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Abstract

With increasing demands for schools to meet standardized test expectations,
decrease drop-out rates, prepare a globally competitive workforce, and develop students
who are college-ready, many schools are faced with the challenge of effective principal
leadership to meet these expectations. A Texas study revealed that less than 30 percent of
principals remain in high schools beyond five years, and moreover that principals in low-
performing schools have the shortest tenure (Fuller & Young, 2009). These principals
need support from their districts to develop the characteristics of effective school
leadership (Brookover & Lezotte, L 1982); however, there is little correlation between
the district-level meetings principals are required to attend and their development as
instructional leaders (Anderson, et al., 2010).

This study examined the time principals spend away from their buildings to
determine (1) the amount of time principals spend in off-campus meetings, (2) the
perceptions principals have about the necessity of these meetings, and (3) principals’
perceptions of what constitutes an effective meeting. Archival data from The Principal
Survey was reviewed as the basis for this study. The Principal Survey captured
principals’ responses to questions administered via the cognitive interview protocol.

In addition, a review of current research on the subject of principal leadership,
instructional leadership and adult education was used to determine the practices districts
need to develop effective school leaders. This examination included an analysis of
responses from a diverse group of principals from a wide range of school settings. The

Principal Survey consists of responses from leaders of rural, urban, and suburban



elementary and secondary schools. The entire survey contains responses to 22
demographic questions, 31 open-ended questions and 62 Likert-scaled questions. This
study focused on six questions from the survey. Five of the questions are open-ended and
one question required a response to a Likert-scaled item.

The survey data were analyzed using a mixed-method approach in which (1)
qualitative data from the interview questions were coded into themes, (2) descriptive
statistics were used to describe the quantitative data, and (3) a t-test for independent
means was conducted to determine the significance of the relationship between a school’s
accountability rating and the amount of time the school’s principal spends off-campus.

The findings of this study have implications for district leaders who oversee the
time principals spend attending off-campus meetings. The conclusions of this study
underscore practices needed to increase the principal’s capacity to effectively lead
schools. These practices include district meetings that allow principals to network and
share best-practices with one another, the use of technology in lieu of face-to-face
meetings to disseminate updates on district and state policy issues, and professional
development activities that promote the principal’s sense of self-efficacy in instructional

leadership.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

There has been an increased focus on accountability through high-stakes testing;
however, outcomes for students have remained largely unchanged (Ravitch, 2010).
Similar to the production lines that marked the height of the Industrial Revolution,
schools have primarily existed to mass-educate students, much in the way factories are
designed to mass produce cars. The rows, bells, routines and “one size fits” all
curriculum, with separate tracks for different ability students, was determined efficient
and necessary to produce 20" century workers. At the close of the 20" century however,
a new model for public school education emerged. This model, based largely on the
report A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform, found that America’s
schools were not adequately preparing students for the future (1983). Although the U.S.
21° Century Workforce Commission asserted that critical thinking, the use of technology,
and collaboration with others would be the skills students needed for the 21% century
workforce (2000), high school graduates continue to be ill-prepared to enter the
workplace (Casner-Lotto, et al., 2006). Furthermore, only about half of students who do
attend college are ready (Kirst & Venezia, 2004). As the achievement gap widened,
Congress passed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). This legislation requires states
to qualify and quantify what students must learn and be able to do along a continuum to
graduation. NCLB mandates that states test students annually, and requires that schools
meet “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) toward student proficiency goals as measured by
standardized test scores (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). In 1983 the report A

Nation at Risk written by members of the National Commission on Excellence in



Education stressed that “the essential raw materials needed to reform our educational
system are waiting to be mobilized through effective leadership” (Baker, et al., 1983, p.
15). Yet, almost 30 years since that report was written, studies have concluded that high
school principals are not receiving the training to become instructional leaders who are
able to improve student learning (Bottoms, 2009).
Need for the Study

There is a growing educational achievement gap between the United States and
other developed nations. According to the most recent administration of the Programme
for International Student Achievement (PISA), which tests 15 year-old students in
reading, mathematics and science, the United States ranks 12" in reading, 17" in science
and 25" in mathematics among the world’s developed nations (Fleischman, et al., 2010).
Moreover, the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports that the average
4-year graduation rate in the United States is just 73.9 percent, while Texas ranked 36" in

the nation at only 71.9 percent (Aud, et al., 2010).

Although these statistics are alarming, there is hope. This hope rests in the men
and women who serve in our schools. They are the professionals who are on the front
lines of the education system. One important group is the principals who lead schools.
To be effective however, principals need extraordinary human management, safety
management and curriculum management skills. They must be able to establish a clear
mission and vision, articulate this mission and vision to a multitude of stakeholders,
many with conflicting interests, and gain consensus for the direction of the school

(Marzano, 2005). Therefore, professional development and support at the district level is



critical (Anderson, et al., 2010). This support is central to principals meeting the

challenges of educating students who graduate on time and are globally competitive.

As the Obama administration and Congress set to reauthorize the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which prompted NCLB, market-based school reforms
such as charter schools and vouchers put extra pressure on principals to get results in the
form of improved scores on standardized state tests (Ravitch, 2010). The principal is at
the center of school improvement—accountable for teacher effectiveness and student
achievement, yet at the mercy of constantly shifting district “mandates” and initiatives.
The high school football coach is no longer the ideal candidate for principal. The
principal must now be an expert in curriculum and instruction, as well as demonstrate the
ability to set clear goals for what students will learn. Additionally, the principal is
challenged to ensure that the school is safe; that faculty and staff have high expectations
of students; that the mission of the school is clear and focused; that students are given
time to learn new knowledge and skills; that student progress is monitored; and that
parents are engaged in their child’s learning (Brookover & Lezotte, 1982). Consequently,
there is a struggle to meet these demands. A study on the tenure and retention of school
leaders in Texas found that barely 50 percent of principals remain in the profession over

three years, and less than 30 percent remain over 5 years (Fuller & Young, 2009).

The concept of the principal needing to be an expert in the aforementioned criteria
is evident in training programs that focus on results-orientated principal leadership
(Harvard, 2009). Additionally, the study Making Sense of Leading Schools: A Study of

the School Principalship commissioned by the Wallace Foundation, defines principal



instructional leadership as assuring quality of instruction, modeling teaching practice,
supervising curriculum, and assuring quality of teaching resources. It also ascribes
instructional leadership as one of the key principal functions (DeArmond, et al., 2003).
As a key function of effective school leadership, the ability of principals to support
teaching and learning is necessary for student success.

Preparation in effective leadership emphasizes developing principals who must
produce tangible gains in student achievement. (Deal & Peterson, 1999). This
preparation mirrors the demands on business leaders to increase marketplace productivity
One example of today’s focus on a results-driven principalship can be found in the goals
of the Principals’ Center at Harvard’s Graduate School of Education. Specifically, the
goals of the Center’s professional education program are aligned with Brookover and
Lezotte’s (1982) research. These goals are to develop principals who focus on student
achievement and who use researched best practices to inform school improvement.
Additional goals of the Center are to cultivate principals who understand how adult
learning and teacher professional development impact school improvement. The Center
places priority on training principals who can establish and maintain a culture of high
expectations, who are able to develop supervision and evaluation practices that support
teacher growth, and who can effectively manage the change process (Harvard, 2009).

As evaluations for principals become increasingly linked to teacher and student
performance, principals are under pressure to produce measureable improvements from
year to year. Therefore it is imperative that district leaders align principal meetings with

the attributes of effective school leadership as well as help them meet these demands.



Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the amount of time principals spend off-
campus, and to ascertain their perceptions of this time in relationship to studies on
effective principal leadership. The specific goals of this study were to (a) determine the
amount of time principals spend attending off-campus meetings; (b) describe the types of
meetings principals are required to attend; and (c) make recommendations about the time
principals spend off-campus and the content of principal meetings with the goal of
increasing a principal’s capacity for effective school leadership.
Research Questions
To adequately understand the factors that impact the relationship between
principal meetings and effective principal leadership, this study focused on the following
questions:
1. On average, how many hours per week do principals work?
2. On average, what percentage of those hours is spent attending off-campus
meetings?
3. Do principals think the time they spend attending off-campus meetings is
necessary?
4. What do principals consider the effective use of off-campus time? What are
examples?
5. What do principals consider the ineffective use of off-campus time? What are
examples?

6. Who arranges principals’ off-campus meetings? What are specific examples?



7. Does the amount of time a principal spends in meetings differ according to the

school’s accountability rating?

This study was conducted to inform those at the district-level who arrange
principal meetings about the perceptions principals have of the meetings they are required
to attend. The analysis concluded with recommendations for maximizing the time
principals are required to spend attending off-campus meetings. This study included
survey/interview responses from 167 principals. Of the principals who participated in the
survey, 164 are from the Gulf Coast region of Texas. The other three are principals were
from a school district outside the state of Texas. The sample was representative of the
population of the area, with participation from a variety of school types in a densely
populated region.
Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following terms were used:
Andragogy — methods used to teach adults
Effective school leadership — characteristics that principals must display to improve
student achievement
Instructional leader — a school principal who is able to positively impact teacher
performance and student achievement by using the characteristics of effective school
leadership
Pedagogy — methods used to teach children
Principalship — roles and responsibilities that an individual performs in leading and

managing a school



Professional development — activities that develop a principal’s instructional leadership
ability
TEA Accountability — ratings given to schools based on student performance on the Texas
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills, school completion, and school drop-out rates
Significance of the Study

The research completed in this study described the activities principals engage in
during off-campus meetings. The study illustrated (1) principals’ perceptions of the
necessity of the time they spend off-campus; (2) the types of activities principals engage
in while off-campus; (3) the relationship of the school’s performance rating to the amount
of time principals spend off-campus; and (4) who arranges principals’ meetings. From
the results of this study, recommendations were suggested for districts to modify the
structure and content of meetings that principals are required to attend so that the
meetings more closely aligned with the content and practices that enable principals to
improve school leadership.
Summary

With increasing demands for principals to raise student performance on
standardized tests, increase graduation rates, and improve school accountability ratings,
the principal must display the characteristics of effective school leadership. To
demonstrate these characteristics and enact them in ways that benefit the school
community, principals must consistently engage in the daily activities of the school.
When principals are called away from the campus to attend meetings, those who arrange

the meetings must be mindful of the time required to address the meeting’s purpose as



well as the relevance of content given and the method of delivery to ensure that both

elements support the principal’s ability to effectively lead.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The Importance of School Leadership

In the six-year study, Learning from Leadership: Investigating the Links to
Improved Student Learning, (Anderson et al., 2010) identify and articulate how
instructional leadership can improve teaching and learning. Through qualitative and
quantitative analysis, this study focused on the effect of school leadership in high and
moderately performing schools. The qualitative analysis vis-a-vis the case studies was
coupled with evidence from quantitative studies of effective school leadership. The
findings suggest that variations in school leadership can attribute to a 5 to 7 percent
difference in student learning from one school to another. This percentage appears to be
small; however, school leadership is found to account for a quarter of the variables that
affect learning among individual students. The other variables include a student’s
background as well as other factors that are external to the school. The researchers
hypothesize, based on a review of the evidence garnered from studies by Waters,
Marzano and McNulty, that school leadership is the second most important in-school
factor that impacts student learning, with classroom instruction being the first. Their
study was based on interviews and surveys of principals, teachers, legislators, state
education agencies and district-level personnel. The study included survey data from
8,391 teachers and 471 school administrators. The study also included interviews with
581 teachers and principals. The researchers use dstudents’ test scores as measured by
adequate yearly progress (AYP). Based on the findings of the study, the researches

recommend that, to promote effective principal development, districts engage principals
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in activities that promote a principal’s sense of self-efficacy. A person, and in this case, a
principal’s, sense of self-efficacy stems from mastery experiences in which that person
believes that he or she has the knowledge and abilities to be successful (Anderson, et al.,
2010). To develop self-efficacy in others, skills and strategies for meeting workplace
demands must be taught (Bandura, 1998). Given the demands on principals to be
effective leaders, districts, when convening principals, have an obligation to provide
activities focused on effective school leadership.
Characteristics of Effective School Leadership

Recent research suggests that the principal is a key factor in improving schools
(Anderson, et al., 2010). The characteristics of effective school leadership, illustrate the
attributes principals need to positively affect student achievement. These characteristics
describe an effective principal as one who is able to develop a culture of cooperation
among all school stakeholders. He or she must not only provide resources for teaching
and learning, but also must understand and contribute to the curriculum and instruction
development and improvement process. An effective principal is also able to maintain
order within the school while attending to student discipline. In addition, successful
principals set clear goals that are aligned to the school’s mission, involve teachers in the
decision-making process, assess teacher performance in alignment with these goals and
celebrate accomplishments. The effective principal is able to engage the school
community by maintaining visibility on campus and communicating clearly with teachers
and students. The effective principal is also a flexible innovator who leads the school
change and professional development process and monitors both to determine their

impact on student learning. Finally, an effective principal recognizes the hidden issues
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that would hinder any of the above activities from occurring (Marzano, McNulty &
Waters, 2003).

Marzano, McNulty and Waters’ (2003) work also demonstrates how the attributes
of effective school leadership can be used to improve schools. Their research findings
were developed from a meta-analysis of over 5,000 studies over a 30-year period,
beginning in the 1970’s. From this analysis, sixty-nine studies were chosen as the basis
of the leadership framework. These studies were selected based on the strength of the
quantitative research data, students’ scores on standardized tests, the designation of
student achievement as the dependent variable, and teacher views on school leadership as
the independent variable. The study combined quantitative data, learning theories, and
the researchers’ professional experience. The findings, which represented the analysis of
2,894 schools, 1.1 million students, and 14,000 teachers, showed a strong correlation
between school leadership and student achievement. Specifically, the study found that if
a principal improves one standard deviation in the leadership practices listed above,
student achievement increases from the 50" to the 60™ percentile. The study further
found that when principals focus on things that are not related to the characteristics of
effective school leadership, the impact on student achievement is either non-existent or
negative (Marzano, 2005). Understanding these characteristics is important, because
effective school leadership requires that principals engage as active participants in their
schools. For this to occur, principals must be allowed to spend significant amounts of
time on campus interacting with faculty, staff, students, parents and the larger
community. If principals are required to spend time off-campus, the focus of this time

should be on professional development aligned with the characteristics of successful
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principal leadership (Fuller & Young, 2009), with the goal of increasing student
achievement (Marzano, McNulty & Waters, 2003).
Professional Development for School Principals

Challenges for principals have increased as accountability demands have
broadened. Today, the principal is held accountable to students, parents and the
community. District-level policies, brought on by more intervention by state legislatures
in response to Federal guidelines under NCLB, find the principal being held increasingly
accountable for evaluating instruction (Ravitch, 2010). Supporting and developing
effective school leaders involves districts providing professional development
experiences that involve (1) paying special attention to the changing role of the principal;
(2) providing supportive workplace conditions; and (3) providing structured support, such
as mentoring for principals (Fuller & Young, 2009; NAESP, 2003).

A study commissioned by the Wallace Foundation found that to become
instructional leaders, principals must engage in field-based internships, problem-based
learning, cohort groupings, and mentoring through collaboration with university or other
third party organizations (Darling-Hammond, et al., 2009). Similarly, in the report
“Schools Need Good Leaders Now: State Progress in Creating a Learning-Centered
School Leadership System”, the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) asserts that
an effective principal is key to improving student performance. In its view, states should
develop systems that help principals guide teaching and learning. These systems include
selective recruiting for principal preparation programs; developing state standards for
effective principal leadership; making fieldwork for graduate programs more meaningful;

changing certification policies; and improving principal working conditions (2007).



13

Specifically, the SREB study found that by 2006, Texas had achieved only
negligible progress in the development of principal preparation programs that emphasize
curriculum, instruction and student learning, and only some progress in providing
training and support for leadership teams in low-performing schools. Furthermore,
SREB found that state standards for principal development did not adequately focus on
student learning, but rather focused on the principal’s ability to manage the school. The
study found that in 13 of the 16 states analyzed, less than 40 percent of the principal
standards focused on student learning, while only three states, Alabama, Maryland and
Texas had some standards that reflected expectations for student learning. The study also
found that none of the states had consistent criteria for measuring principal performance
against the standards. For example, only Arkansas, Louisiana and Maryland specified the
types of evidence to be used in evaluating principals, and only North Carolina provided
recommended documents and work samples to show how a principal can meet a
particular standard. SREB noted that while the states’ development of standards and their
descriptors are important, this development is insufficient if there is no professional
development to support principals in achieving mastery of the standards.

Additionally, SREB recommended that states require universities and school
districts to work together to set admissions requirements for principal preparation
programs that measure a candidates’ potential to raise student achievement. According to
SREB, principals should be prepared to work with teachers, parents, students and the
community to increase student achievement. Principals should also be equipped to help
teachers analyze data, build school culture, use research-based practices, manage the

change process, and focus time and resources to improve the school.
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Professional Development and Principal Attrition

Professional development is a key factor in establishing a professional learning
community in which the principal and teachers work together to improve learning
outcomes for students (Dufour, 2005). The findings of a study conducted by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) tracked the rates and reasons for principals
leaving the job. The findings suggest that a lack of professional development influences
principal attrition.. The study, based on the Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS), used a
nationally representative sample survey of public, private, and Bureau of Indian
Education-funded (BIE) K-12 schools in the 50 states and the District of Columbia in
2008-2009 representing 117,140 principals. The initial data were gathered through mailed
surveys and there was a subsequent brief telephone interview. The survey measured the
number of principals in the 2007-08 school year who still worked as a principal in the
same school in the 2008-09 school year. It also tracked the number of principals who had
moved to another school, and the number who had left the principalship. The sample
included responses from 7,460 public schools (including charter schools), 130 BIE
schools, and 1,890 private schools. The response rates were 97 percent for private schools
and 99 percent for public and BIE schools.

The survey results indicated that of those who were principals during the 2007-08
school year, 80 percent remained at the same school during the following school year, 6
percent moved to a different school, 12 percent left the job, and 3 percent of principals
left but their job status was unknown. Of those principals who reported having

professional development in 2007-2008, 12 percent left the profession the following year.
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Of those principals who reported having no professional development in 2007-2008, 20
percent left the profession the following year (Battle & Gruber, 2010).
Professional Development and Effective School Leadership

Professional development for teachers involves training in the use of sound
pedagogy to improve student achievement. High-quality pedagogy includes teachers
being able to conceptualize themselves teaching effectively, articulate what sound
practice entails, develop the temperament to effectively interact in the school setting,
enact the practices they have learned, and draw upon tools to support their practice
(Darling-Hammond, 2005). Consequently, as an instructional leader, the principal’s role
is critical in ensuring teachers develop professionally (Marzano, 2005). Both teachers
and principals are held accountable for increasing student achievement. Therefore the
content of principal development must also be focused on the characteristics of effective
leadership that support teacher development (DeArmond, et al., 2003). A study of
elementary principals in Austin, TX, St. Paul, Minnesota and New York City found that
principals who received greater professional development in instructional leadership had
greater influence on the professional development of their teachers (Akey, 2007).
Research by Malcolm Knowles (2005) suggests that the principles of adult learning
provide the appropriate mechanism for principals to develop the knowledge and skills
needed for effective instructional leadership.

The concept of adult learning is rooted in ancient methods of teaching. Chinese
and Hebrew scholars developed the case method in which a group of learners explore a
scenario and provide possible solutions. The Greeks developed the Socratic seminar

which involves the teacher or group member posing a question or problem that the group
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together attempts to answer or solve. The Romans developed the debate in which
individuals adopt and defend a position. Today, there are primarily two ways of
categorizing adult learning. The first is the scientific method postulated in 1928 by
Edward L. Thorndike in his work Adult Learning. Thorndike’s ideas centered on the
learning ability of adults and not on the process of teaching them. His research illustrated
that adult learning is influenced by adult interests and abilities that are different from
those of children.

The second category of adult learning is the intuitive or reflective method
developed by Eduard C. Lindeman in 1926 with his publication, The Meaning of Adult
Education. In Lindeman’s view, new knowledge is gained through intuition and the
analysis of experience and focuses on how adults learn. Lindeman was influenced by
John Dewey’s ideas on experientialism (Hildebrand, 2008). Lindeman believed that
adult learning should be guided by situations rather than subjects. In addition, Lindeman
held that the curriculum should be tailored to the adult’s needs and interests. He believed
that too much emphasis in education was placed on the experiences and perspectives of
the teacher, but preferred Dewey’s idea that individuals learn by doing (Lindeman, 1926).
Likewise, Edward Thorndike believed that adults should learn small groups where the
learning objectives are derived by the learners themselves, not from objectives developed
top-down (Thorndike, 1928). In Lindeman and Thorndike’s models, the teacher should
be the guide who participates in the learning with the adult students in which the life
experiences of both the teacher and student are the focus. Their views are the basis for
Malcolm Knowles’ research on adult learning (Gessner, 1956). Knowles’ concept of

adult learning describes how adults learn and the motivators that influence them.
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Malcolm Knowles, widely known as the father of modern adult learning,
formalized its principles. During the second half of the twentieth century, Malcolm
Knowles was the prominent voice in the field of adult education. He chronicled the
development of adult education in the United States and was the head of the Adult
Education Association of the United States of America. Knowles’ work distinguishes
teaching from learning. His principles of andragogy focus on the latter, which rely on
adult self-direction and motivation.

Knowles developed the principles of andragogy, which are based on the following
assumptions about adults and how they learn (Knowles et al, 2005). These principles,
which can be aptly applied to effective leadership development are:

1. Adults need to know why they are learning something;
2. Adult learners are self-directed,

3. Adult learners bring their own experience;

4. Adult learning is oriented toward problem-solving; and
5. Adults are motivated to learn.

In a report on the practical application of Malcolm Knowles’ theory of adult
learning, Valerie McGrath (2009) wrote about her work with adults who were attending
evening business classes. Some of the students attending these classes reported that they
had not completed high school because the teaching style was autocratic. The students
noted their preference for the evening business classes because they were able to question
and contribute to what was being taught rather than the authoritative nature of their high
school courses in which they were expected to simply “sit and get” information.

McGrath noted that some of the students, encouraged by the facilitative learning
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environment, continued their education. In addition, she argued that pedagogical
principles are often applied to adults with the expectation that they gain knowledge solely
from what they are told. She posits that pedagogical practices can actually have negative
effects when used with adults.

To identify teaching practices that account for the way adults learn, researchers in
the study “A Single Conversation with a Wise Man Is Better than Ten Years of Study: A
Model for Testing Methodologies for Pedagogy or Andragogy” developed a Teaching
Methodology Instrument (TMI) to determine whether a teaching method used the
principles or pedagogy or the principles of andragogy. The researchers assumed that
pedagogy is more teacher-centered whereas andragogy is learner-centered and therefore
more suitable to adults. The TMI analysis involved a teaching method, e.g., Socratic
Seminar, being measured against eight indicators. These indicators are: Concept of the
Learner — the learner is self directed; Role of the Teacher — the teacher facilitates
learning; Role of the Learner’s Experience — the learner brings valuable experience;
Primary Technique of Delivery — the teacher uses experimentation, discussion, problem-
solving and simulation; Readiness to Learn — the learner must have a need to learn
something; How Learning Should be Organized — organization around a learners
readiness and ability to apply to life; Orientation of Learning — education is a means of
increasing ones competence and meeting ones full potential; and Organization of
Curriculum — organized around categories that develop the learner’s competence. From
this study, the researchers suggested that these practices, which are based on adult

learning principles, might improve an adult learning (Kroth, et al., 2009).
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School districts, through meetings that support the individual performance of their
principals, can achieve overall district priorities if adult learning principles are
incorporated. In practice, adult learning has been linked to human resource development.
One goal of adult learning is the development of the individual to create better
institutions (Brethower & Smalley, et al., 1998; Swanson & Arnold, 1997). However,
the Strategic Management and Human Capital in Education Project (SMHCEP) found
that most school districts, in pursuing educational reform, ignore human development
(2009). Furthermore, there are certain performance goals that bridge the gap between
organizational development and human development. These shared goals can be
achieved if attention is paid to performance tasks and outcomes, which are the substance
of adult education (Holton, 1998). Human resource development must therefore focus on
helping adults improve individual performance as well as helping the organization
improve performance to achieve its goals (Knowles, et al., 2005).

The question of whether principal practice is adequately addressed by district-
level meetings is a critical one. The study “Principal Quality Practice Guideline:
Promoting Successful School Leadership in Alberta” (2009) explored the expectations of
principals in Canada. Similar to the findings of Marzano, McNulty, Waters (2003) and
others, the study described the principal’s duties as developing the school’s mission and
goals, setting priorities, planning school improvement, budgeting, managing personnel,
providing professional development, making data-based decisions, engaging the
community, and reporting on high-stakes accountability assessments. The study
categorized these duties into eight leadership dimensions. These dimensions are:

Fostering Effective Relationships; Visionary Leadership; Leading a Learning
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Community; Instructional Leadership; Developing and Facilitating Leadership;
Managing School Operations and Resources; and Understanding and Responding to the
Large Societal Context. In order for principals to acquire these dimensions, districts must
provide the necessary organizational conditions and create professional learning
experiences that foster the principal’s sense self-efficacy or belief that these attributes can
be achieved (Anderson, et al., 2010). Self-efficacy stems from activities that cause a
person to believe that he or she can perform a task well (Bandura, 1998). The principals
in the in the Anderson study articulated seven factors that support their sense of self-
efficacy. These factors, which align with the dimensions described in the Alberta study,
are:

e Districts provide human and financial resources;

e District support for family and community relationships;

e School flexibility in pursuing district goals;

e Focus on data-based decision making in schools;

e Assistance with analyzing data;

e District policies that support principals staffing schools they way they need to;

and

e Clear achievement standards and district curriculum.
Anderson, et al. (2010) also concluded that districts were not effective if they only
focused on one or two of the factors listed above. For example, professional
development for principals had limited effects on a principal’s efficacy without clear
achievement standards and district curriculum. Likewise, district articulation of clear

achievement standards was not effective unless the district also provided assistance with
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analyzing data. Finally, the study noted that professional development had a negative
effect when it was not based on the individual needs of schools.

The principals in the Anderson study stated that they wanted curricular and
instructional guidance from their districts and also wanted to use the district’s goals and
direction to motivate staff and promote change within their schools. The quantitative and
qualitative data of the study suggest that district priorities impact principal priorities.
Additionally, teachers in the study rated as better instructional leaders those principals
who stated that the district provided them more support and direction on curriculum and
instruction goals. This was true for schools at all socio-economic levels. However, in
struggling districts where principal leadership was attributed to personal characteristics
rather than through professional development, external factors (i.e., state policies, home
environments) rather than the principal’s instructional leadership were blamed for
students’ lack of achievement. Conversely, in higher performing districts, principal
effectiveness was linked to professional development, which was directly related to
instructional leadership. In these districts there was an alignment between expectations,
professional development, monitoring and ongoing support, not limited to formal
evaluations but also through mentoring and coaching (Anderson, et al., 2010).
Summary

Research suggests that effective school leadership has a positive impact on
student achievement. To become an effective leader, principals must receive support in
developing the characteristics that Robert Marzano (2005) and others have found to be
the most impactful in improving student performance. Additionally, the context of

constructive professional development (Anderson, et al., 2010) should include the
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principles of adult learning and human development described in Malcolm Knowles’
(2005) theory of andragogy. With the principles of adult learning, coupled with
professional development based the characteristics of effective school leadership, districts

can provide meaningful support to help principals meet the demands of school leadership.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
This chapter will describe the methodology used in the following areas:
a) population/sample; b) instrumentation; c) data sources; d) procedures; €) data analysis;
and e) limitations of the study.
Sample
This study included responses from a cognitive interview of 167 school principals
within the most populated region of the state of Texas. This region represents 22 percent
of the students in the entire state. Of the 1,031,462 students located in the area, 209,212
students are represented in this survey. Of the 54 districts in the region, 27 are
represented in the survey. Ethnically, the principals surveyed represent the overall
population of principals in the region (Region 4 Profile, 2008-2009). The schools
represented in the survey have ethnic distributions of students which mirror those of the

state as represented in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

A Comparison of Ethnic Distribution of Sample and State

Ethnicity % Sample % State
White 25 27
African American 24 22
Hispanic 47 45
Asian 9 6
Non-Resident 0.3 0.2

Of the principals who completed The Principal Survey 63.4 percent (n = 106)

were women and 36.5 percent (n = 61) were men. Additionally, over half of the
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respondents were white. African Americans made up 25.7 percent (n = 43) of the
respondents, while Hispanic principals comprised 19.8 percent (n = 33) of the

respondents. The total ethnic distribution of the principals surveyed is illustrated in Table

3.2.

Table 3.2

Ethnic Distribution of Principals

Ethnicity N %
White 87 52.1
African American 43 25.7
Hispanic 33 19.8
Asian 3 1.8
Non-Resident 1 .01
Total 167 100.0

The average number of years in the field of education for principals in this study
is 21 years, ranging from 5 years to 44 years. Table 3.3 details the experience-level of

the principals surveyed.

Table 3.3

Principals’ Years in Education

Years N %
5-10 14 8.4
11-15 35 21.0
16-20 44 26.3
21-25 29 174
26 — 30 28 16.8
Over 30 17 10.2

Total 167 100.0
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Principals self-reported on the number of years they had served in the position.
The survey did not ask principals how long they had served in the current school or
district, so it is possible that the total number of years served as a principal may have
been divided among one or more other schools. Table 3.4 shows the number of years the
survey respondents had been in the position of school principal. At the time of the study,
a plurality of respondents, (n = 89) had been a principal for less than 5 years. The mean

(average) number of years was 6 years, with a range of 0 years to 34 years.

Table 3.4

Number of Years as Principal

Years N %
0-5 89 53.3
610 53 31.7
11-15 14 8.4
16 -20 9 5.4
Over 20 2 1.2
Total 167 100.0

Principals self-reported the Texas accountability ratings of their schools. The
accountability ratings for schools in Texas are determined by several factors, including
student attendance and graduation rates, as well as student performance on standardized
tests. Table 4.2 outlines the frequency and percentage of schools represented by each of
the state’s accountability ratings. Of these 167 schools, there are only seven Low
Performing schools represented in the study. A plurality of the schools in the study is
Academically Acceptable (n = 63) at 37.7 percent, while there are 31.7 percent (n=53)
Recognized schools. Next, 26.3 (n=44) of the schools are Exemplary, and 4.2 percent

(n=7) of the schools are Low Performing.
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Table 3.5

Schools’ Accountability Ratings

Rating N %
Exemplary 44 26.3
Recognized 53 31.7
Academically Acceptable 63 37.7
Low-Performing 7 4.2
Total 167 100.0

The principals’ schools represented a variety of settings, from elementary to high
school and from rural to urban. The smallest group consisted of principals of rural
schools. Over one third (35.3 percent) of the principals in the study were from suburban
schools, while over half (59.3 percent) of the principals were from urban schools. The
frequency and percentage of participating of district settings is illustrated in Table 4.3
below.

Table 3.6

Number and Percentage of District Settings

District Setting N %
Rural 9 54
Suburban 59 35.3
Urban 99 59.3
Total 167 100.0

Instrumentation

This research study examined six responses from a larger 115-item survey based
on the cognitive interview protocol. The comprehensive account of principals’ attitudes,
beliefs and perceptions about their jobs is entitled The Principal Survey. The six

questions taken from The Principal Survey that relate to this study asked about the time
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principals spend off-campus and principals’ perceptions of the effectiveness of this time.
In taking a closer look at The Principal Survey, 22 of the 115 survey items are related to
the principals’ educational background, work experience and school demographics. The
remaining items consisted of 62 Likert-scaled questions and 31 open-ended questions.
The open-ended questions added depth to the Likert-scaled questions and items that only
required a short response such as “number of years in education”. The 31 open-ended
questions gave principals the flexibility to share more information than could be given if
the survey contained primarily Likert-scaled questions. One advantage of including open-
ended questions is that they enable the respondent to provide explanations to accompany
their answers (Mahoney, 1997).

The Principal Survey was administered by students to fulfill a portion of the
degree requirements of a Masters of Education program at a large urban university in
Texas. These students conducted cognitive interviews with principals who provided
answers to the 115 survey items. The survey questions were constructed by a group of
principals who developed items from topics they believed were most critical to the job of
principal (MacNeil & Kajs, 1997). The survey comprised six sections covering six
topics. The first section (A) asked principals to report on his/her years experience and
education, as well as the demographics of the school. Section B, which is the focus of
this study, asked principals to report on (1) the amount of time they spend working off-
campus, (2) the activities they are engaged in while off-campus, and (3) their perceptions
of the usefulness of these activities. Section C of the survey consisted of questions
regarding the principal evaluation process. The questions in Section D asked about the

development of principal succession plans. The final section (E) focused on the
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principal’s role in the professional development of teachers. This study is part of a
larger, comprehensive study of factors that this researcher believes contribute to principal
effectiveness. The subjects who participated in The Principal Survey worked in a large,
primarily metropolitan area in the Gulf coast region of Texas, although some of the
subjects in the study worked in smaller rural schools within the region, and three worked
out of state.

As part of a much larger body of work in which individual researchers have
documented their analyses of various sections of The Principal Survey, this particular
study analyzed the section of the instrument (B) which examined the principals’ use of
time, both in terms of amount of time principals spend off-campus and how this time is
perceived as either supporting or hampering principals’ development as effective leaders.
The data gleaned from The Principal Survey and resulting analysis is designed to inform
those at the district level who arrange principal meetings as to the types of meetings most
conducive to a principal’s development as an instructional leader. As the foundation for
the study, it is important to note that The Principal Survey has the following components:

e Component 1 consists of the survey instrument itself. This tool, which used
traditional survey methods as well as the cognitive interview protocol, recorded
principals’ attitudes and perceptions on various topics related to their jobs;

e Component 2 is the longitudinal impact of this study, which was given over a
period of 18 months. A longitudinal analysis can be used to determine how the
principals’ attitudes and perceptions change over time; and

e Component 3, which is the basis for this study, includes recommendations on the

development of district-level principals’ meetings based on the research findings.
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The graduate students who administered The Principal Survey selected the
participants. As a result, there were 178 surveys that were duplicates because some
students chose the same principal to participate. In examining the duplicate surveys, the
students were able to establish test-retest validity as well as examine similar answers to
open-ended responses. There were no instances found in which a principal who had
completed more than one survey changed his/her responses. Only the first survey was
used for the dataset, and the duplicate surveys were excluded from the data analysis for
this study.

The principals responded to survey questions by providing demographic
information which included age; sex; years as a principal; years in education; degrees
held; years since receiving management or principal certification; and the institution from
which this certification was received. Other demographic information included ethnicity,
major teaching field; extra-curricular activities directed while teaching; name of school
currently a principal of; number of teachers in the school; number of students in the
school; ethnic composition of students in the school; and the school’s state accountability
rating. The questions used for this study were taken from section B of the larger
instrument. These questions are:

1. On average, how many hours per week do principals work?

2. On average, what percentage of those hours is spent attending off-campus

meetings?

3. Do principals think the time they spend attending off-campus meetings is

necessary? Explain.
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4. What do principals consider the effective use of off-campus time? What are

examples?

5. What do principals consider the ineffective use of off-campus time? What are

examples?

6. Who arranges principals’ off-campus meetings? What are specific examples?
The survey responses to five of these items are open-ended; however, questions 1 and 2
required fairly closed-ended responses. Only question 3 contained a six-point scaled
item, which ranged from 1 equaling Never to 6 equaling Always.

Procedures

In addition to the questions described in the instrumentation section above, the
researcher in this study formed the hypothesis, based on previous experience as a school
principal and familiarity with the types of meetings principals are required to attend, that
there would be a difference in the amount of time principals of Exemplary/Recognized
schools and principals of Acceptable/Low Performing schools spent off-campus.
Therefore, this additional question was added to the study:

7. Does the amount of time a principal spends in meetings differ according to the

school’s accountability rating?

The open-ended nature of some of the survey questions allowed respondents to
provide as much information they deemed necessary to fully answer the questions.
However, because of the mixed-methods approaches used to analyze the data, the
potential for a “crisis of integration” had to be considered by the researcher. The crisis of
integration is the conflict that arises when the combination of qualitative and quantitative

methods fails to adequately answer the researcher’s questions (Onwuegbuzie & Collins,
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2007). To guard against a disconnection between the quantitative and qualitative data,
the researcher first completed the quantitative analysis using descriptive statistics to
enumerate the findings for questions 1, 2 and 3 and then performed a t-test for
independent means to answer question 7. Question 3 also contained Likert-scaled
response criteria, and the principals had to choose one of the following answers: Always,
Very Frequently, Occasionally, Rarely, Very Rarely and Never.

Once the quantitative analysis was completed, the researcher reviewed the
qualitative responses to questions 4, 5 and 6 to determine principals’ views about the time
they spend off-campus. The second part of question 3 asked principals to explain their
initial answers. After these responses were reviewed, they were categorized by school
type (elementary school, middle school, high school). This categorization was used to
account for potential differences in principal meetings by school-level.

Reliability

First, the researcher disaggregated the qualitative data to look for emerging
themes among the principals’ responses and to code those themes. The researcher then
used the process of comparative analysis to categorize the themes based on similarities
among responses (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Once the items were coded, the researcher
used a random number generator to select 20 random responses, and performed an inter-
coder reliability test (Cronbach’s alpha) to ensure that the most accurate description of
the principals’ responses was reported. Because the researcher is a former high school
principal in one of the districts represented in this study, there was a potential for
researcher bias given that she was a colleague of several principals represented in the

study and is familiar with the meetings they had described. To safeguard against
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researcher bias, the names of principals as well as their schools were not used when
coding the principals’ responses. In addition, an independent coder who currently serves
as a high school principal coded the responses without knowing who the respondents
were. A second coder, who is a high school assistant principal, coded the responses with
the same restrictions. The researcher examined the responses of all three coders. From
the examination, the researcher determined the rate of inter-coder agreement (Tinsley &
Weiss, 2000) between the researcher and the two coders.
The inter-coder reliability tests produced the reliability coefficients listed below.
Each reliability coefficient indicates sufficient levels of reliability:
e Question 4: What do you consider the effective use of off-campus time? What are
examples?
The reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) for question 4 was .93 for the researcher and
the first coder (principal), and .89 for the researcher and the second coder (assistant
principal).
e Question 5: What do you consider the ineffective use of off-campus time? What
are examples?
The reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) for question 5 was .97 for the researcher and
the first coder (principal), and .98 for the researcher and the second coder (assistant
principal).
e Question 6: Who arranges principals’ off-campus meetings? What are specific

examples?


http://astro.temple.edu/~lombard/reliability/#Tinsley, 2000
http://astro.temple.edu/~lombard/reliability/#Tinsley, 2000
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The reliability coefficient (Cronbach alpha) for question 6 was 1.0 for the researcher and
the first coder (principal), and .77 for the researcher and the second coder (assistant
principal).

Additionally, the researcher separated the principals’ responses by the TEA
Accountability ratings each school received. Because of the relatively small sample of
Low Performing schools in the sample, the four TEA Accountability rating scales were
condensed into two categories: Exemplary/Recognized and Academically
Acceptable/Low Performing. The issue of data accuracy was also addressed. For
instances in which school data were missing, the researcher located the most current
demographic data found in the Texas Academic Excellence Indicator Survey (AEIS).
Analysis

The following methods were used to analyze data for the study: (1) descriptive
statistics to calculate frequencies, percentages, and means; (2) a t-test for independent
means (Wielkiewicz, 2000) to compare the time principals of Exemplary/Recognized
schools spend off-campus to the time principals of Acceptable/Low Performing schools
spend off-campus; (3) a second t-test for independent means to compare the total hours
worked per week between principals of Exemplary/Recognized and Acceptable/Low
Performing schools; and (4) qualitative analysis to describe the themes that emerged
from the open-ended response items (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Using archival data from The Principal Survey, the researcher reviewed the
individual responses principals gave regarding their perceptions on the necessity and
effectiveness of the meetings they are required to attend and determined the “properties

and dimensions” (Corbin & Strauss, 2008, p. 46) of these data points. The researcher
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coded these data based on discrete themes that emerged from the principals’ responses.
Once the items were coded, they were placed into categories, and conclusions were
drawn based on the categorization of the responses.

Specifically, the researcher used a combination of descriptive statistics to answer
questions 1 and 2. A combination of descriptive statistics and qualitative analysis was
used to answer questions 3-6. Finally, the researcher used two t-tests for independent
means to answer question 7.

For question 1, which asked, “On average how many hours per week do you work
as a principal”, the researcher assigned codes for the number of hours the principals
stated they worked. Question 1 was open-ended, therefore the researcher decided to
group the number of hours reported into following categories: 40-50 hours; 51-60 hours;
61-70 hours; 71-80 hours; and over 80 hours.

For question 2, which asked, “On average what percent of those hours is spent
off-campus”, the researcher reported the open-ended responses according to the
categories of hours principals reported working per week. These categories are: 40-50
hours; 51-60 hours; 61-70 hours; 71-80 hours; and over 80 hours. In reporting the
responses for question 2, the researcher calculated the mean percentage of time principals
reported spending off-campus (average) for each category of hours worked.

Question 3 asked, “Do you think the time spent off-campus is necessary.”
Principals answered this question using a six-item Likert-scale. The response categories
to whether a principal thinks the time spent off-campus is necessary were Always, Very

Frequently, Occasionally, Rarely, Very Rarely, and Never.
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For question 4, which asked, “What do you consider the effective use of off-
campus time? Give examples”, the researcher coded the open-ended responses into
themes that emerged from the principals stated.

For question 5, which asked, “What do you consider the ineffective use of off-
campus time? Give examples”, the researcher coded the open-ended responses into
themes that emerged from what the principals said.

For question 6, which asked, “Who arranges off-campus meetings you must
attend? Give specific examples”, the researcher coded the open-ended responses into
themes that emerged from the principals’ responses.

For question 7, which asked “Does the amount of time a principal spends in
meetings differ according to the school’s accountability rating”, the researcher assigned a
value of 1 or 2 to the corresponding principals’ schools. The value 1 designated
Recognized/Exemplary schools and the value 2 designated Academically Acceptable/Low
Performing schools. To complete the analysis of question 7, the researcher converted the
percentage of time principals stated that they spent of the total number of hours worked
per week off-campus to a whole number. Once all of these values were assigned, the
researcher performed two t-tests for independent means to determine the significance
level. The first t-test for independent means was conducted to determine if there was a
difference in the number of total hours principals worked per week based on the school’s
accountability rating. The second t-test for independent means was performed to
determine if there was a difference between the number of hours principals of
Acceptable/Low Performing schools spend off-campus compared to principals of

Exemplary/Recognized schools.
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Generalizability

Student demographics, the number of principals, and their heterogeneous
characteristics in terms of gender, ethnicity, and years of service established
generalizability in The Principal Survey. The use of 99 different interviewers who
surveyed the principals resulted in a diverse sample. Private, charter, and rural schools
were underrepresented; therefore the findings of this study may not apply to other private,
charter, and rural schools. However, the results of this study can be reasonably
generalized to urban and suburban public schools at all levels within the state of Texas.
Limitations of the Study

Colleen Mahoney, contributor to the User-Friendly Handbook of Mixed-Method
Evaluations (1997) published by the National Science Foundation, described the
limitations of open-ended interview questions to include a lack of interviewers who are
formally trained in qualitative interview techniques. Other limitations include the
propensity of respondents to distort information due to poor recollection. The questions
in The Principal Survey asked principals to recall information such as the frequency of
meetings attended and the content of these meetings over the course of 18 months. This
information was based strictly on principals’ recall and did not include an observation of
meeting attendance logs or agendas from meetings attended. The principals’ responded
to interviewers who conducted the survey as part of a graduation requirement. The
principals therefore may have felt compelled to respond in ways they perceived would
help the interviewers complete the requirement. Mahoney also asserts that transcribing
data can result in errors. The answers to the open-ended responses were transcribed by

the interviewers and may not have captured accurate information.
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The data collection procedures in The Principal Survey are based on the cognitive
interview protocol. Graduate students administered the survey during face-to-face
interviews. The interviewers used a cognitive interview protocol, which allowed the
interviewers to survey the principals over time. Because of the principals’ busy
schedules, the cognitive interview allowed for more questions to be asked because
principals would be less inclined to complete an online survey containing many
questions. The cognitive interview protocol was developed in the 1980’s by survey
methodologists and psychologists. Characteristics of the cognitive interview include:

e afocus on the thought process respondents use to answer survey questions;
e volunteer subjects are asked to participate and are interviewed in private; and
e subjects are not random and usually fit into a specific category.

The cognitive interview process is based on the following components. The first
is the respondent’s understanding or interpretation of the question being asked; next is the
respondent’s ability to recall from memory information needed to answer the question
and the methods the subject uses (i.e., process of elimination, estimation); third is the
extent to which the respondent attempts to answer the question with accuracy and
thoughtfulness; and fourth is the extent to which the respondent’s answers match the
survey questions (Willis, 1999). The cognitive interview process allows interviewers to
get clarity with regards to the respondents’ answers to questions. However,
disadvantages of the cognitive interview arise when the respondent’s answers are based
on a misinterpretation of the interviewer’s question; the respondent recalls information

that is inaccurate; and/or the respondent does not fully answer the question. Other
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disadvantages include the potential for a small sample size; the time consuming process
to collect and analyze the data; and the potential for inaccuracy in transcribing the data.

When coding responses into themes is the researcher used archival data and
therefore was unable to personally interview the principals to clarify responses.
However, in coding the responses that were available in the data set, the researcher
reflected on what the data communicated about the topic and determined themes
accordingly (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).

Additionally, the survey contained one six-point scaled item. This item asked
principals to report, in their view, the frequency of “necessary” off-campus meetings they
are required to attend. A limitation of this question was that the qualifying term,
necessary, was not defined. Also, responses to the open-ended questions revealed
potential missing information. For example, in answering the question as to what are
examples of effective use of time is spent off-campus, one response was entered into the
data-set as “planning”. For this particular response it seems unlikely that when asked to
give examples of effective use of time spent off-campus, the respondent would have
responded so simply. Because this is archival data, there was no way to ascertain
whether the response was accurately recorded. Therefore, while the results of this study
provide useful information on principals’ perceptions on the effectiveness of the meetings
they attend, the use of qualitative archival data limited the researcher’s insight into the
entirety of responses principals gave during the actual interview.

Summary
This section described the sample, instrument design, and procedures used to

complete The Principal Survey. In addition, this section described the methods the
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researcher used to determine reliability in coding the themes as well as an analysis of the
data contained within the six survey questions that were analyzed to complete this study.
Specifically, the data analysis included (1) descriptive statistics were used to calculate
frequencies, percentages, means for each item; (2) two t-tests for independent means and
(3) qualitative analysis to describe the themes that emerged from the open-ended

response items.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
The results of this study are organized to describe the responses to the following
questions:
1. On average, how many hours per week do principals work?
2. On average, what percentage of those hours is spent attending off-campus
meetings?
3. Do principals think the time they spend attending off-campus meetings is
necessary?
4. What do principals consider the effective use of off-campus time? What are
examples?
5. What do principals consider the ineffective use of off-campus time? What
are examples?
6. Who arranges principals’ off-campus meetings? What are specific
examples?
7. Does the amount of time a principal spends in meetings differ according to
the school’s accountability rating?
Research Question 1
Question 1, which asked how many hours principals work per week, produced the
following categories 40-50 hours, 51-60 hours, 61-70 hours, 71-80 hours, and over 80
hours. One principal did not respond to the question. The resulting data are shown in

Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Average Number of Hours Principals Work Per Week

Hours N %
40 - 50 33 19.8
51-60 87 52.1
61-70 33 19.8
71-80 9 5.4
Over 80 4 24
No Response 1 0.1
Total 167 100.0

Research Question 2

Question 2 asked of the total number of hours worked per week, what percentage
of those hours is spent in off-campus meetings. As described in Table 4.2, the percentage
of time principals reported spending off-campus ranged from 11.2 percent to 18.8
percent. The results are reported by principals who work on average 40-50 hours per
week, principals who work on average 51-60 hours per week, principals who work on

average 61-70 hours per week and. principals who work 71-80 hours per week.
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Table 4.2

Percent of Time Principals Spend Off-Campus

Category N % Principals % Time
40 — 50 Hours 33 19.8 11.2

51 - 60 Hours 87 52.1 12.2

61 — 70 Hours 33 19.8 18.4
71— 80 Hours 9 5.3 18.6
Over 80 Hours 4 2.4 18.8
No Response 1 0.1

Total 167 100.0

Research Question 3

Question 3, which asked principals if they believe the time they spend off-campus

is necessary, contains following categories, Always, Very Frequently, Occasionally,

Rarely, and Very Rarely. Table 4.3 shows the frequencies and percentages of principals’

responses.

Table 4.3

Principals’ Belief That Time Spent Off-Campus Is Necessary

Response N %

Always 30 18.0
Very Frequently 59 35.3
Occasionally 69 41.3
Rarely 3 1.8
Very Rarely 5 3.0
Never 0 0.0
No Response 1 .06
Total 167 100.0
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Research Question 4

Question 4 is the first question that required and open-ended response. This
question asked principals to describe the effective use of their time spent off-campus.
The categories for this question were coded as follows: Professional Development-helps
principals do their jobs better; Extra-Curricular Activities-attending and/or supervising
events that students participate in outside of the school day; Policy Updates-information
on new or changed district, state or federal policies; Networking/Information Sharing-
sharing ideas with and learning from other principals; Community Relations-meetings
with parents and other community members, and Working from Home-performing routine
tasks such as answering emails; and No Answer Given-the principal did not answer the
question. In addition to these coded categories, one principal responded “peace and
quiet” and another responded “classroom visit and observation”, while another principal
described missing opportunities to interact with students and staff. These three responses
were coded as a separate outlier category. Because of the archival data used, it was
impossible to ascertain whether these principals misunderstood the questions or whether
the responses were inaccurately transcribed.

In response to question 4, a plurality, 51.0 percent (n=85) of principals described
professional development activities as the most effective use of thei