role. 

Gordon Cawelti (1981) states that". . . Improved university preparation 

programs and more effective human resource development for preparing 
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urban administrators are more important than ever. We must now think 

through the curriculum for urban school administrators". He recommends 

that development programs for educational leaders include the study of 

management functions, leadership behavior, and instructional leadership 

skills. 

The training of urban school administrators demands the immediate 

attention of educators and policy-makers. Demographers predict that the 

next few years will offer excellent career opportunities for men and women 

seeking elementary and secondary school principalships across the nation 

(Daresh, 1986). More specific to this study, however, is the fact that many of 

these opportunities to "stock the pond" with new principals will exist in 

urban schools (Russell, 1984). 

Daresh (1992) estimates that up to sixty-five percent of urban principals 

across the country will leave their position by the turn of the century. The 

next few years will likely see the arrival of a large number of newly trained 

administrators assuming their first urban principalship. These openings will 

result from a variety of factors, including incentives for early retirement, a 

decrease in the number of people entering education, and increases in the 

student enrollment of some school districts. 

If this prediction is correct, urban school systems will soon have ample 

opportunities to "stock the pond" by finding new people with fresh ideas and 

solutions to old problems. Unfortunately, there is a strong likelihood that if 

the pond is stocked with inexperienced or poorly trained urban principals, 

urban schools will fail to confront serious challenges predicted for the turn of 

the century (Griffith, 1988). 

Not all urban principalships, of course, will be filled by educators 

without administrative experience. Many positions will attract experienced 
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principals who wish to move to different schools, or administrators with 

urban experience and leadership skills. However, many newcomers will 

enter the field of urban school administration. 

Although many such individuals are expected to come "on board" for 

the first time, there is little information currently available to guide the 

development of policies and programs geared toward novice administrators, 

particularly those who are headed to lead urban schools. Scholars have not 

spent much time looking at the training of prospective urban school 

administrators. Complicating this problem is the fact that conditions for 

urban principals seem to be changing more rapidly than the programs that 

train them. This rapid change has made it increasingly difficult for principals 

to provide a quality education to the students in their schools. This 

researcher was surprised to learn that relatively few studies on preparation 

programs for urban principals have been carried out during the past few 

years. Instead, most research has explored what practicing school 

administrators do, or at least, what they are supposed to do on the job (Daresh 

& Playko, 1992). 

Examining preparation programs which are responsible for bringing 

prospective urban school principals "on line" is not a trivial undertaking. 

Review of the literature reveals a startling lack of empirical information 

about the preparation of urban school principals. Therefore, this study is 

significant in that it adds to the body of knowledge on how urban principals 

perceive the effectiveness of their administrative training programs. This 

researcher encourages the various institutions which prepare principals to re¬ 

examine their preparation programs to make sure they are providing 

principals with the skills they will need to function effectively in urban 

schools. 
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Definition of Terms 

Effective School: A school in which the children of the poor are 
at least as well prepared in basic academic skills as the 
children of the middle class (Edmond, 1979). Lezotte 
(1982) defines an effective school as one in which the 
proportion of students from the lowest socioeconomic 
class evidencing minimum mastery of the essential 
curriculum is in equal proportion to the level of 
minimum mastery evidenced by the higher 
socioeconomic classes of the school. 

Principal: An administrator who is charge of individual schools. 

Reform Movement: The educational reforms initiated in the 
early 1980s in response to several national reports 
concerning the poor quality of public education. 

Role Perception: The view held by any principal as to what the 
job performance should entail, and what he or she should 
do in carrying out the duties and responsibilities of the 
principalship. 

Role of Principalship: The duties and responsibilities of the 
building administrator in the day-to-day operation of his 
or her building. 

Student Behavior: Refers to student discipline. 

Urban School: A school that is located in a relatively large, 
dense and permanent settlement of socially 
heterogeneous individuals. The schools and principals 
discussed in this study rank 52nd in the top 130 most 
populated school district in this country. 



Limitations of the Study 

This study was limited to a large urban school district with a 

representative sample of principals at the elementary and secondary school 

levels. Their perceptions may differ significantly from principals in other 

areas; therefore, no attempt was made to generalize results to principals in 

other areas. 



CHAPTER 11 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In a recently reprinted review, Pitner (1988) described the behaviors of 

effective education administrators and contrasted them with the behaviors 

promoted in the administrators' preparation programs. She suggests that the 

correlation between being an effective administrator and receiving graduate 

training is not particularly good; practitioners are critical of university 

preparation in educational administration. Other reviews (Chafee, 1984; 

Cornett, 1983; Sergiovanni, 1987) also indicate a widespread dissatisfaction 

with the preparation of school administrators. Griffith (1988) and Shibles 

(1988), for instance, detail a plethora of complaints from higher education 

administrators about programs in educational administration. As a faculty 

member, Achilles (1984) issued a stem warning about the state of existing 

training. He claimed that the programs of the 1980s were not meeting the 

needs of today's administrators. And from the perspective of policymakers, 

the report of the National Governors' Association (1986) concluded that 

urban principals have not been trained to do what needs to be done. 

In recent years, then, there has been an increasing need to describe the 

urban principalship in ways that highlight the unique features of that role. A 

number of studies have established that the behaviors of urban principals 

might be the most important determinant of school effectiveness (Austin, 

1979; Lipham, 1981). There are however, serious problems endemic to the 

daily life of the urban principal, and these obstacles often hinder an 



individual's ability to "make a difference" in his or her building (Kmetz & 

Willower, 1982; Lortie, Crow, & Prolman, 1983; Peterson, 1982 ; Willis, 1980). 

Some of these problems include such things as securing urban school 

grounds, providing a safe space for pregnant students, and dealing with the 

growing problem of drugs and gangs. 

The urban principal's role is tied to the expectation that the individual 

fulfilling that role will serve as an instructional leader (Cawelti, 1980; Cotton 

& Savard, 1980; Purkey & Smith, 1982). The need for urban administrators to 

take on this job of instructional leader, however, is complicated by the lack of 

understanding of what the role entails. Mulhauser (1983) observed that 

although the principals of effective schools must be viewed as strong 

instructional leaders, "Unfortunately, few of the studies of instructional 

leadership offer much behavior guidance to a principal wondering what to do 

along those lines." 

What exists, then, is a strong understanding of the importance of the 

urban school principal's role, particularly as he or she engages in something 

that is vaguely defined as "instructional leadership." 

In order to succeed in the 1990s, urban principals will have to manage 

schools as if they believe that everyone can learn — students, teachers, parents, 

and themselves. This sense of optimism, even missionary zeal, must 

permeate the entire school. Only when this sense of optimism is sincerely 

communicated to every teacher and student will the children of urban centers 

be educated to succeed in an increasingly complex world. 

Deal and Celotti (1980) note that current educational reforms demand 

that the urban principal's responsibilities be directed toward increased 

academic quality. Consequently, the challenge to state education agencies, 

higher education institutions, and local school districts is to develop 
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competent methods to select, prepare, and reward effective urban school 

administrators. Personnel in higher education institutions must design and 

implement preparation programs which provide the knowledge and skills 

necessary for effective leadership by principals in our nation's urban schools. 

With this consideration in mind, the literature review is divided into 

three sections that will: 

1. Provide a historical overview of the principalship. 

2. Look at the history of principal preparation programs. 

3. Discuss the effective school movement and its 
implications for the preparation of urban principals. 

Historical Overview of the Principalship 

Development of a Profession 

A glance into history gives clues into the evolution of the 

principalship, and how these origins may be shaping the job as we know it 

today. The principalship did not begin as a carefully planned, clearly defined 

educational position. It emerged during the nineteenth century in response 

to many factors, including increases in school enrollment, greater numbers of 

teachers, and the proliferation of services provided by the school. As these 

and other factors put pressures on the schools, a distinctive role for the 

principal began to emerge (Goldman, 1966). 

Wiles and Bondi (1983) note that early schools operated without 

principals because teachers taught all grades, filled out reports to the school 

board, kept up the school grounds, and disciplined unruly students. Prior to 
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the emergence of the building principal, most schools were organized under 

two leaders, the grammar master and the writing master, who were 

responsible for teaching reading and writing in schools, respectively. 

Public schools were established in America in 1646, with the passage of 

a Massachusetts law requiring the establishment of an elementary school in 

every town of fifty or more families and a grammar school in every town of 

one hundred or more families. The town leaders (selectmen) were 

responsible for maintaining these newly established schools. These officials 

were the first representatives of school management (Jones, Salisbury, & 

Spencer, 1969). As time passed, many town leaders found themselves so 

burdened by school problems that they appointed special committees to help 

them manage the schools. These committees eventually obtained a special 

identity and became known as "school boards" (Jones, Salisbury, & Spencer, 

1969). 

During this early period, when schools were operated by selectmen and 

school committees, most schools with more than one teacher had a "head 

teacher" (Jones, Salisbury, & Spencer, 1969). The head teacher was known by 

various titles: headmaster, provost, rector, and occasionally, principal (Ensign, 

1923). 

Lane (1984) eloquently described the origins of the principalship, noting 

that it was conceived in a "halo of chalk dust," because for several decades, 

the principal was the "principal teacher," first among equals. This was also 

the case in the nation's urban schools. 

During the latter half of the eighteenth century, the United States 

population grew rapidly, stimulating the creation of many new schools. The 

need for better organization and coordination of school instruction became 

severe. Teachers had great authority over their own classes, although in most 
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cases no one individual had any real authority over the entire school. In the 

larger schools, head teachers, still only occasionally referred to as "principal," 

assumed responsibility for much of the school operation. These duties 

included: determining the opening and closing times; scheduling classes; 

securing supplies and equipment; managing the building; and 

communicating with parents and the community (Jones, Salisbury, & 

Spencer, 1969). 

The headteacher sometimes served as the liaison between teachers and 

the board of education. The board of education was now the elected body 

(replacing the selectmen) responsible for running the schools. 

In 1837, the position of superintendent emerged in the urban school 

systems of Buffalo, New York, and Louisville, Kentucky. The emergence of 

the superintendency greatly affected the urban principal's role within the 

community. The principal no longer worked with the board of education, but 

reported directly to the superintendent (Anderson & Van Dyke, 1963). 

With the rapid increase in enrollment during the latter half of the 

nineteenth century, schools began to face increasingly complex problems. 

The turn of the century was an extraordinary time in American history, and 

rapid social changes were affecting the schools. With the surge in its 

industrial growth, the United States became the world leader in industrial 

production. Between 1890 and 1920, 18 million immigrants entered the 

country; even greater numbers of people moved within the United States 

from rural areas to cities, from the south to the north, and from the east to 

the west. By 1900, about 43 percent of the American population lived in 

urban centers, and in 1920 the urban-rural balance was tipped in favor of the 

cities for the first time. At some point between 1915 and 1920, the old rural 

majority of Americans, who lived on the land or close to it in small towns 
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and villages, had become a minority. The United States had become an urban 

nation, a nation of cities, faced with all the "problems" that urbanization 

inevitably brings. 

In 1920, for the first time, the census reported that more than 50 percent 

of the population lived in urban areas. Urbanization became a controlling 

factor in American life (DeYoung, & Wynn, 1972). Many cities were 

populated with more than 50 percent immigrants and their children. The 

United States was becoming an urban, ethnically diverse world power 

(Kantor & Tyack, 1982). 

Technological and organizational changes were modifying the ways 

Americans worked and lived. Large factories and mechanized farms created 

new working environments. The management of production and 

distribution, the growth of labor unions, and the development of managerial 

and office work placed a premium on service and organizational skills 

(Kantor & Tyack, 1982). 

These changes, and their resulting tensions, underscored the emerging 

debate over the purposes and practices of American schools. How should 

school systems be organized to ensure the efficient delivery of services? What 

values should be taught and to whom? How could schools best prepare youth 

for job requirements? What should higher education's responsibilities be? 

How can urban schools best meet the needs of inner city children? (Kaestle, 

1983). 

During the nineteenth century, American education responded to 

these questions primarily by expanding (Kaestle, 1983). Although the process 

varied from town to town, the systemization of schooling was remarkably 

successful. Policies such as public taxation for schools, enrollment of almost 

all seven-to twelve-year-olds, standardized curricula, and the placement of 



students roughly the same age in a single classroom were widely accepted 

(Kaestle, 1983). 

As a result of this rapid school expansion, the role of the principal 

began to change. Principals began spending less time in instruction and 

more time in administration. Many principals spent half the day teaching 

and the other half attending to administrative duties. Pierce (1935) reported 

that principals carried this dual role of teacher/administrator as late as 1881. 

It is important to note that principals in urban schools were experiencing 

these same developments, as well as coping with such problems as language 

barriers. 

As time passed, principals spent less and less time teaching and more 

and more time doing administrative work. As the twentieth century 

approached, boards of education and superintendents became convinced that 

the principal should have more control over his/her school (Benden, 1966). 

Principals were beginning to be formally recognized as the official 

intermediary between teachers and the higher administration. They were 

given the right to set and enforce standards that the students had to meet 

before graduation. They were also given increased responsibility for the 

selection and assignment of teachers (Benden, 1966). 

With this new recognition and authority, principals began 

collaborating among themselves. Many of them felt the need for an 

organization that would represent them professionally. Shortly after the turn 

of the century. The National Association of Elementary School Principals was 

established to strengthen the role of the principalship. This organization's 

research and publications stressed the principal's responsibility to offer staff 

leadership. During these early years, a major goal of the association was to 
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move principals from the "routine and purely housekeeping facets of their 

work to control of the instructional program" (Gross & Harriott, 1965). 

The essential features of the modern principalship (supervisor, 

disciplinarian, manager, curriculum specialist, and public relations specialist) 

were established by the turn of the twentieth century and have not changed 

in any substantial way since that time. While their duties and responsibilities 

have increased in complexity, the expectation that principals provide 

instructional leadership while managing school affairs is now firmly rooted 

in the minds of school superintendents and school board members. This 

"demand" is particularly strong in large urban school systems because the 

problems faced by urban principals are usually more severe than those of 

rural and surburban principals (Comer, 1980; Douglass, 1963). 

LoPresti (1982) maintains that the principal's job description used to be 

simple and straightforward, with duties that were clearly defined and 

grounded in law. This is substantiated by the following sample items from 

the 1925 California Education Code of Conduct: 

—The principal was responsible for discipline first, and the 
educational program second. 

—The principal was to have monthly fire drills. 

—Both principals and teachers were responsible for keeping the 
school building neat, clear of debris, sanitary, and in 
proper condition for inspection. 

—The principal was to ensure that the school rooms were 
ventilated and was to "give attention to temperature and 
lighting" (LoPresti, 1982, p. 32). 
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It was not until the 1920s, however, that a serious attempt was made to 

focus attention on the principalship as an important position in education. 

In the 1920s, under the guidance of the Department of Education of the 

University of Chicago, a national organization of elementary school 

principals was founded. It turned the attention of the principal to scientific 

study of the problems of the position and stimulated professional interest in 

the principalship as an important position in American education (Pierce, 

1935). The principalship became a topic of study in university departments of 

education, and training programs for principals began to appear as offerings of 

these departments. The researcher was unable to find the existence of any 

programs specific to urban principals. 

In 1924, Koos examined the percentage of time that principals spent 

performing five different tasks. The study revealed that principals spent 

thirty-four percent of their time in supervisory duties, including overseeing 

pupils, and thirty percent of their time performing administrative tasks. 

Eighteen percent of the principal's time was spent in clerical work, while 

another fourteen percent was devoted to "other functions" such as 

community activities. In 1928, principals were spending four percent of their 

time in the classroom (Elsbree & McNally, 1959). 

The 1930s saw a series of dramatic historical events which have had 

lasting implications for education. As always, the principalship responded to 

changes in the larger social milieu and reflected, in part, the changing 

conceptions school leaders held for themselves as educational administrators. 

Starting with the economic depression of the 1930s, the face of education took 

on a new look, and a new philosophy of educational administration slowly 

took shape. 
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This new philosophy was not developed by educators but evolved 

from the work of industrial psychologists, sociologists, and others interested 

in the study of organizations and the people who work in them. Among the 

major contributors were: Mary Parker Follettdate, who brought into focus the 

psychological aspects of administration; Mayo (1933), Roethlisberger (1941), 

and others who underscored the importance of human relations in 

administration; Barnard (1938), who in the The Function of the Executive, 

explored the theory of organization and laid the groundwork for future 

research on the role of the executive; and finally Simon (1957), who worked 

to develop a useful value-free science of administration. These writers and 

others made substantial contributions to the emerging body of knowledge in 

educational administration. These researchers linked the field of educational 

administration to other fields in an attempt to better understand the process 

of education in general. 

By the 1940s and 1950s, the principal's supervisory role had expanded, 

particularly in urban schools. The use of standardized achievement tests and 

group intelligence tests made supervisory functions more precise. Principals 

diagnosed teaching and learning difficulties and classified students on 

scientific bases (Comer, 1982). In his 1935 study. Pierce praised the tendency of 

principals to be critical of their own practices and their willingness to apply 

the methods of science to improve the profession. 

Pierce (1935) further noted that principals were working to improve 

their image as community leaders by participating in school and community 

events in whatever ways possible. They even attempted to prepare students 

to be better citizens through such mediums as "clean-up campaigns, sane 

celebrations of holidays, and cooperation with public services" (p. 288). 

Principals aligned themselves with community leaders such as police and fire 
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officials in safety promotions and with elected officials in the dissemination 

of voter information (Pierce, 1935). Principals in urban schools were active 

participants in these events because the enrollment in many urban schools 

was expanding at the time. 

By the late 1950s, principals had become more proficient instructional 

leaders. Many schools of education offered after-school seminars for principal 

in-service and instituted training programs for elementary and secondary 

school principals. Educational accrediting agencies contributed to this 

growing professionalism of the principalship by increasing the educational 

requirements for principals. These accrediting agencies in many states raised 

the level of certification for the principalship. A study in the late 1940s of 561 

high school principals revealed that every one of them had at least a 

bachelor's degree and nearly three-fourths possessed a master's degree 

(Farmer, 1948). 

In the 1960s, very little had changed in the way principals were using 

their time. According to Oakes, principals were spending slightly less time in 

supervision (35%) and slightly more time in administration (30%). By now 

they were spending virtually no time teaching (Oakes, 1985). 

With these increasing demands and responsibilities on the principal, 

the need for training in educational theory received attention in the early to 

mid 1960s. Douglass (1963) commented on this push for the 

professionalization of the principalship: 

It seems most probable that the high school principalship of the 
near future, along with the school superintendency, will 
constitute a truly professional calling, which will require not 
only distinctly superior mental and personal characteristics but, 
also, continued technical and professional training which will 
afford responsibility and prestige on a par with those of the more 
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generally recognized professions of medicine, law and 
architecture (p. 36). 

According to Douglass, a person seeking both the elementary and 

secondary principalship should have completed academic training in the 

areas of (a) methods of teaching, (b) educational psychology, (c) curriculum, 

(d) foundations of education, (e) guidance, and (f) specialization in one or 

more fields of subject matter taught in the elementary and secondary school. 

The 1970s forced the principal into learning new skills such as 

negotiating union demands and teacher contracts. In addition, he or she was 

required to have sharp political skills. According to Castetter (1981): 

He is finding he must compete with other public agencies for a 
share of the public tax dollar, that the schools are on the 
receiving end of strong group pressures, that he must find ways 
of recognizing the legitimate role of pressure groups and to deal 
with their demands democratically and constructively, and that 
he is no longer the controlling force in educational decisions 
(p. 7). 

Because of these demands, urban principals in the 1970s were faced 

with many challenges. One such challenge was the shrinking budget that 

confronted most urban school districts. 

The 1980s and early 1990s have seen a shifting of the principal's focus 

to that of instructional leader. Current research indicates that strong 

instructional leadership by the principal can make significant and positive 

differences in student achievement (Madaus, Airasian, & Kellaghan, 1980; 

Squires et al., 1983). 

The principal's role within the school has evolved from a simple 

administrative job to a highly complex position which requires continued 



monitoring of school and community needs. Wood et al. (1979) believe that 

the modern principal must continually refine those skills which will enhance 

his or her school's instructional program. Some of these skills include 

academic, instructional, and administrative management. 

In reviewing the evolution of the principalship, it is clear that today's 

principals hold much in common with their predecessors. Some of their 

common shared duties include supervision, discipline, management, 

curriculum, meetings, public relations, planning and budgeting. However, 

many aspects of the job, such as family counseling, developing computer 

expertise, and instituting multicultural curricula, are completely new. The 

job and its responsibilities are rapidly changing and expanding, forcing 

principals to become increasingly adaptive. Because of the many problems in 

today's inner cities (drugs, crime, gangs, teenage pregnancy), urban principals 

must be especially flexible. 

The principalship has expanded as it has evolved. It has not discarded 

one role to take on another, but rather has accumulated roles and 

responsibilities as education itself has expanded. In today's society, the job 

has taken on dimensions that defy the grasp of a single individual, and that 

the teacher in a one-room school could hardly have imagined. 

Development of the Urban Principalship 

The urban principalship has been shaped by many of the same forces 

that affected the principalship in general. Urban principals have been leaders 

in the evolutionary process that changed the principalship throughout the 

history of this country. Although many of the pivotal events and 

circumstances that have shaped today's principal took place in urban areas. 
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very little has been written about the development of the urban 

principalship. The writer notes that although a number of authors 

(Greenfield, 1982; Rutherford, Hord, & Huling, 1983; Sizemore, 1986) have 

addressed the evolution of the urban principalship, they have approached the 

topic indirectly through their discussion of the principalship in general. 

From these writings, then, the writer will draw a descriptive development of 

the urban principalship. 

To understand the development of the urban principalship, it is 

important to look at how the position evolved in the context of the larger 

society. As mentioned earlier, between 1870 and 1920 modern America 

emerged (Wirber, 1967). During those formative years, the United States 

became a leading industrial power, possessing about one-third of the world's 

manufacturing capacity. A parochial and fragmented economy was replaced 

by a highly integrated and national economic structure, which was 

increasingly dominated by large corporate enterprises. As the United States 

changed from a debtor to creditor nation in the world market, foreign affairs 

assumed permanent domestic importance. During these years, too, America 

became an urban nation (Wirber, 1967). 

This urbanization was largely the result of migration from farm to city, 

and from Europe to the United States. Of every ten new city dwellers in the 

decade 1900-1910, four were non-American immigrants, three were native- 

born from rural areas, and three came by natural increase (Wiebe, 1967). At 

least half the arrivals were non-American immigrants and their children, 

many from Eastern and Southern Europe. By 1920, it was clear that these 

newcomers and their cities would dominate America's future (Wirber, 1967). 

Industrial and urban growth caused severe social dislocation, but it also 

led Americans toward a new social order. Poverty became a more widely 
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acknowledged problem, and labor conflict and corporate violence increased. 

New welfare agencies, including juvenile courts and public health 

departments, sought to apply humanistic principles and expertise to complex 

social problems. A new middle class of professionals and specialists brought 

the values of community and regularity, functionality and rationality, 

administration and management to their work. The complexities of 

industrialism and urban life placed a high priority on administrative ability 

(Handlin, 1963). 

The schools, too, were reshaped to meet urban and industrial needs. 

By the 1870's, public education (both elementary and secondary) was widely 

accepted as a necessary agent of citizenship training and moral learning. It 

provided the setting within which a diverse society could be harmonized, and 

economic growth enhanced (Smith, 1987). Urban school systems (common 

schools) were now an integral part of most communities in a number of 

states (Guthrie & Reed, 1986). While there were nearly 110,000 local school 

districts nationwide by 1900, state government continued to bear the major 

burden of overseeing educational policy (Guthrie & Reed, 1986). School 

officials thus worked to consolidate small rural school districts into large 

operating units. Proponents of this plan argued that larger school districts 

would be more economically efficient and would offer students a wide range 

of academic programs (Katz, 1975). Consequently, between 1900 and the 

beginning of World War II, the number of U. S. school districts was reduced 

almost fourfold to less than 30,000. Concommitant enrollment increases 

meant that the resulting districts were not only large geographically but also 

contained many more schools and students. 

The increasing size of school districts rendered them increasingly 

resistant to management by elected lay school board members. Whereas once 
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there had been an elected school board member for every 138 citizens, by 

World War II the average school board represented thousands of 

constituents. Such conditions promoted the preparation and employment of 

professional school managers (Goodenow & Ravitach, 1983). 

Significant shifts in the public's perception of the role of the urban 

school principal came after World War II. Baugham (1959) concluded that the 

urban principalship of the 1950s was in a state of major change: 

He was solely responsible for the conduct of the program in its 
entirety. He had to meet all requirements of the state. He was 
to strive to maintain personal and professional fitness, and to 
become involved in community service and activities that 
promoted continuous development of leadership capabilities. 
He negotiated with the staff on all items pertaining to their 
professional assignments in the building. It was his duty to 
procure, develop and retain competent members of the staff and 
maintain effective communications with and between staff 
members. He was to institute a means for continuous study and 
assessment of the school's program, and utilize the 
competencies of the professional staff in order to realize the 
objectives of the program via the full use of instructional 
materials and the physical plant. He also had to provide pupil 
personnel services to serve students' needs both individually 
and group-wise, develop fiscal policies that would foster 
development of the program, and insure a continuous 
evaluation of the learning and teaching program (p. 51-53). 

The 1960s brought further sophistication to the role of the urban 

principal and increased the demands placed on urban schools by society. The 

1960s urban principal was forced to deal with the "Great Society's" desire for 

unlimited freedom, no accountability and a "do your own thing" philosophy. 

In assuming his or her leadership role, Baughman (1961) noted that the urban 

principal needed to assume responsibility for the following tasks: 

1. Instructional leadership and curriculum development 
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2. Personnel administration 

3. Business management 

4. Plant management 

5. School-community relations 

6. Administration of routine duties 

7. Professional, personal, and cultural growth (p. 18) 

The 1970s forced the urban principal into the position of negotiator of 

union demands and teacher contracts. In addition, he/she was required to 

have new skills in the area of politics and finance, according to Castetter 

(1971): 

He is finding that he must compete with other public agencies 
for a share of the public tax dollar, that the schools are on the 
receiving end of strong group pressures, that he must find ways 
of recognizing the legitimate role of the pressure groups and to 
deal with their demands democratically and constructively, and 
that he is no longer the controlling force in educational 
decisions (p. 7). 

Most recently, in the 1980s and early 1990s, research on effective 

schools, which claims that the principal must be a strong leader, has shifted 

the principal's focus from administrator to instructional leader. This research 

has provided strong evidence that the principal's instructional leadership can 

make a significant, positive difference in student achievement (Madaus, 

Airasian, & Kellaghan, 1980; Squires et al., 1983). 
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Wood et al. (1979) believe that the modem urban principal must, as the 

instructional leader of the school, refine those skills which will enhance the 

instructional program and ensure a successful experience both professionally 

and personally for students and teachers. 

The demands made upon the intellect, emotions, physical stamina, 

and creativity of the urban principal in today's elementary and secondary 

school require personal and professional qualifications of a higher order than 

were needed earlier this century. The leadership role of the urban elementary 

and secondary school principal in instructional improvement and 

curriculum development requires a broadly educated and thoroughly 

experienced individual with the personal characteristics necessary for this 

very important role (Jacobson et al., 1985). Urban principals today are faced 

with many tough problems. Many inner-city students are involved in drugs 

and gangs, and have diverse cultural, linguistic and educational needs. 

History of Principal Preparation Programs 

Preparation programs for school administrators in general and for 

principals in particular are relatively new. Most research on this topic has 

been conducted within the past twelve years. The development of principal 

preparation programs in colleges and universities occurred somewhat 

differently than in other professions. In this section, the writer will focus on 

major developments in principal training programs, with an emphasis on 

programs designed specifically for the preparation of urban principals. 

The early colonists gave lay people the responsibility for establishing 

schools and administering tasks such as providing supplies and employing 

teachers. But as it became clear to lay boards of education that these tasks 
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were consuming too much of their time, the position of head teacher was 

established. Gradually, as head teachers assumed more and more 

administrative responsibility, the school principalship developed into an 

official position (Wood, Nicholson, & Findley, 1979). 

Early in the twentieth century, certification of principals became an 

issue. Callahan (1971) states that in 1925 a professor from the University of 

California urged the creation of a special certification as a means of 

"professionalizing educational leadership." Public school administrators and 

professors of education expressed concern that men and women were being 

hired for the principalship who had neither graduate work in educational 

administration nor the endorsement of experts. 

The requirements for certification established by California and some 

other states, reports Callahan (1971), became the national standard: 

The applicant should have a teacher's certificate, some teaching 
experience, and completed not less than fifteen semester hours 
of school administration subjects in addition to the minimum 
requirements for the highest grade of general teacher's certificate 
held (p. 251). 

In the mid 1930s, Pierce said, "The position of the principalship became 

a topic of study in departments of education of universities, and courses, and 

even programs, for the training of principals began to appear in the offerings 

of professionals schools" (Pierce, 1935, pp. 22-23). 

In the early stages of the development of principal preparation, 

certification requirements strongly influenced the programs offered by 

colleges and universities. In 1924, only seven states made distinctions 

between certificates given to high school teachers and those awarded to high 



school principals. By the early 1930s, 27 states gave separate principal 

certificates (Burke, 1934). 

Many of the courses required for certification in each state were offered 

in the graduate programs of colleges and universities in that particular state. 

In many cases, the prospective principal's program was designed to meet the 

individual's needs and to include courses required for certification (Burke, 

1934). Burke studied the offerings of sixty-eight leading teachers colleges and 

schools of education and three departments of education in three state 

universities. He found that eighteen of the programs were undergraduate; all 

others were graduate. The number of required or recommended courses 

ranged from one to sixteen, with over half the programs suggesting or 

requiring seven or more. Courses with 91 different names appeared on the 46 

programs that were submitted to the Burke study (Burke, 1934). 

A 1948 survey reviewed the courses offered in seventy-one elementary 

school principalship training programs. Thirty-four of the institutions 

offered a group of courses designed to prepare administrators. Thirty-one 

institutions offered specific courses on the work of the elementary school 

principal. Only two institutions offered a combination of the usual teacher 

preparation courses and courses designed specifically for the principalship. A 

combination of general administration courses was offered by four 

institutions. The survey questionnaire listed five kinds of experiences 

usually included in training programs: lecture courses, research seminars, 

workshop procedures, visits to typical schools, and internship work in 

schools. Sixty-six of the programs included lecture courses; fifty-three 

included research seminars. Workshop procedures were used in fifty-one of 

the programs. Forty-nine programs incorporated visits to typical schools, and 

twenty incorporated internships. Six programs included no lecture courses. 
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while two programs consisted of only workshop procedures. All except four 

programs used a combination of at least two different types of experiences. 

All five types of experiences were included in nine of the programs (DESP, 

1948). It is important to point out that none of the programs looked 

specifically at urban schools. 

Commenting in 1954 on training programs for principals, Otto said, 

"Too many colleges have a piecemeal program and too few institutions have 

a broadly designed and competently staffed program" (Otto, 1954, p. 664). He 

saw, however, some genuine effort toward improvement. Some colleges and 

universities had initiated two-year programs leading to some type of two-year 

degree. Many of these two-year programs included a supervised internship, 

which, while not a panacea, provided "the kind of broad and thorough 

preparation demanded by the principalship" (Otto, 1954, p. 664). 

Callahan (1962) claimed that school administrators of the 1960s needed 

to be better prepared for their jobs. He claimed that thoughtful educators had 

become aware of this need not only because of the inadequacies of many 

administrators, but also because of a growing awareness of their professional 

status and responsibility, which to some extent paralleled the growth of such 

awareness in medicine and engineering. 

Girard (1978) reported that many schools of education in the 1970s 

provided students with a managerial overview of administrative issues and 

problems likely to be found in educational practice. He felt that schools of 

education did not generate administrative theory; they simply borrowed it 

from other disciplines. The major emphasis in educational administration 

was on application. His suggested changes in the training programs of 

principals included: (1) The addition of more courses, (2) the requirement of 

minors in specific areas, (3) the housing of all schools of administration 
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under one roof, and (4) the cooperation between various schools of 

administration (Girard, 1978). 

In the 1980s, preparatory programs for principals included required 

coursework in curriculum, educational research/statistics, survey of 

educational administration, and supervision of instruction. The usual 

absence of a minor concentration area allowed students the opportunity to 

take coursework outside the department of educational administration, most 

often in the areas of research/statistics, psychology, business administration, 

history, management science, and law (UCEA, 1978). 

As mentioned earlier, the formal training of school administrators is a 

relatively recent development. A number of superintendents and principals 

had been introduced into urban school systems for at least a half century 

before a semblance of training programs appeared (Campbell & Newell, 1973). 

Although William H. Payne probably wrote the first book on school 

administration in 1875 and taught the "first college level course in school 

administration" in 1879 (Callahan & Button, 1964), there were few professors 

of educational administration until the early 1900s. The first two doctorates 

in the field were awarded in 1905 at Teachers College, Columbia University, 

to Ellwood Cubberley and George Strayer (Callahan, 1962). 

School administration and its intellectual, political, and instructional 

bases have grown since the first principals were appointed, the first doctorates 

granted, and the first programs created. In more recent years, the focus of 

administrator training programs has been on quality and effectiveness. Many 

programs are making their training more rigorous, more interesting, more 

enticing and more relevant to real school problems, especially those problems 

which occur more frequently in urban schools. A number of programs are 

beginning to intergrate in-service training into their curriculum. 
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The development of specialized training in education was a natural 

outgrowth of the increasing specialization of American life around the turn 

of the century. This specialization spawned the need for specialized training, 

reflected in the increasing numbers of technical and professional schools 

being established. Engineering schools, medical schools, and even schools of 

business administration at Harvard and the Amos Tuck School of 

Administration and Finance at Dartmouth, had been established. Graduate 

work in education was offered at a few institutions before 1900, and the 

number increased slightly by 1910. During this time, courses in educational 

administration were offered and it was possible to concentrate to some extent 

in administration through coursework and the dissertation for the master's 

or the doctor's degree (Cubberley, 1923). 

Courses in the organization and management of the public schools had 

been given on the undergraduate level before 1900 in departments of 

education, and as early as 1898 a seminar on school administration was 

conducted by Nicholas Murray Butler at Teachers College, Columbia 

University. Cubberley described the next few years as critical to the history of 

educational administration. It was a time when the courses offered were 

"largely a summary of the concrete practical experience of some former 

successful school superintendent, now turned teacher in some newly 

established chair or department of education" (Cubberley, 1923). 

Though much attention has been paid to recent attacks on the general 

preparation of educational administrators (Brown & Lucas, 1989; Griffiths, 

Stout & Forsyth, 1988; Heller, Conway & Jacobson, 1988), such concerns are 

long-standing (Campbell, Flemming, Newell, & Bennion, 1987; Farquhar, 

1977; Goldhammer, 1963; Miklos, 1983; Silver & Spuck, 1978). In the past few 

years, there has been renewed interest in revising programs that prepare 



administrators for service in the urban schools, an interest spurred by 

national reports (Griffith, et al., 1988; McCarthy et al., 1988; National Policy 

Board, 1989) and external funding agents such as the Danforth Foundation. 

Many educational administration departments are revising their programs 

and attempting to address the concerns raised by practitioners and numerous 

other critics. The concern that seems to be raised most frequently is the fact 

that principals are not being prepared to function effectively in urban schools. 

Recent studies agree that graduate coursework in educational 

administration does not provide the experiences and knowledge that 

practitioners feel they need on the job. A 1988 study by Heller, Conway, and 

Jacobson reports that while central office administrators were more positive 

about the value of their training in research, principals at all levels were less 

enthusiastic about their research training. Urban principals reported that 

their on-the-job learning was considerably more beneficial than their 

graduate experiences. 

The forces of recent social change have placed demands on school 

administrators to develop a diverse set of skills to manage today's schools 

(Barth, 1984). These demands have resulted in an increasing realization of 

the need for improved preparation programs and for more effective human 

resource development for practicing school administrators (Cawelti, 1981). A 

growing body of research has shown a positive relationship between the 

leadership ability of administrators and student growth in basic skills 

achievement (Austin, 1979; Azumi & Madhere, 1982; Brookover & Lezotte, 

1979; Duckworth, 1981). 

The building principal was also identified by Crisci, March, and Peters 

(1986) in their Achievement Formula as critical in predicting, monitoring, 

and promoting student achievement. Included in their work is an extensive 
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administrator training program which has been shown to positively 

influence student achievement through the appraisal and improvement of 

classroom teaching. 

Cawelti (1981) suggested that developing a comprehensive training 

program for urban school administrators requires substantial time and effort. 

He proposed a four-part effort. Cawelti believes that administrators first need 

help in developing sensitivity to alternative models of leader behavior and 

the behavioral aspects of good leadership. The second component consists of 

training in management skills, with an emphasis on the classic management 

functions of planning, organizing, and directing. The third component 

includes training in instructional leadership, curriculum development, 

clinical supervision, staff development, and teacher evaluation. The final 

component is the administrative course of study, covering such topics as 

school finance, theory, law, personnel, collective bargaining, public relations, 

and educational technology. 

Identifying, assessing, and developing leadership skills for educational 

administrators have been major concerns of the Montgomery County Public 

Schools, an urban school system in Maryland (Rohr, 1984). The District has 

developed an extensive series of mandatory programs for potential and 

current school principals and other administrative or supervisory staff. Phase 

I of this two-part leadership training program (Orientation to Career 

Development for Leadership) helps participants to make career decisions. 

Phase II provides participants with opportunities to learn more about the 

roles and responsibilities of various administrative positions; to learn about 

administrative problems and issues confronting the school system; to explore 

and study concepts, theories, and models relating to leadership and 

administration; and to develop leadership skills. 

37 



After completing this training, individuals who are not currently 

principals but wish to be considered for appointment are required to serve in 

an extensive on-the-job training program. Monthly seminars are a major 

component of this internship. Prior to reaching a decision regarding an 

administrative appointment, candidates must participate in an intensive two- 

day assessment program designed to provide simulation exercises that require 

the demonstration of specific competencies. During these exercises, the 

candidates are rated by evaluators, and a training recommendation sheet is 

prepared for each candidate. Training, then, continues even after an 

individual is appointed as an administrator. 

The need for such a generalized course of study is obvious in that 

future job roles are usually unknown at the time a student enters a 

traditional preparatory program. The variety of positions that fall within the 

context of educational administration makes it impossible to tailor a 

specialized program for students at the master's degree level. According to 

McIntyre (1979), a master's program in educational administration should 

include the study of organizational behavior and development, policy 

studies, decision making, human relationships, leadership, instructional 

improvement, management science and school law. 

More and more training programs for principals are offering students 

diverse opportunities and experiences. A number of colleges and universities 

still provide traditional lecture-dominated programs, although an increasing 

number of institutions of higher education are opting for competency-based 

principal training. These programs have provided aspiring administrators 

with a better understanding of the realities of today's inner-city schools. The 

Ohio State University, Cleveland State University, Georgia State University, 

the University of Alabama, Stanford University, and the University of 
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Washington are just a few of the institutions that have developed bold new 

approaches in the preparation of urban school principals. 

A recent trend in the preparation of principals, particularly urban 

principals, is the provision of field-based experiences as part of formal 

training. Following the introduction of the Administrative Internship in 

Secondary School Improvement in 1963 by the National Association of 

Secondary School Principals (NASSP), the internship, or practicum, has 

rapidly grown in popularity. This increasing emphasis on field-based 

experiences justifies further exploration by institutions involved in the 

training of urban school principals. 

An example of a program that promotes field experiences is the 

Danforth Foundation Principal Preparation Program. In the fall of 1986, the 

Danforth Foundation announced its support of innovative programs 

designed to prepare future urban school principals in non-traditional ways. 

The initial program included five institutions of higher learning and later 

extended to include eleven other schools. 

Members of the Danforth Foundation staff work with education faculty 

from five selected universities for eighteen months, encouraging them to 

think and to act boldly in developing alternative programs for the 

preparation of principals. Working in collaboration with practicing 

administrators in schools, these faculty participants develop experiential 

learning opportunities for prospective principals. Prospective principals 

develop school leadership skills through observation, self-paced study, and 

numerous consultations with university faculty, community leaders, 

researchers, and practicing administrators. The university faculty and 

practicing school administrators work together to ensure that the candidates 

gain a working knowledge of the principalship by exposing them to real 
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situations in schools and the community. The candidates regularly test their 

ability to put theoretical and textbook learning into practice. These 

experiences were designed to prepare the candidates for their first positions as 

practicing school principals by enhancing their understanding of how a real 

urban school and community operate. The Danforth partnership between 

universities and schools takes advantage of the practical knowledge held by 

practicing principals, and integrates school experiences with academic 

activities at the university, and with community internship. This method of 

preparing principals takes advantage of the fact that training programs that 

integrate practical knowledge and theory seem to be the most effective way of 

preparing principals for urban schools. 

Based in St. Louis, the Danforth Foundation has forced educators to 

rethink the traditional method of preparing educational leaders. The 

program provided seed money for alternative approaches in preparing urban 

administrators. Included in the initial phase of the program was the 

University of Washington at Seattle (UW), whose conventional principal 

preparation program had won numerous awards. Despite these accolades, the 

school decided to phase out its old approach in favor of the new program. 

Under UW's conventional plan, most students held full-time teaching 

responsibilities and took classes when possible on evenings and weekends. 

Students could enroll at any point, take classes as they chose, and spend as 

long as necessary to graduate. 

The Danforth program enrolls a maximum of 20 students each 

semester, providing them with intensive seminars and coursework on the 

campus. It also requires students to work part-time as interns in several 

school settings. 
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The year-long program begins with a 10-day "residential institute" that 

initiates students into the program and ends with a "culminating summer 

session" just before certification is granted. 

During the academic year, Danforth students complete three 

internships with experienced principals who serve as mentors. Students are 

required to spend a minimum of 12 hours per week working as interns. One 

day each week is spent on the campus for coursework. 

University of Washington professors provide some instruction. But at 

least 50 percent of the teaching is done by working superintendents, 

principals, and other administrators. This format develops professionals who 

are in touch with the reality of the schools. The goal is to integrate academics 

with the internship experience. An example of this integration takes place in 

the course on school finance. The content of this class is timed to coincide 

with the budget process in schools so that it comes alive for students. 

Cunningham (1982), in his nationwide appraisal of doctoral programs 

in educational administration, found variations in quality but an overriding 

similarity in content. He reported that the academic work was 

overwhelmingly content centered, and that there was almost no planned 

leadership skills assessment or development. There was little assurance, he 

believed, that persons who emerged from these programs would have 

leadership skills commensurate with future job requirements. 

Since the 1960s, when the demand for highly trained administrative 

personnel grew sharply, there have been many curriculum modifications at 

institutions that prepare administrators. Yet, the National Commission on 

Excellence in Educational Administration recently found that the field lacks a 

clear sense of what constitutes good educational leadership and has few 

preparation programs relevant to the demands of urban administrators 



(Rodman, 1987). More emphasis should be placed on helping prospective 

principals function more effectively in different environments and in 

different situations (Rodman, 1988). 

Proponents of school reform cite the findings of effective school 

research, with its emphasis on the principal as the instructional leader who 

makes the difference in leading a school on the path to excellence (Edmond, 

1987). Studies in management and leadership interpret the role and function 

of the effective principal to be very different from the current practices of 

most principals today. In re-examining the principalship, a number of states 

are not only revising state certification requirements, they are recommending 

new ways to prepare, evaluate and select candidates for the principalship. 

Educators, particularly principals, must continue to assess the competencies 

and standards against which principals should be measured. 

The exodus that many researchers expect from the teaching profession 

provides incentive and opportunity to reshape the urban principalship. 

Opportunity is only the beginning. Along the way, much debate, creative 

thought, and commitment to develop something beyond implementation 

must occur. 

One researcher who is making an effort in this vein is Jonathan Kozol 

(1992), who claims that most school administrators are still prepared in very 

traditional ways and suggests that urban principals experience a different 

school culture from that of their suburban counterparts. Because of these 

differences, the training received by these principals should reflect the 

realities of an urban environment. 

Some of Kozol's ideas in preparing urban school principals have been 

integrated into the Danforth program. One such idea is exposing future 



principals to urban schools. This concept is slowly being expanded to other 

institutions throughout the country. 

Another example is the Massachusetts Education Reform Act of 1993. 

The act requires that the state establish educational goals, academic standards, 

curriculum frameworks and a system for evaluating individuals schools and 

school districts. In the event that schools or districts fail to improve the 

education program provided to students, the law provides drastic penalties, 

ultimately authorizing the Board of Education to put school districts into 

receivership. 

Under the law, the Board of Education is directed to have the 

Commissioner of Education develop academic standards in six core subjects. 

These include; mathematics, science and technology, history and social 

science, english, foreign languages, and the arts. These standards will be 

established for all grades, kindergarten through high school inclusive, and 

will describe skills, competencies and knowledge that students will be 

expected to know at the end of a given grade or cluster of grades. 

Under the Education Reform Act of 1993, school principals have a far 

greater scope of authority for the management and operation of school 

building than existed in the past. The new law gives principals the authority 

to hire, award, demote dismiss, and suspend teachers and other school 

personnel. The law describes the principal as the "educational administrator 

and manager of their school" who supervise the operation and management 

of their school and school property. 

At the end of this decade, as schools are led by the "new" effective 

principals, education should have the leaders necessary to bring our urban 

schools into the twenty-first century. Urban principals must be prepared to 

respond to this challenge. They must assume the responsibility of advancing 



the profession to meet the needs and educational interests of the coming 

generation. 

Effective School Movement and the Principalship 

Recent research on the practices of effective schools reinforces the need 

for strong school leadership by school principals. Faculty members in many 

universities believe that the opportunity exists to improve practices in the 

preparation of school administrators. 

Considered one of the pioneers of school effectiveness research, George 

Weber (1971) identified five characteristics of effective schools: (a) strong 

instructional leadership by the building principal; (b) high expectations by the 

teaching staff; (c) an orderly and safe school climate; (d) a deliberate and 

consistent focus on pupil acquisition of basic skills; and (e) consistent and 

legitimate reinforcement of student achievement through frequent 

evaluation of outcomes. Corroboration of these findings can be found in the 

works of other pioneers in the field, including Edmond and Frederickson 

(1978), Gigliotti and Brookover (1975), Lezotte (1982), Moody (1982), and 

Zerchykov (1984). Ronald Edmond (1979), the initiator of the "Effective 

Schools" concept, indicated that successful urban schools have strong leaders 

and possess a climate where all students are expected to learn. 

In their review of 1,200 school effectiveness studies, Clark, Lotto, and 

McCarthy (1980) discovered that the most important factor in school 

effectiveness was the presence of an instructional leader who framed clearly 

stated goals for the entire district, set high achievement standards, and was 

entrepreneurial in procuring resources for teachers. One of the most 

frequently cited attributes of effective schools is the active presence of the 
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principal as an instructional leader (Brookover, 1981; Clancy, 1982; Levine & 

Stark, 1982). Robinson (1985) listed nine attributes of successful instructional 

leadership. The instructionally effective principal: (a) plays an assertive 

instructional role; (b) is seriously goal- and task-oriented; (c) is well organized; 

(d) conveys high expectations to students and staff; (e) clearly defines and 

effectively communicates policies; (f) makes frequent classroom visits; (g) 

maintains high visibility and availability to students and staff; (h) provides 

strong, reliable support for the teaching staff; and (i) is adept at parent and 

community relations. Zerchykov (1984) concluded that instructional 

leadership is not a trait, but a set of behaviors and previously acquired skills. 

It is neither dictatorial nor unassertive; it is nourished by respect; it is not 

imposed, but created by a sense of fellowship. 

Motivation and Emergence 

Until recently, researchers and funding agencies alike have 

underestimated the importance of the urban school principal as an agent 

affecting urban school outcomes (Greenfield, 1982). Education practitioners, 

on the other hand, have long acknowledged principals as central figures in 

the urban schools. In most states, their responsibilities for administering 

local schools are defined by law, and they exercise legal authority delegated by 

school boards and superintendents. 

In a number of studies on school effectiveness (Edmond, 1987; Finn, 

1986; Goodlad, 1987; Sizemore, 1986), researchers asked what makes some 

schools different from others. As they probed for reasons behind the 

differences, they discovered that how well schools are run corresponds 

directly with how well students perform. It is not enough to identify sharp 



differences among classrooms and among individual teachers. In case after 

case, the main difference points to the actions of principals (Manasse, 1983). 

Grade level is important in understanding this problem. Obviously, 

some distinctions exist between the way elementary and secondary principals 

are able to affect their schools. Elementary schools are usually smaller, while 

secondary schools usually have larger administrative staffs through which 

principals work. Elementary classrooms are normally self-contained and the 

curriculum is less complex than in junior and senior high schools, where the 

subject matter is more specialized and classes are organized around subject 

areas. Because of this, it can be said that principals tend to have a greater 

effect on elementary schools because of this usual difference in size from 

secondary schools. 

Nevertheless, all schools can achieve (Edmond, 1979). Researchers 

found that urban elementary and secondary principals have much in 

common when it comes to how their behavior influences their schools. 

Typically, it is simply necessary to adapt approaches to different school 

situations. Setting high academic standards transcends almost everything 

else, including grade levels or whether the school is located in a rural, 

suburban, or urban district. 

Although research on the urban principalship is in its early stages, as 

Greenfield (1981) noted, it already has come to recognize urban principals as 

"important to the development of knowledge and practices useful in 

enhancing the conditions of learning and improving the consequences of 

teaching for our nation's youngsters" (Greenfield, 1982). 

While the phrase "effective principal, effective school" certainly 

oversimplifies the complex set of events that must fall into place for 

exemplary education to occur, it does capture a sense of the principal's central 
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role in successful urban schools. The current interest in urban principal 

leadership has emerged from both the effective schools research and studies 

specifically investigating the behavior of principals. Much of this research 

has been conducted in urban settings and presents an optimistic message: 

even in schools with significant problems, principal leadership can facilitate 

school improvement. The critical leadership skills needed by principals can 

be identified, taught, and learned. 

The school improvement movement, properly called "effective 

schools," began with the research of Weber (1979), Edmonds, (1979, 1981), 

Brookover and Lezotte (1979), and Phi Delta Kappan (Duckett, et al., 1980). 

The goal of this research was to locate urban schools in which the link 

between poverty and low achievement had been broken and to identify 

which differences among schools affected the academic achievement of 

children. This research opened a provocative new avenue to school 

improvement through quality and excellence. The movement challenged 

the previous well-known research of Coleman (1966), Moynihan (1972), 

Jencks (1972), and Jensen (1969), whose work was widely interpreted to mean 

that schools could not make a difference for poor children. The new 

researchers identified urban schools in which a majority of students had 

mastered the basic skills in spite of a poor economic background. The 

researcher studied these effective schools and discovered that they shared a 

set of common characteristics. 

Weber (1971) was the first to investigate school characteristics as 

determinants of student achievement. He intended for his modest study of 

four urban schools to challenge the findings of Coleman and his colleagues. 

In all four schools he studied, reading achievement for poor children was at 

the national norm. He, therefore, classified those schools as effective, noting 



that they shared characteristics not ordinarily found in urban schools. These 

schools had principals who were strong leaders—they set the tone of the 

school, they were instrumental in developing instructional strategies, and 

they efficiently managed school resources. Faculties held high expectations 

for their students. All schools had an orderly, quiet, and pleasant 

environment. Teachers emphasized basic skill acquisition, and they 

frequently evaluated pupil progress. 

Three years later, the New York State Department of Education 

published an in-depth study of two urban schools that were serving 

analogous student populations from families of lower socioeconomic status 

(LSES). One school was considered high achieving and the other low 

achieving. The State Department was interested in identifying differences 

between the two schools that would account for achievement variation. This 

study indicated that: 

1. Student performance seemed to be linked to factors under 
the control of the school staff. 

2. Leadership appeared to have a significant impact on 
school effectiveness. 

3. The educational team in the high achieving school had 
developed and implemented a plan for dealing with 
reading problems. 

4. Teachers in the low achieving school attributed reading 
problems to nonschool factors and felt they had little or 
no impact on student learning, thereby creating an 
environment in which students failed because they were 
not expected to succeed. 

48 



These findings indicated that school practices affect reading 

achievement and that leadership, expectations, and climate are school 

characteristics affecting pupil performance (School Factors, 1974). 

A more extensive and sophisticated study, conducted in California by 

Madden, Lawson and Sweet (1976), supported the findings of the previous 

two studies. In an effort to identify school characteristics that seemed 

responsible for achievement differences in schools, the Madden team studied 

21 pairs of elementary schools that were matched on the same basis as the two 

New York schools. In the higher achieving schools: 

1. Principals provided teachers with a great deal of support 
with instruction and discipline. 

2. Teachers were more task-oriented in their classroom 
approach. 

3. There was more evidence of student monitoring, student 
effort, happier students, and a positive atmosphere 
conducive to learning. 

4. There were fewer instructional groups. 

5. Teachers were more satisfied with their work. 

This study reinforced the idea that strong leadership, high expectations, 

positive climate and instructional emphasis are essential determinants of 

high pupil performance. 

In an effort to identify and analyze urban schools that were 

instructionally effective for poor and/or minority students, Lezotte, Edmond, 

and Ratner (1974) studied 20 urban elementary schools that made up Detroit's 

Model Cities Neighborhood. Reading and math scores for a random sample 



of 2,500 students were compared with citywide norms. Schools were defined 

as effective if their random student sample was at or above the city's average 

grade equivalent in those subjects. Findings indicated that eight of the 

schools were effective in the teaching of math, nine in reading and five in 

both. The most salient conclusion drawn from this investigation was that 

student socioeconomic status (SES) neither causes nor precludes instructional 

effectiveness. 

The second part of the Detroit project was a re-analysis of the 1966 

Equal Educational Opportunity Survey (EEOS) data. In addition to identifying 

and analyzing effective schools, the researchers studied effects of schools on 

students from different social backgrounds. The research team identified 55 

schools that were classified as effective because the correlation between 

academic performance and family background had been eliminated. Since 

these schools varied widely in racial composition, socioeconomic levels and 

other presumed determinants of school quality, differences in student 

performance between effective and non-effective schools could not be 

attributed to race or SES. This conclusion was in direct opposition to the 

conclusions of previous analysts, who claimed that student achievement 

variation from school to school has only minimal relationship, if any, to 

school characteristics. 

An unusually persuasive study of school effectiveness, published in 

1979 by Brookover and Lezotte, reinforced certain findings of the Weber, 

Madden et al. study undertaken for the Michigan Department of Education. 

The study by Weber, Madden et al. involved a set of Michigan schools 

characterized by student performance that was either improving or declining. 

Eight schools were studied, six which were improving and two which were in 
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decline. Trained interviewers conducted interviews and administered 

questionnaires to all school personnel. According to the results, the 

improving schools had staff members who: 

1. Placed more emphasis on accomplishing basic reading and 
math objectives. 

2. Tended to believe that all students could master basic 
objectives. 

3. Had decidedly higher expectations for educational 
accomplishments of their students. 

4. Assumed responsibility for teaching basic reading and 
math skills, and were committed to doing so. 

5. Spent more time on direct reading instruction. 

6. Had principals who were more likely to be strong 
instructional leaders and to assume responsibility for the 
evaluation of student achievement. 

7. Exhibited a greater degree of accountability. 

8. Appeared more likely to experience some dissatisfaction 
with existing conditions. 

9. Reported less overall parent involvement, but higher 
levels of parent-initiated involvement. 

10. Were not characterized by high emphasis on the use of 
teacher aides. 

Again, results indicated that leadership, instructional focus, and 

expectations appear to influence students' achievements. 



The Phi Delta Kappan group (Duckett et al., 1980) used a different 

approach when they studied eight urban elementary schools in the midwest. 

Studies were constructed with a concentration on the human factors that 

make schools exceptional. The following factors were characteristic of 

successful urban schools: 

1. Goals and objectives were clearly stated and staff 
development activities were used to train staff members 
to reach specific targets. 

2. The principals were strong instructional leaders and 
teachers held high expectations for student achievement. 

3. Learning environments were structured. 

4. Individualized instruction was frequently used and 
adult/student ratios were low. 

5. Federal, state, and local sources provided frequent 
financial support. 

6. Parental interaction with the school was high. 

The Kappan group confirmed three previously identified 

characteristics of successful schools -instructional focus, strong administrative 

leadership and a safe learning environment. 

On the basis of previously reviewed findings, Edmond (1979, p. 22) 

identified the following characteristics of schools that are instructionally 

effective for poor students: 

1. They have a climate in which all school personnel are 
responsible for being instructionally effective for all 
students. The climate is one in which no children are 



allowed to fall below minimum levels of achievement 
(high expectations). 

2. Strong administrative leadership is present. 

3. The atmosphere is orderly but not rigid, quiet but not 
oppressive, and is conducive to learning. 

4. Pupil acquisition of basic skills is the main focus. 

5. Frequent monitoring of pupil progress is evident. 

Joseph D'Amico, School Improvement Specialist for Research for 

Better Schools, analyzed the effective schools' characteristics in the studies of 

Brookover and Lezotte, (1979), Edmond and Fredericksen, (1978), Phi Delta 

Kappan (Duckett et al., 1980), and Rutter and others (1979). He concluded that 

these studies are limited in their usefulness as recipes for creating effective 

schools. D'Amico had several concerns: The characteristics most frequently 

identified as indispensable-for example, strong administrative leadership- 

were not included in all studies. This inconsistency makes it difficult to 

define what effectiveness means and to ascertain which characteristics to use 

as a focus for improvement. D'Amico also found a low degree of match 

between conclusions and specific findings in some studies. He cautioned 

practitioners not to generalize from the effective schools studies and to 

develop their own concept of effectiveness tailored to each particular 

situation (D'Amico, 1982). 

Lawrence Lezotte, a pioneer in the effective schools movement, agreed 

with D'Amico that more research is needed before the effective schools 

research can meet the standards of a recipe. He recognized the magnitude of 
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the step from describing effective practices to writing prescriptions for 

improvement. It was his contention that effective schools research was 

intended to provide a framework for school improvement planning but not 

an explicit recipe (1982). 

One year later, Codianne and Wilber (1983) conducted a study to 

identify programs utilizing the effective schools characteristics and to 

synthesize findings from programs that were carrying out effective schooling 

practices. From an analysis of 17 studies, a categorical system was developed 

that incorporated the characteristics of effective schools under six 

components. Only one component, staff development, had not been 

classified within Edmond's categories. Table 1 identifies the major studies 

conducted on effective schools and lists characteristics found to be significant 

in each study. 

The research on effective schools supports the belief that quality is 

directly associated with the level of achievement. Edmond (1979) defines an 

effective school as one "in which the children of the poor are at least as well 

prepared in basic school skills as the children in the middle class." Lezotte 

(1982) further defines the effective school as "one where the proportion of 

students from the lowest socio-economic class in the school evidences 

minimum mastery of the essential curriculum in equal proportion to the 

level of minimum mastery evidenced by the higher socio-economic class of 

the school." 

Lezotte’s basic doctrine (1983) of effective schools is outlined around 

three central assumptions: 

First, schools can be identified that are usually effective in 
teaching poor and minority children basic skills as measured by 
standardized tests; second, these successful schools exhibit 
characteristics that are correlated with their success and that lie 
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well within the domain of educators to manipulate; thirdly, the 
characteristics of successful schools provide a basis for 
improving schools not deemed to be successful (Lezotte 1983). 

Effective schools are exactly what educators have been trying to bring 

about ever since they emerged from the one-room schoolhouse. 

A substantial body of research has focused on the identification and 

analysis of instructionally effective schools, resulting in new literature on 

school effectiveness and the role of the urban principal. Principals are 

expected to lead, to provide a sense of direction, to motivate others to attain 

goals, and to build consensus. A growing body of research shows a positive 

relationship between the leadership ability of principals and student growth 

in basic achievement. Accordingly, if principals improve their leadership 

skills, one can anticipate increasing numbers of successful schools and a 

reduction in political pressure to legislate learning, which as Goodlad (1975) 

has suggested, offers little hope for real school improvement. 

Effective instructional leadership cannot be legislated; it is inherent in 

what a person does and says. Lezotte (1983) suggested that principals in 

effective schools are active participants in the educational process; they 

conduct frequent, helpful classroom observations; they involve themselves 

directly with instruction; and they offer proven, viable alternatives for 

unsuccessful situations. 

In reviewing seven studies of the urban principal as an effective leader. 

Cotton and Savard (1980) identified three common characteristics: 

1. He or she sets reasonable expectations for the staff, and 
monitors their achievement. 
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2. He or she conducts frequent and substantive classroom 
observations. 

3. He or she actively participates in the instructional 
program. 

Strong leadership is crucial. School administrators set the tone for the 

school and assume responsibility for instruction and allocation of resources to 

reach school goals. Schools where principals make their presence felt in all 

areas are more successful than those in which the principal leaves certain 

facets of the school’s program to chance. 
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While schools make a difference in what and how students learn, 

principals make a difference in schools. This is recognized by scholars, 

researchers, journalists, teachers, parents, citizens, and even politicians. They 

have all found that the local school is the key to educational improvement 

and that the principal's leadership is crucial to the school’s success with 

students. The principal has great potential to refine or renew a school's 

educational programs. If we are to solve the serious problems plaguing our 

urban schools, future approaches must include training programs that create 

effective urban principals. 

Conclusion 

Although the literature has suggested some important ingredients for 

producing effective principals for effective schools, there is no recipe for 

creating effective schools and principals. Early studies of the effective schools 

movement did not verify a cause and effect relationship between the presence 

of effective schools characteristics and improved student achievement. 

Subsequent studies have not yet indicated which characteristics produce the 

desired effects. Many studies have shown, however, that certain 

characteristics are present in effective schools. 

The Danforth Foundation program and the Massachusetts Education 

Reform Act of 1993 are giant steps in the preparation of principals, but much 

remains to be done in order to expand the body of knowledge on effective 

schools. Longitudinal studies are needed to ascertain if changes in the school 

social system lead to achievement gains (Brookover et al., 1982). Researchers 

must also examine data across the entire range of curriculum, grade level, 

and student type (Kyle, 1985). 
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As we rush toward the dawn of the 21st century, our society and our 

system of education are being engulfed by far reaching change. Wrapped up 

in this wave of change is a tangle of issues that must be addressed promptly 

and wisely if tomorrow's principals are to successfully confront the challenges 

of the next century. One crucial area is the preparation of principals for urban 

schools. 

With the American workplace undergoing far-reaching changes, 

schooling and the training of urban principals must be adjusted to respond to 

new circumstances and new challenges. If education is to prepare children for 

the world of instantaneous information and participative decision-making, 

methods that served the needs of a smokestack society must be replaced with 

methods more in tune with the needs of a society whose primary product will 

be information. Tomorrow's principal will be called upon to work with 

faculty to restructure curricular and pedagogial methodologies. 
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CHAPTER 111 

METHODOLOGY 

Background 

The major purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of urban 

school principals toward administrative preparation program. More 

specifically, it asked whether principals are being prepared to function 

effectively in urban school settings and whether administrative preparation 

programs are providing principals with the requisite skills needed to bring 

about instructional improvement in urban schools.. 

This study was motivated by the researcher's desire to examine how 

urban principals are trained and how these individuals perceive their 

training. Analytically, the study focused on urban principals' perceptions of 

factors relating to the effectiveness of their administrative preparation 

programs. By analyzing principals' perceptions of their preparation 

programs, the researcher gained insights that can contribute to our 

understanding of the curriculum changes that need to be made. 

Research Population 

Because he worked for three years in the city of Atlanta as a graduate 

student, the researcher decided to use principals in the Atlanta public school 

system as the population base for this study. The primary considerations in 

making this choice were (a) the availability of accurate directories, and (b) the 

fact that Atlanta includes a wide range of school size and complexity. More 
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specifically, the research population for this study consisted of all 113 public 

school principals in the city of Atlanta, a large southern school system. This 

school system is composed of 68 elementary, 28 middle, and 23 high schools. 

The ratio of Black to White students is seven to three. All 113 principals 

within the district were asked to participate. Idiosyncratic data for the 

respondents will be presented. 

Research Instrument 

After conducting a comprehensive literature review to locate an 

instrument capable of fulfilling the purpose of the study, the researcher 

determined that a questionnaire would be the most appropriate instrument 

to collect data. The instrument. Principals' Perceptions of the Principalship 

(PPP), constructed by Jane and Paul Page, Department of Educational 

Administration, Georgia Southern College, was utilized to ascertain 

information for this study. 

There are ten controlled-choice items on the instrument which solicit 

background information. In addition, twenty items present principals with 

the opportunity to identify their perceptions of the principalship roles and 

their preparation for these roles. One item requests identification of the roles 

that consume the most and least time. There are three open-ended questions, 

two of which elicit comments on which aspects of administrative preparation 

were the most and least helpful to principals. The third open-ended question 

seeks information about how effective the preparation program was in 

preparing each individual to function as a principal. 



In addition, a questionnaire developed by the researcher "Principal 

Preparation" was utilized to collect additional data on internship information 

in principal preparation programs. 

Administration of the Instrument 

With assistance from the associate superintendent of schools in the 

Atlanta public school system, the instrument Principals' Perceptions of the 

Principalship (PPP), was handed out to all 113 elementary and secondary 

school principals of the Atlanta Public school system. A cover letter, 

explaining the purpose of the study and the importance of receiving 

completed returns from all principals, was attached. The letter also explained 

that the information collected will be used only by the researcher for the 

purposes of this study (see Appendix B). Respondents were asked to complete 

and return their questionnaires to the investigator by placing it in a box 

strategically located in the back of the room. At the end of a day-long 

meeting, held for all principals in the Atlanta public school system, the 

researcher collected the box with all the returned questionnaires. A copy of 

the questionnaire appears in Appendix B. 

The second instrument. Principal Preparation , was mailed out to all 

113 principals in the Atlanta public school system. A returned stamped 

envelope was included in the package for a speedy return of all 

questionnaires. 
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Treatment of the Data 

After the data were collected and codified, the investigator, with the 

help of the University of Massachusetts' statistical consultants, keypunched 

the data directly into the University's mainframe computer at the Amherst 

campus. The computer program SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences, Norusis 1990) was used in the data analysis. 

In the first part of the questionnaire, principals were asked to respond 

to eleven questions seeking basic background information. In the second part 

of the questionnaire, principals responded to three questions designed to elicit 

their perceptions on how well they were prepared for their roles. These roles 

include: (a) community relations, (b) parental relations, (c) curriculum 

planning, (d) extra-curricular student activities, (e) student behavior, (f) 

faculty development (in-service), (g) observation of instruction, (h) teachers' 

conferences, (i) evaluation of teachers, (j) school office management, (k) 

working with resource persons, (1) central office administration relations, (m) 

school board relations, (n) leadership of non-teaching staff, (o) school plant, 

(p) lunch program, (q) pupil transportation, (r) purchasing, (s) compliance 

with local, state, federal guidelines, and (t) evaluation of self. 

The third part of the questionnaire consisted of three open-ended 

questions which probed respondents' perceptions of how effective their 

administrative preparation programs were and which aspects were most and 

least helpful to them. 

The specific, statistical procedures that were used to analyze the data 

were: (a) frequency distribution, (b) descriptive statistics, used to rank role 

perceptions of effectiveness, and (c) other procedures such as analysis of 

variance and chi square, which were used to test specific hypotheses. 
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These statistical procedures were used to analyze one major research 

question and the subsidiary questions. The major question was: To what 

extent do urban principals perceive that their administrative training was 

effective in preparing them to function in an urban school? The five 

subsidiary questions were: 

a. Is there a relationship between the age of the principal and 
the perception of effectiveness in preparation program? 

b. Is there a difference in perception of preparation program 
between male and female principals? 

c. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and principals' academic status? 

d. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a teacher? 

e. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a principal? 

Summary 

In this chapter, the major research question was stated along with the 

five subsidiary questions. In addition, the motivation for this study as well as 

the methods and procedures which were used in undertaking the 

investigation were discussed. The research population consisted of all 113 

public elementary and secondary principals in the Atlanta public school 

system. Each principal received a packet containing the questionnaire at a 

scheduled superintendent meeting. 
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The Principals' Perception of the Principalship Questionnaire (PPPT 

developed by Jane and Paul Page, Department of Educational Administration 

at Georgia Southern College, was modified and expanded by the investigator 

to obtain specific information about the respondents' perceptions of their 

administrative training programs. Demographic data were also generated 

with the instrument. 

The second instrument. Principal Preparation, was used to collect 

information specific to the internship experience as it related to principal 

preparation programs. 

Finally, all statistical treatment of the data was accomplished using the 

Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Norusis, 1990). Statistical 

procedures, including frequency distribution and descriptive statistics, were 

used to rank role perceptions and effectiveness. Other procedures, such as 

analysis of variance and chi square, were used to test specific hypotheses. 

These procedures generated data which allowed the major research question 

and the five subsidiary questions to be addressed. It is hoped that the results 

will be used by practitioners to improve the quality of education received by 

children in urban school systems. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE FINDINGS 

Introduction 

The major purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of urban 

school principals toward administrative preparation program. More 

specifically, it asked whether principals are being prepared to function 

effectively in urban school settings and whether administrative preparation 

programs are providing principals with the requisite skills needed to bring 

about instructional improvement in urban schools. Therefore, the major 

research question was: 

1. To what extent do urban principals perceive their 
administrative training as effective in preparing them to 
function in an urban school? 

In addition, the following related questions were examined and 

addressed: 

a. Is there a relationship between the age of the principal and 
the perception of effectiveness in preparation program? 

b. Is there a difference in perception of preparation program 
between male and female principals? 

c. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and principals' academic status? 

d. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a teacher? 
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e. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a principal? 

The data presented in this chapter were collected from a research 

sample which consisted of 113 public elementary, middle and high school 

principals (K-12) in a large urban school district in Georgia. Seventy two 

principals (64%) returned completed questionnaires. Of those who returned 

the questionnaire, 76.4% were elementary school principals, 11.1% were 

middle school principals, 9.7% were high school principals, and 2.8% were 

from other schools. Principals were asked to respond to each question based 

on their perception of how effectively their administrative preparation 

program prepared them for the roles stated on the questionnaire. There were 

also three open-ended questions which gave principals the opportunity to 

make additional comments and statements about the effectiveness of their 

training. 

In addition, a follow-up questionnaire requesting data specific to the 
— 

internship component of their preparation program was sent to the same 113 

principals. A total of forty-one principals (36%) responded to the 

questionnaire, which consisted of seven questions. There were four open- 

ended questions which gave principals the opportunity to make additional 

comments about the effectiveness of their internship experience. 

The 113 principals in the school district were broken down into 83 

elementary, 13 middle, and 17 high schools (see appendix D for statistical 

breakdown). 

The specific, statistical procedures used to analyze the data were: (a) 

measures of frequency distribution, (b) mean scores, which were used to rank 

role perceptions and effectiveness, and (c) cross tabulation of variance to 
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determine chi-square. Cross tabulation was also used to determine variances 

of demographic data, namely, age, gender, race, level of education, years of 

experience in education, and years of experience as a principal. This was 

conducted on data from the Perception of Effectiveness of Preparation 

Programs by principals. The last statistical procedure was reported at the 0.05 

level of significance. 

The findings of the data analysis are presented in three major parts in 

this chapter. The first part analyzes the major research question, the second 

part analyzes the findings of the five subsidiary questions associated with the 

major research question and the third part analyzes additional findings. 

Part 1 

Major research question: 
To what extent do urban principals perceive 
their administrative training as effective in 
preparing them to function in an urban 
school? 

In order to answer the major research question, the investigator 

obtained the frequency distribution of item number 15 on the questionnaire, 

which asked principals, "How effective was your administrative preparation 

program in preparing you to function as a principal?" The researcher coded 

all responses into three major categories a). Very effective b) Effective and c) 

not Effective. The results are stated in Table 1: 

68 



Table 1 

Percentage of principal perceptions of their administrative 
preparation program 

The researcher combined the first two categories (very effective and 

effective) into one which was coded and named effective /average. Another 

frequency distribution was then run to reflect the change in coding. The 

results are listed in Table 2. This was done in order to see if there were any 

significant difference in these principals perceiving their preparation 

programs as effective vs. not effective. The data indicate that no significant 

difference exists between the two groups. 
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Table 2 

Results of principal perception of their administrative 
training program 

Table 1 indicates that 19 principals (26%) thought their administrative 

program was very effective in preparing them to function as a principal. 

Twenty-Five principals (35%) stated that their administrative training 

program was effective or average in preparing them to function as a principal. 
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and 28 principals (39%) thought their administrative preparation program 

was not effective in preparing them to function as an urban principal. 

Table 2 indicates that 61% of principals perceived their preparation 

program as effective or average. On the other hand, 39% viewed their 

training as not effective. 

From these findings, two important factors emerged. First, the data 

indicate that the highest percentage of principals (39%) stated that their 

administrative preparation program was not effective for them. 

Second, the number of principals who indicated that their training program 

was very effective in preparing them to function in an urban school was 26%. 

In light of these findings, no factors emerged as statistically significant 

in relation to the major research question which asked, "To what extent do 

urban principals perceive their administrative training as effective in 

preparing them to function in an urban school?" 

Part 2 

Subsidiary Research Questions: 

a. Is there a relationship between the age of the principal and 
the perception of effectiveness in preparation program? 

b. Is there a difference in perception of preparation program 
between male and female principals? 

c. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and principals' academic status? 

d. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a teacher? 



e. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a principal? 

To answer the first subsidiary research question, the investigator used 

cross tabulation procedures to obtain chi-square measures to determine if 

significant differences existed between effectiveness in training and the given 

subsidiary question. The analysis of variance values was reported at the 0.5 

level of statistical significance. 

Specifically, to answer the first subsidiary research question, the 

investigator analyzed the differences noted in the frequency distribution in 

the given age groups. Table 3 reports the relationship between the age of the 

principal and the perception of effectiveness in preparation programs. There 

was no statistical significance or near significant difference when age and 

principal effectiveness responses were compared. 

Table 4 reveals that the majority of principals in the study fell between 

the ages of 41 and 55. A total of 73% of the respondents fell between the ages 

of 41 and 55. Only 7% were below the age of 35 and only 10% fell above the 

age of 55. Thirty-two percent of the principals between the ages of 41 and 55 

thought their administrative training program was not effective. On the 

other hand, only 15% of the same age group thought their training was very 

effective. 

To answer the second subsidiary research question, the investigator 

analyzed the differences in perception of preparation between male and 

female principals. 

Frequency distribution, along with cross tabulation of variance, was 

computed to determine chi-square. Table 5 reports on gender (male and 
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female), for which there were no significant or near significant differences in 

perception of effectiveness of preparation program. 

Table 5 shows that 54% of males in the study indicated that their 

preparation program was either effective or average in preparing them to 

function in an urban school. On the other hand, 46% of the female 

respondents indicated that they thought their program was effective in 

preparing them to function in an urban school. This finding suggests that 

both men and women held similar perceptions about the way in which they 

were prepared. 

To answer the third subsidiary research question, the investigator 

analyzed the differences in educational level based on the perception of 

effectiveness by principals. Table 5 reports the perception of effectiveness 

based on educational level, for which there were no significant or near 

significant differences noted in the responses. 
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Table 5 shows that over 97% of the respondents had at least a degree 

above the bachelors degree. Only 3% of the respondents had just a bachelor's 

degree. At least 31% had doctorates and 34% had specialist degrees. Thirty- 

eight percent of those with masters degrees stated that their preparation 

program was average in preparing them to function in an urban school. 

Thirty five percent stated that their training program was not effective in 

preparing them to be principals. Seventy percent of those with specialist 

degrees thought their training program was average or effective, whereas 30% 

of those with specialist degrees stated that their program was effective. One 

hundred percent of those principals with just a bachelors degree found their 

program average or effective in preparing them to function on the job. Table 

5 also indicates that 67% percent of those respondents with doctorates found 

their training average or effective in preparing them to function in an urban 

school. On the other hand, 33% stated that they found their program to be 

not effective. 
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To answer the fourth subsidiary research question, the investigator 

analyzed the difference between perception of preparation programs and 

experience as a teacher. There were no significance differences found between 

the perception of preparation programs and experience as a teacher. At least 

70% of all respondents at one time or another served in the capacity as a 

classroom teacher. 

To answer the fifth and final subsidiary research question, the 

investigator analyzed the differences in perception of preparation program 

and experience as a principal. 

Table 8 reveals that over 64% of respondents have served as principal 

for at least six to fifteen years. Cross tabulation of variance was used to 

determine chi-square. Table 8 also indicates that years served as a principal 

significantly correlated with perception of training effectiveness among 

principals. Sixty-three percent of respondents who have served as principal 

for six to ten years stated that their administrative training program was 

indeed effective in preparing them to function in an urban school. On the 

other hand, 65% of those who have served as principal for zero to five years 

stated that their administrative training program was not effective in 

preparing them to function in an urban school. Eighty three percent of those 

serving as principal for over fifteen years stated that they found their 

administrative training program to be effective in preparing them to function 

in an urban school. 
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Part 3 

Additional Findings 

In order to gain more insight into and understanding of the research 

questions, the investigator analyzed additional data collected with the 

questionnaire. Table 8 indicates that at least 55% of the respondents stated 

that they plan to continue until retirement in their current role as principal. 

Table 8 also states that 12.5 % of respondents stated that, at present, part of 

their occupational plan includes becoming a college or university faculty 

member. An additional 20.4% plan to continue until retirement in their 

current role as principal. 

Table 9 shows how principals responded to given factors about how 

well they thought their preparation program prepared them to function in 

those given roles. Table 9 indicates that 53 % of principals reported that their 

preparation program was average in preparing them in matters of 

community relations. Fifty-six percent reported average preparation in the 

area of curriculum planning. 

Eighty-eight percent reported average to above average preparation in 

the area of extra-curricular student activities. Thirty-six percent cited average 

preparation and 64% percent cited below average preparation in the area of 

student behavior. Eighty-six percent indicated average to above average 

preparation in the area of faculty development (in-service). Eighty-six percent 

reported average or above average preparation in the area of observation of 

instruction. Forty-seven percent indicated that they felt their preparation 

program was average in preparing them to function as a principal. Fifty-four 
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percent reported above average preparation in the area of evaluation of 

teachers. 

Fifty percent stated average preparation in their ability to function in 

the area of school office management. Fifty-six percent of principals reported 

their program was average to excellent in preparing them to work with the 

resource person in their school. Thirty-six percent reported average 

preparation in the area of central office relations. Thirty-seven percent 

indicated that their preparation program was average in preparing them to 

function in the area of school board relations. Forty-seven percent reported 

average preparation in the area of leadership of non-teaching staff. Twenty- 

five percent indicated that their program was below average in preparing 

them to function in dealing with school plant. 

In addition, 50% reported average preparation in the area of labor 

relations. Thirty-nine percent stated that their preparation program was 

average in preparing then in the area of public transportation. Twenty-five 

percent indicated that their program was below average in preparing them to 

function in purchasing. Twenty-one percent also indicated below average 

preparation in the area of compliance with local, state and federal guidelines. 

And forty-three percent reported average preparation in the area of self 

evaluation. 

In summary. Table 9 shows that the majority of respondents thought 

that their administrative preparation program prepared them to function in 

most of the areas principals encounter on a frequent basis. The exception was 

that respondents felt they were not prepared in the area of student behavior. 
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Table 8 

Principal occupational plans for the future 

a. Continue until retirement in the role of principal 55.0 
b. Continue; change to central administration 5.6 
c. Change to classroom teacher 0.0 
d. Change to position with another educational agency 5.2 
e. Change to college/university faculty member 12.5 
f. Leave education prior to eligibility for retirement 20.4 
g. Other 1.3 

* Respondents had the option to select more than one item. 
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Table 9 

Perceptions of Preparation For Principalship Roles 

Role Perceptions 

1 2 3 4 

Community Relations 11.2 16.1 53.0 19.7 

Parental Relations 15.4 21.6 42.5 20.5 
Curriculum Planning 4.1 19.1 56.0 20.8 

Extra-Curricular Student Activities 11.3 22.1 32.4 34.2 

Student Behavior 3.2 64.0 20.0 12.8 

Faculty Development (In-Service) 4.4 20.0 46.0 29.5 

Observation of Instruction 4.0 17.0 51.0 28.0 

Teachers' Conferences 
y 

7.0 25.7 42.8 24.5 

Evaluations of Teachers 1.2 20.9 23.9 54.0 

School Office Management 5.4 28.9 50.0 15.7 

Working with Resource Persons 5.6 27.8 50.0 5.6 

Central Office Administration Relations 7.5 29.9 43.0 19.6 

School Board Relations 8.0 28.6 30.4 33.0 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 21.9 26.9 39.5 11.7 

School Plant 3.1 36.0 36.0 24.9 

Labor Relations 22.9 23.3 50.0 3.8 

Pupil Transportation 23.5 27.6 44.0 4.9 

Purchasing 19.5 35.0 33.8 11.7 

Compliance with Local, State, Federal Guidelines8.9 35.2 40.0 15.9 

Evaluation of Self 4.7 20.8 50.8 23.76 

1 = Below Average 
2 = Average 
3 = Above Average 

4 = Excellent 
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Table 10 indicates the respondents' perception of role difficulty. Fifty- 

eight percent of respondents perceived community relations as difficult. 

Forty-five percent stated very little difficulty in working with the resource 

person in their school. Fifty-three percent reported very little difficulty in 

matters dealing with school plant. Forty-two percent perceived labor 

relations as very difficult. Fifty-six percent reported very little difficulty in 

purchasing as it related to their perception of role difficulty. 

Table 11 shows the areas respondents thought were most time- 

consuming to them as principals. Sixty four percent indicated that 

community relations required an adequate amount of their time. Sixty 

percent reported that evaluation of self required very little time. Sixty-three 

percent reported parental relations as requiring an adequate amount of time. 

Sixty percent said that curriculum planning required an adequate amount of 

their time. Fifty-one percent reported that extra-curricular student activities 

required adequate amounts of their time. 

Seventy percent of respondents reported that student behavior was 

most time-consuming for them. Seventy-five percent stated that faculty 

development (in-service) required an adequate amount of their time. 

Seventy-six percent thought observation of instruction required an adequate 

amount of time. 

Twenty percent stated that evaluation of teachers was very time 

consuming. Seventy-four percent said that central office administration 

relations required very little time. Sixty-three percent thought that issues in 

labor relations required very little time. 
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Table 10 

Perceptions of Preparation of Principalship Role Dificulties 

Role Perceptions 

1 2 3 4 

Community Relations 58.0 33.0 5.0 6.0 
Parental Relations 58.4 29.6 9.7 2.7 

Curriculum Planning 6.0 20.0 56.0 20.0 

Extra-Curricular Student Activities 20.6 32.4 44.0 3.0 
Student Behavior 14.2 12.9 49.0 24.9 
Faculty Development (In-Service) 57.3 39.0 2.7 1.0 
Observation of Instruction 7.3 20.0 49.5 24.2 

Teachers' Conferences 19.0 20.0 35.0 17.0 

Evaluations of Teachers 5.9 15.7 53.9 24.5 

School Office Management 32.4 25.0 26.3 15.3 

Working with Resource Persons 45.0 17.0 24.0 14.0 

Central Office Administration Relations 27.5 50.6 7.0 14.9 

School Board Relations 27.0 40.9 21.4 11.7 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 20.1 39.0 29.2 11.7 

School Plant 10.7 23.3 13.0 53.0 

Labor Relations 31.0 15.0 42.0 13.0 

Pupil Transportation 31.0 29.1 25.2 4.9 

Purchasing 52.0 20.0 21.8 6.2 

Compliance with Local, State, Federal Guidelines42.0 25.3 25.0 7.7 

Evaluation of Self 9.1 15.2 49.4 26.3 

Level of Activity 

1 = Very Difficult 

2 = Difficult 

3 = Very Little Difficulty 

4 = No Difficulty 
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Table 11 

Roles identified as most time consuming 

Role Perceptions 

Community Relations 3.0 

Parental Relations 11.3 

Curriculum Planning 9.7 

Extra-Curricular Student Activities 2.1 

Student Behavior 35.4 

Faculty Development (In-Service) 1.2 

Observation of Instruction 4.9 

Teachers’ Conferences 4.2 

Evaluations of Teachers 9.7 

School Office Management 3.3 

Working with Resource Persons 1.1 

Central Office Administration Relations 2.7 

School Board Relations 4 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 1.2 

School Plant 2.5 

Labor Relations 1-5 

Pupil Transportation 1.3 

Purchasing -7 
Compliance with Local, State, Federal Guidelines 3.3 

Evaluation of Self *3 
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Table 12 

Aspects of training identified as most helpful 

Role Percentage 

Planed and structured visits to local schools 40.0 

Internship and parental involvement 17.0 

Emphasis on being an instructional leader and 
community development 13.0 

Receiving training in supervision of instruction and 
meeting other practicing administrators 10.0 

Receiving a blend of theory and practice along with 
teacher supervision 8.0 

Educational planning 5.0 

Community relations 4.0 

Personnel management, school base management 2.0 

All aspects 1.0 

Table 12 indicates the aspects of their administrative training program 

that respondents found most helpful to them. Forty percent of principals 

stated they found planned and structured visits to local schools most helpful 

to them in their preparation program. Seventeen percent saw their 

internship and training in parental involvement as the two areas that were 

most helpful. Thirteen percent stated that the emphasis on being an 

instructional leader and curriculum developer was the most helpful aspect of 

their training. Ten percent indicated that receiving training in supervision of 

instruction and meeting other practicing administrators were most helpful to 
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them. Eight percent stated that receiving a blend of theory and practice along 

with teacher supervision was the most important aspect of their training. 

Five percent identified educational planning as most helpful. Four percent 

indicated community relations and policy formation as most helpful. Two 

percent saw personnel management, school base management, and student 

behavior as the areas which were most helpful to them. And one percent 

claimed that all aspects of their training program were most helpful to them. 

Table 13 identifie the areas which respondents stated as least helpful in 

their administrative training program. Fifty percent saw dealing with student 

behavior as the area in which their administrative preparation program 

failed them the most. Twenty percent identified working with parents as the 

one area in which their program prepared them the least. Fifteen percent 

claimed their coursework was least helpful. Nine percent did not find any 

particular area of their training program as helpful. And one percent listed 

areas in teacher supervision as least helpful. 
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Table 13 

Perception of areas principals stated as being least helpful 

to them in their administrative program 

30% OTHER 

20% PARENTS 

50% 

STUDENTS 

BEHAVIOR 

Table 14 shows the number of respondents who had an internship as 

part of their administrative training program. For those respondents. Table 

15 indicates the type of school district the internship was completed in. 
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Table 13 

PERCEPTION OF AREAS PRINCIPALS STATED 
AS BEING LEAST HELPFUL TO THEM IN THEIF 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROGRAM 

30% OTHER 

AREAS 

50% 

STUDENTS 

BEHAVIOR 

20% PARENTS 

Table 14 shows the number of respondents who had an internship as 

part of their administrative training program. For those respondents. Table 

15 indicates the type of school district the internship was completed in. 
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The respondents who reported having an internship as part of their 

administrative training program stated that the internship experience was 

beneficial because: 

It enabled them to put theoretical knowledge into 
practice in the classroom and building setting. 

It gave them the ability to work through problems 
at school. 

It allowed them to meet and work with parents and 
community members. 

It allowed them to meet students. 

It bridged of the gap between the conceptual 
learning of the classroom and the requirements of 
professional practice. 

It provided good practice for real life situations and 
gave valuable practice in refining practical skills. 

The factors that were least helpful for principals during their 

internship training include: 

An assumption that students in the administrative 
program can take conceptual learning and derive their 
own applications. 

Not having an internship at the early stages of their 
program. The internship experience came at the 
completion of coursework for most principals. 

The skill level of the mentor administrator was 
sometimes inadequate. 
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Table 14 

Summary of principals who have completed internship as 

part of their administrative training 

65% 35% 

In response to the question, "Please list five things that were not 

available to you in your training that a principal needs to function effectively 

in an urban school" over 75% stated they needed practical, hands-on training. 

At least 50% said they needed release time from their school system to devote 

all their time to their administrative training. Others mentioned that they 

needed adequate time to prepare for working with other experienced 

principals on the job. Both internship and practicum were mentioned as 

necessary parts of the administrative training program. And finally, time to 
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visit more schools and talk with other administrators were mentioned as 

necessary experiences. 

Table 15 

Type of school principals who served an internship 

Percentage 
55% 15% 30% 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

1 0 

0 

Suburban Rural Urban 

Summary 

In this chapter, the investigator sought to determine the extent to 

which urban principals in a Georgia public school district perceived their 

administrative training program as effective in preparing them to function in 

an urban school. 
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In answering this major research question, the investigator used 

measures of frequency distribution; mean scores, which were used to rank 

role perception and effectiveness; and cross tabulation of variance to 

determine chi-square. 

Also, the investigator sought to answer five subsidiary research 

questions which further explore how principals perceived their training 

program. These five subsidiary research questions focused on factors that 

were tested to determine if they had any significance on the effectiveness of 

training by principals. A cross tabulation of variance to determine chi-square 

was used to make this assessment. 

With regards to the major research question, it was found that this 

group of principals perceived their administrative training program to be 

effective in preparing them to function in an urban school. A total of 61% of 

respondents reported that they found their administrative training program 

to be effective. However, the investigator found that there were no 

significant differences between those principals who thought their training 

was effective versus those who thought theirs was not. 

For the five subsidiary research questions, the findings were: 

a. There was no significant difference between the age of the 
principal and the perception of effectiveness. 

b. There was no significant difference between gender and 
the perception of preparation. 

c. There was no significant difference between academic 
status and perception of preparation. 

d. There was no significant difference between number of 
years as a teacher and the perception of preparation 
program. 
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e. There was a relationship between the experience as a 
principal and the perception of preparation program. 

The investigator also sought data regarding participation in an 

internship as part of the administrative training. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The major purpose of this study was to assess perceptions of urban 

school principals toward administrative preparation program. More 

specifically, it asked whether principals are being prepared to function 

effectively in urban school settings and whether administrative preparation 

programs are providing principals with the requisite skills needed to bring 

about instructional improvement in urban schools. Therefore, the major 

research question was: To what extent do urban principals perceive their 

administrative training as effective in preparing them to function in an 

urban school? 

In addition, the following related questions were examined and 

addressed: 

a. Is there a relationship between the age of the principal and 
the perception of effectiveness in preparation program? 

b. Is there a difference in perception of preparation program 
between male and female principals? 

c. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and principals' academic status? 

d. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a teacher? 

e. Is there a relationship between perception of preparation 
program and experience as a principal? 
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A review of the literature on preparation programs for urban school 

principals seems to suggest that today's urban school principals may not have 

the training needed to function effectively in urban schools. The literature 

reveals that it is essential for school administrators to have more thorough 

training and preparation to cope effectively with the rapidly changing needs 

and demands of urban schools. More specifically, studies focusing on 

principal preparation reveal that preparation programs need to 

reconceptualize their goals if they are to be relevant to the job demands of 

educational leaders. 

In addition, some research by Edmond (1978,1979), Lezotte (1982,1983), 

and others maintains that urban schools are most in need of effective leaders. 

According to the American Federation of Teachers, over fifty percent of the 

students in elementary and secondary schools nationwide are enrolled in 

urban schools. They further note that a large number of these urban schools 

are in shambles. They view the principal as the person who can make a 

positive difference in many of these failing schools. Edmond and Lezotte 

note that successful urban schools have strong leaders who foster a climate of 

expectation that students will learn. 

The data for this study were drawn from a sample consisting of 

seventy-two public school principals from a large southern school district. 

Principals who participated in the study ranged from elementary to high 

school principals. 

The instrument used to determine the perceived effectiveness by 

principals was the Principal's Perception of the Principalship. This 

questionnaire was developed by Jane and Paul Page, Department of 

Educational Administration, Georgia Southern College. The instrument 

contains ten controlled-choice items which solicit background information. 
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In addition, twenty items present principals with the opportunity to identify 

their perceptions of the principalship roles and their preparation for these 

roles. One item requests identification of the roles that consume the most 

and least time. There are three open-ended questions, two of which elicit 

comments on which aspects of administrative preparation were the most and 

least helpful to principals. The third open-ended question seeks information 

about how effective the preparation program was in preparing each 

individual to function as a principal. 

The limited nature of the Principal's Perception of the Principalship 

questionnaire led the researcher to seek out a second instrument. The second 

questionnaire. Principal Preparation, was developed by the investigator to 

solicit additional information on internship experience as part of 

administrative preparation programs. It is important to note here that the 

researcher recognized the shortfalls of the Page's questionnaire. At the time 

of the study the Page's questionnaire was the best instrument available to the 

researcher in answering the main research question. 

The specific statistical procedures used to analyze the data were: (a) 

frequency distribution, (b) descriptive statistics, used to rank role perceptions 

of effectiveness; and (c) other procedures, such as analysis of variance and chi 

square, which were used to test specific hypotheses. 

Summary of Conclusion 

With respect to the main question of the study, it was found that the 

data, in general, provided some support for the contention that urban 

principals perceived their administrative training program as effective in 

preparing them to function effectively in an urban school. Specifically, the 
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data revealed a fairly even distribution among principals who thought their 

administrative preparation program was very effective (26%), effective (35%) 

or not effective (39%). In addition, it was found that not many principals had 

an internship as part of their administrative training. And lastly, although 

many principals found their administrative training program effective 

overall, some stated that their program was lacking in preparing them to deal 

with the day-to-day realities of an urban school. 

The first findings suggest that there is no significant difference between 

the age of principals and the perception of preparation program. This finding 

is important because it is consistent with research results on principal 

preparation programs, which conclude that the age of a principal usually is 

not a determining factor in whether or not a preparation program is 

perceived as effective. 

The second finding of this study was the lack of a significant difference 

in perception of preparation programs between male and female principals. 

However, the difference suggests the possibility of greater participation by 

women at the principalship level than is often perceived by the public. 

The third finding of this study indicates that there was no significant 

difference between perception of preparation program and principals' 

academic status. Apparently, the educational level of a principal is not a 

factor which influences the perception of their preparation program. 

The fourth finding of this study was that there was no significant 

difference between perception of preparation program and experience as a 

teacher. Thus, it appears that the number of years spent in the classroom as a 

teacher is not a factor which influences perception of preparation program. 

Finally, the fifth finding of this study indicates that there is a 

relationship between perception of preparation and experience as a principal. 
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In addition, this finding also seems to indicate that the more experience a 

principal has had as a principal, the less critical he or she seems to have of the 

administrative program. One possible reason for this could be because some 

principals are more experience and thus has been in the business for a 

number of years, they have forgotten about their training program. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Scholarly research should be conducted with the expectation that it will 

both add to the body of knowledge and enhance learning (i.e., a change in 

behavior). This investigator feels that there are many implications of this 

study for change on all educational levels. 

The main implication of this study, however, is that urban principals 

perceive their administrative training program as effective in preparing them 

to function in urban schools. Principals generally feel adequately prepared for 

most role activities. The perception of their preparation program is highly 

correlated with their perception of role difficulty. In addition, this study 

confirms the assumption that administrative training programs with an 

internship component are usually perceived as more effective than those 

without. 

Many principals said that in one way or another their preparation 

program was too prescriptive, that it did not focus enough on the nature of 

the job and on urban schools as complex organizations. They found their 

coursework and professors too ready to bring forward logically coherent, 

orderly profiles of "how schools ought to be." In doing so, they violated what 

these principals came to see as the disorder and illogic of their experience. 
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The researcher finds the results of this study most interesting because it 

is in direct contrast to research included in the literature review suggesting 

that administrative preparation and graduate courses are of little value. 

Therefore, colleges, universities and schools of education should continue to 

emphasize quality preparation. The study found that 26% of principals found 

their administrative training program as being very effective; 35% found 

their program to be effective, and 39% found their training program to be not 

effective in preparing them to function in urban schools. 

Much of the literature received in Chapter II states that principals are 

dissatisfied with their administrative training program. Principals in this 

research complained that their preparation program did not provide adequate 

hands-on training or adequate time to develop skills in working with parents, 

schools board members, and teachers. It was surprising to the researcher 

though, that only 39% of respondents found their training program to be not 

effective in preparing them to function effectively in urban schools. Many of 

the literature reviewed in this study pointed to the fact that principals felt that 

their administrative training program was inadequate. 

Some principals in this study expressed the belief that the skills they 

needed to function effectively were not learned in their administrative 

program. Rather, the skills needed to be effective came from the 

administrative experiences they had before entering their administrative 

program. 

Some principals expressed that in their school, parents sometimes seek 

them out rather than their children teachers in order to discuss particular 

problems that may be occurring. Many respondents also stated that they often 

found it difficult to redirect parents energy to talk to teachers. 
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The researcher found this very interesting because in the research 

42.5% of the respondents claimed that they perceived their preparation 

concerning parental relation as "Above Average." A total of 58% perceived 

dealing with parents as very difficult, yet only 11.3% of their time was spent 

in the area of parental relation. Therefor, parental relation was recognized as 

an important area, but in reality, little time was actually spent in this area. 

With regards to effective schools, most of a principal's time is 

consumed by "organizational maintenance functions" (i.e., administrative 

tasks including parents) and attending scheduled and unscheduled meetings. 

Since principals are preoccupied by the most immediate or pressing problems, 

they spend relatively little time in the classroom. In fact, the principal's time 

is increasingly consumed by administrative tasks just as public expectations 

and personal performance would have the principal increasingly concentrate 

on instructional leadership (Greenfield, 1982). Principals must be taught time 

management strategies and learn to delegate administrative duties if they 

wish to be more actively involved in instructional leadership. 

The researcher also found the area of student behavior (discipline) 

interesting in regards to respondents remarks. Sixty four percent of 

respondents responded "Average" when asked for their perception of how 

well they were prepared in the area of student behavior. Forty nine percent 

responded "Very Little Difficulty" when asked for their perception on how 

difficult they perceived the area of student behavior. Yet, only 35% saw 

student behavior as the most time consuming role of their principalship. 

Student behavior was by far the largest percentage of all the roles principals 

identified as most time consuming. 

In addressing this concern effective principals have learned to be 

proactive within a reactive work environment and to use their many 
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interactions to acquire useful information in the course of solving daily 

discipline problems. They analyze and process that information to help them 

accomplish their goals (Manasse, 1985). 

The researcher contends that principals have many areas which they 

perceived as very important to receive adequate training in order to be 

effective administrators in urban school. Some of these areas include student 

behavior, parental relation, curriculum planning, observation of instructions, 

evaluation of teachers, community relations, school office management, 

observation of instructions, and compliance with local, state, and federal 

guidelines. Though these areas are recognized as important, the realities of 

school often define and determine those areas where principals must spend 

their time. The researcher found several areas in the researchwhere 

principals stated they were well prepared, perceived carrying out those roles 

with little difficulty, yet, ended up spending very little time engaged in those 

given roles. 

In some of the earlier studies on effective schools (Wick, 1982), its 

noted that effective principals tie togather a loosely structured organization 

through symbolic leadership. They focus the system on key values by paying 

close attention to the issues on which people agree and use rituals, symbols, 

and slogans to hold the system togather. Such principals spend a lot of time 

reminding individuals of the central vision, monitoring its application, and 

teaching others to interpret what they are doing in a common landuage. 

The writer asserts that in order to improve their administrative 

training programs for urban administrators, colleges and universities need to 

develop programs which are solidly grounded in theory, but which also 

include some practical experience. Internships, offered in full cooperation 

with school districts, are one solution. An additional approach might be a 
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program that includes some of the knowledge-based work which is best 

taught in the university setting and more practical courses which would be 

taught by practicing administrators. Both of these approaches would depend 

on the willingness of the college and university to change present faculty 

reward structures to include field work, along with flexibility in programs to 

recognize experiences. Educational administration programs are more likely 

to meet the challenges faced by schools principals if faculty members have 

been directly involved in urban schools. Training programs need to be 

developed to address the strengths and weaknesses of the individual 

candidates, so they are not just taking a series of courses. 

Principals need to be nurtured in order to become effective principals. 

The effective school literature tells us that the individual school site is the 

basic unit of educational change and improvement, and making the principal 

the most vital leader is key in creating an effective school. 

Colleges and universities must adjust. Many have reserved their 

advanced courses and financial assistance for doctoral candidates preparing 

for university teaching positions. Universities must reallocate resources to 

increase attention to persons preparing for the principalship, distribute 

financial support for full-time students preparing for the principalship, and 

develop and use model programs for the principalship. 

There is a great need for more knowledge about the actual conditions 

under which principals administer urban schools. In particular, there is a 

need for more research on how principals are trained to function in urban 

schools. 
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Need For Further Research 

The answering of one question always waters the garden so that many 

more begin to grow. Through this look at the perception of administrative 

training programs, many questions remain unanswered and would be topics 

for future research: 

1. Conduct a survey with a larger sample of principals, 
which would produce a more accurate representation of 
principals' perception of their administrative training 
program. 

2. A repeat of this survey using a different instrunment 
with principals in another state to determine whether or 
not there will be a significant difference in the perception 
of administrative preparation programs. 

3. A survey which seeks to identify and discuss the specific 
certification requirements for the position of principal. 
Should the emphasis be on instructional leadership or on 
administration? 

4. A survey which seeks to compare the traits of successful 
and unsuccessful urban administrators. 

5. A survey which seeks to determine if there are some 
reliable tests for predicting administrative potential. 

The study is significant because it provides some documentation of a 

concern which exists for urban school principals. This concern demands 

resolution in that its impact and effects extend beyond the realms of the 

principalship. It is hoped that these findings will contribute to an increased 

understanding of the essential knowledge that may assist colleges. 
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universities, schools of education, and other school administrators in the 

preparation of more effective principals for the nation's urban schools. 

Additionally, it is hoped that examination of administrative training 

programs on a larger scale will shed additional light on how to improve 

urban education. 
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APPENDIX A 

INVESTIGATOR'S COVER LETTER 
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March 1, 1992 

Dear principal: 

As a doctoral student under the direction of Dr. Kenneth R. 

Washington of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, I am conducting a 

dissertation study that looks at urban principals' perceptions of their 

administrative training programs. The enclosed questionnaire is designed to 

be completed by you (the principal). 

The purpose of this study is to determine if principals are being 

prepared to function effectively in urban settings. It is hoped that this 

information may contribute to the body of knowledge on how urban 

principals perceive the effectiveness of their administrative training 

programs. 

Please take just a few minutes of your valuable time to complete the 

enclosed questionnaire and return it to the box marked "QUESTIONNAIRE" 

at the back of the room. 

All replies will be kept confidential. 

Thank you for assisting me and for making a significant contribution 

to the study. 

Sincerely, 

Wayne R. Millette 
Doctoral Student 
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ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE 

GEORGIA 
SOU1HERN 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 

LANDRUM BOX 8144 

STATESBORO. GEORGIA 30460-8144 

TELEPHONE; (<? 12) 681 -5091 

DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS 

AMD CUPPICULUM 

December 1, 1992 

Mr. Wayne Millette 
P. O. Box 2552 
Amhearst, MA 01004 

Dear Mr. Millette: 

In our telephone conversation on December 1, 1992, you inquired 
about an instrument used in a study conducted by my husband, Fred 
Page, and myself. The instrument was devised by us after a 
comprehensive review of the literature in this area. The name of 
the instrument is "Principals' Perceptions of the Principalship." 
We would be happy for you to use the instrument in any study that 
you are conducting. We wish you well in your research efforts and 
we look forward to reading the results. 

Sincerely, 

.tf. 
Jane A. Page 
Professor and Chair 

mpm 
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APPENDIX C 

THE RESEARCH INSTRUMENT 

PRINCIPALS' PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Prior to becoming a principal, in what educational capacity did you serve? (check all that apply). 

_ Classroom Teacher _ Assistant Principal 
_ Guidance Counselor _ Central Office Administration 
_ Librarian _ Other (specify)_ 
_ Coach 

If you have served as a classroom teacher, please indicate the grade levels in which you taught? 
(check all that apply). 

_Elementary (K-5) _Middle (6-H) _High (9-12) 

How many years of service do you have in education? 

_0-5 _6-10 _11-15 _>15 

How many years of your service do you have as a principal? 

_0-5 _6-10 _11-15 _>15 

What is the highest degree you have obtained? 

_Bachelors _Masters _Specialist _Doctorate 
_Other (specify) 

For what kind of school are you principal? 

_Elementary _Middle (Jr. High) _High _Other (specify 

Number of students in your school? 



8. What is your ethnic background? 

_Black _White _Hispanic 

_Native American _Other (specify)_ 

9. What is your gender ? 

_Female _Male 

10. Please indicate your age: 

_£30 _31-35 _36 -40 _41-45 

_51-55 _56- 60 _>60 

11. At present, what are your occupational plans? (check all that apply) 

_Continue until retirement in the role of principal 

_Continue change to central administrator 

_Change to classroom teacher 

_Change to position with another educational agency 

_Change to college/university faculty member 

_Leave education prior to eligibility for retirement 

_Other(specify)_ 
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12. How well did your preparation program prepare you to function in the following roles? 

Community Relations 

Parental Relations 

Curriculum Planning > 

Extra-Curricular student Activities 

Student Behavior 

Faculty Development (In-Service) 

Observation of Instruction 

Teachers' Conferences 

Evaluations of Teachers 

School Office management 

Working with Resource Persons 

Central Office Administration Relations 

School Board Relations 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 

School Plant 

Labor Relations 

Pupil Transportation 

Purchasing 

Compliance .with Local, State, Federal Guidelines 

Evaluation of Self 

2 

2 

2 

n 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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13. What were your perceptions of the following role difficulty? 

Community Relations 

Parental Relations 

Curriculum Planning 

Extra-Curricular student Activities 

Student Behavior 

Faculty Development (In-Service) , 

Observation of Instruction 

Teachers' Conferences 

Evaluations of Teachers 

School Office management 

Working with Resource Persons 

Central Office Administration Relations 

School Board Relations 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 

School Plant 

Labor Relations 

Pupil Transportation 

Purchasing 

Compliance with Local, State. Federal Guidelines 

Evaluation of Self 
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14. Please identify the roles you would consider as most time consuming: 

Community Relations 

Parental Relations 

Curriculum Planning 

Extra-Curricular student Activities 

Student Behavior 

Faculty Development (In-Service) 

Observation of Instruction 

Teachers’ Conferences 

Evaluations of Teachers 

School Office management 

Working with Resource Persons 

Central Office Administration Relations 

School Board Relations 

Leadership of Non-Teaching Staff 

School Plant 

Labor Relations 

Pupil Transportation 

Purchasing 

Compliance with Local, State, Federal Guidelines 

Evaluation of Self 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 
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* * * Please take a few minutes to write a brief response to each of the 

following three questions 

15. How effective was your administrative preparation program in preparing you to function as a principal? 

16. What aspect of your administrative training program was most helpful to you ? 

f 

17. What aspect of your administrative training program was least helpful to you ? 

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. If you have any lh,s^ 
questionnaire or your responses, please do not hes,tat,® c??5act4T44 <,^413) 545 - 1618 
p.O. Box 2552, Amherst, MA 01004. Or call me at (413) 546 - 4544 or (413) 545 lots. 



Principal Preparation 

1. Did you have a internship as part of your administrative training 

program? 

_Yes 

_No 

2. What type of school district did you serve your internship? 

_Urban _Rural _Suburban 

Other 

3. What was most helpful to you in your internship experience? 

4. What was least helpful to you in your internship experience? 



4. List five aspect/areas that must be present in order for any 

administrative raining program to be effective? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

6. Did your administrative training program prepare you to function 

effectively in an urban school? 

_Yes 

_No 

7. How relevant was the curriculum in your administrative training 

program in preparing you to function effectively in an urban school? 

_Relevant 

_Not Relevant 

Please Elaborate _ 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
FREQUENCY TABULATION 

1. Prior to being a principal, in what educational capacity did you serve? 

Role Percentage 

a. Classroom Teacher 69.9 
b. Guidance Counselor 7.1 
c. Librarian 2 
d. Coach 15 
e. Assistant Principal 52 
f. Central Office Administration 5 

g- Other 4 

2. If you have served as a classroom teacher, please indicate the grade 
level you taught. 

Years Percentage 
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3. Number of years of your service in education. 

Years Percentage 

a. 0 - 5 3 
b. 6-10 42 
c. 11-15 27 
d. Greater than 15 28 

4. Number of years you served as a principal. 

Years Percentage 

a. 0 - 5 32.3 
b. 6-10 26.1 
c. 11-15 22.6 
d. Greater than 15 19 

5. Highest degree you have obtained. 

1 9% 
Ph.D/Ed.D 

2% BA 

57% 
Masters 
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6. Current school level. 

7. Number of students in your school. 

Students Percentage 

a. Less than 100 2.8 

b. 101 - 500 47.2 

c. 501 -1000 31.7 

d. 1001 -1500 12.5 

e. 1501 - 2000 5.6 

f. Greater than 2000 .2 

124 



8. Race. 

Percentage 
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9. Gender 
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Request for Research Summary Results 

I have completed and returned the questionnaire. 

I would like to receive a summary of the results. 

_Yes _ No 

ADDRESS: Name of School 

Thanks again for your help with this important study. 

t 
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