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Abstract 

It is well documented that school leadership is second only to classroom 

instruction as an influence on student learning and achievement (Leithwood & Reihl, 

2003; Wahlstrom et al., 2010, Ediger, 2014; Waters et al., 2003). Because principals 

directly impact schools’ academic capacity, effective principals are essential for the 

transformation of failing schools (Harvey & Holland, 2011). Assistant principal positions 

are a major stepping-stone towards principal positions; however, an assistant principal 

position does not provide appropriate training for a principal position (Fields, 2002; 

Koru, 1993; Kwan, 2009; Mertz, 2006; Webb & Vulliamy, 1995). It is important to know 

how principals and assistant principals perceive the knowledge, skills, and attributes 

(KSAs) needed to be an effective leader because leaders develop their leadership style 

and base their actions on their beliefs and perceptions. 

This study examines whether there is a significant difference in the perceptions of 

principals and assistant principals regarding the KSAs needed to be successful in their 

roles. The study further examines whether there is a significant difference in principals’ 

and assistant principals’ perceptions regarding KSAs based on gender, years of 

experience, ethnicity, and campus academic rating. This study used archival data 

collected from two larger studies entitled, “A Survey to Examine the Work, Attitudes and 

Perceptions of Public School Principals” (MacNeil, 2004) and “A Survey to Examine the 

Work, Attitudes and Perceptions of Public School Assistant Principals” (MacNeil, 2006). 

305 principals and 371 assistant principals in a large metropolitan area of the Gulf Coast 
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area of Texas participated in the study. The participants rated knowledge (of people, 

curriculum, law, and fiscal management), skills (interpersonal, communication, 

leadership, management, technical), and attributes (positive disposition, visionary, ethics 

and values, good communicator, organization) on a Likert scale. One-way and two-way 

MANOVA were used to answer research questions.   

The study revealed that principals and assistant principals perceive knowledge, 

skills and attributes needed to be successful in their roles differently. The most 

differences are in knowledge of law, leadership skills, and being visionary. The 

differences are also irrespective of gender, years of experience, ethnicity or campus 

academic rating. This information can be used in principal preparation programs as well 

as in principal and assistant principal professional development programs in school 

districts. The study also provides recommendations about the role of assistant principals 

who are in a promotion track. 

 

 



Table of Contents 
Chapter              Page 

Chapter I Introduction ..................................................................................................................... 1 

Background of the Problem ......................................................................................................... 1 

Statement of the Problem ........................................................................................................... 1 

Significance of the Study .............................................................................................................. 3 

Purpose of the Study .................................................................................................................... 4 

Research Questions ..................................................................................................................... 4 

Definitions of Terms ..................................................................................................................... 5 

Overview of Methodology ........................................................................................................... 7 

Limitations of the Study ............................................................................................................. 10 

Chapter II  Literature Review ......................................................................................................... 11 

Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 11 

School Reform ............................................................................................................................ 13 

Turnaround Schools ................................................................................................................... 16 

School Principal .......................................................................................................................... 23 

Texas principal standards. ...................................................................................................... 28 

Assistant Principal ...................................................................................................................... 31 

Role of assistant principal. ..................................................................................................... 35 

Knowledge, Skills, and Attributes (KSAs) ................................................................................... 38 

Knowledge of the curriculum. ................................................................................................ 42 

Knowledge of the law. ........................................................................................................... 43 

Leadership skills. .................................................................................................................... 44 

Management skills. ................................................................................................................ 50 

Communication skills. ............................................................................................................ 52 

Interpersonal skills. ................................................................................................................ 54 

Attributes of effective school leaders: visionary. .................................................................. 55 

Attributes of effective school leaders: ethics and values. ..................................................... 58 

Summary of Literature ............................................................................................................... 59 

Chapter III  Methodology ............................................................................................................... 61 

Research Questions ................................................................................................................... 62 

Participants ................................................................................................................................ 63 



 
 
 

ix 
 
 

Instrument ................................................................................................................................. 67 

Data Collection ........................................................................................................................... 69 

Data Analysis Procedures ........................................................................................................... 70 

Limitations ................................................................................................................................. 71 

Chapter IV  Results ......................................................................................................................... 72 

Demographics ............................................................................................................................ 72 

Data Analysis Procedures ........................................................................................................... 76 

Research Question #1 ................................................................................................................ 77 

Research Question #2 ................................................................................................................ 83 

Research Question #3 ................................................................................................................ 89 

Research Question #4 ................................................................................................................ 96 

The first breakdown: knowledge vs. ethnicity. ...................................................................... 97 

The second breakdown: knowledge vs. years of experience. ............................................. 100 

The third breakdown: knowledge vs. gender. ..................................................................... 102 

The fourth breakdown: knowledge vs. academic rating. .................................................... 105 

The fifth breakdown: skills vs. ethnicity. ............................................................................. 109 

The sixth breakdown: skills vs. years of experience. ........................................................... 114 

The seventh breakdown: skills vs. gender. .......................................................................... 115 

The eight breakdown: skills vs. academic rating. ................................................................ 119 

The ninth breakdown: attributes vs. ethnicity. ................................................................... 122 

The tenth breakdown: attributes vs. years of experience. .................................................. 126 

The eleventh breakdown: attributes vs. gender. ................................................................. 128 

The twelfth breakdown: attributes vs. academic rating. ..................................................... 132 

Summary .................................................................................................................................. 135 

Chapter V  Conclusions ................................................................................................................ 138 

Discussion ................................................................................................................................ 138 

Findings .................................................................................................................................... 139 

Research question #1. .......................................................................................................... 140 

Research question #2. .......................................................................................................... 141 

Research question #3. .......................................................................................................... 141 

Research question #4. .......................................................................................................... 142 



 
 
 

x 
 
 

Implication for Practice ............................................................................................................ 143 

Implication for Future Research .............................................................................................. 144 

Conclusions .............................................................................................................................. 145 

References ................................................................................................................................... 146 

Appendix A Principal survey ........................................................................................................ 158 

Appendix B Assistant principal survey ......................................................................................... 171 

Appendix C Texas Principal Standards ......................................................................................... 173 

Appendix D Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008 ............................................. 183 

Appendix E Human Subjects Approval Letter .............................................................................. 187 

 

   



 
 
 

xi 
 
 

List of Tables 

 

Table  Page
1.1 NASSP’s most essential school leadership skills………………………. 49 

3.1 

Demographics of Principals and Assistant Principals Represented in the 

Survey …………………………………………………………………… 64 

4.1 Demographics of Participants Principals Represented in the Survey…… 73 

4.2 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Four Knowledge 

related Characteristics Asked in the Survey …………………………….. 78 

4.3 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances for Knowledge Related 

Characteristics…………………………………………………………… 79 

4.4 Descriptive Statistics of Knowledge Related Characteristics…………… 80 

4.5 Estimated Marginal Means for Knowledge Related Characteristics…….. 80 

4.6 Multivariate Tests Results for Knowledge………………………………. 81 

4.7 Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Knowledge….. 82 

4.8 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Five Skills related 

Characteristics…………………………………………………………… 84 

4.9 Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices for Skills……………….. 85 

4.10 Descriptive Statistics of Skills Related Characteristics ………………… 86 

4.11 Estimated Marginal Means for Skills Related Characteristics…………... 86 

4.12 Multivariate Tests Results for Skills…………………………………….. 87 

4.13 Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Skills………... 88 

4.14 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Five Attributes related 

Characteristics Asked in the Survey. …………………………………… 90 

4.15 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances for Attributes Related 

Characteristics…………………………………………………………… 91 

4.16 Descriptive Statistics for Attributes Related Characteristics……………. 92 

4.17 Estimated Marginal Means for Attributes Related Characteristics……… 93 

4.18 Multivariate Tests Results for Attributes………………………………... 94 



 
 
 

xii 
 
 

4.19 Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Attributes…… 95 

4.20 Descriptive Statistics for Knowledge vs. Ethnicity……………………… 98 

4.21 Multivariate Tests Results for Knowledge vs. Ethnicity………………… 100 

4.22 Multivariate Tests for Knowledge vs. Years of Experience……………. 102 

4.23 Descriptive Statistics for Knowledge vs. Gender………………………. 104 

4.24 Multivariate Tests for Knowledge vs. Gender…………………………... 105 

4.25 Descriptive Statistics Knowledge vs. Academic Rating………………… 107 

4.26 Multivariate Tests for Knowledge vs. Academic Rating………………... 109 

4.27 Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Ethnicity…………………………… 110 

4.28 Multivariate Tests for Skills vs. Ethnicity………………………………. 113 

4.29 Multivariate Tests for Skills vs. Years of Experience…………………… 115 

4.30 Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Gender……………………………… 117 

4.31 Multivariate Tests for Skills vs. Gender………………………………… 118 

4.32 Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Academic Rating…………………… 120 

4.33 Multivariate Tests Results for Skills vs. Academic Rating……………… 122 

4.34 Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Ethnicity……………………….. 123 

4.35 Multivariate Tests Results for Attributes vs. Ethnicity………………….. 126 

4.36 Multivariate Tests Results for Attributes vs. Years of Experience……… 128 

4.37 Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Gender…………………………. 130 

4.38 Multivariate Tests results for Attributes vs. Gender…………………….. 131 

4.39 Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Academic Rating……………… 133 

4.40 Multivariate Tests Results for Attributes vs. Academic Rating………… 135 

 

 

 



 

Chapter I 

Introduction 

 
Background of the Problem 

There is a continuous need for school reform due to the challenges and problems 

of modern schools (Fullan, 2009). Effective school leadership is essential to address the 

problems of modern schools. The principal is the leader of the school (Harvey & Holland, 

2011; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & Reihl, 2003; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 

2005; Murphy & Myers, 2008), and the principals’ effective leadership affects schools’ 

academic capacity and student achievement (Heck & Hallinger, 2009; Leithwood & 

Strauss, 2009). Underperforming schools can be turned around if the school principal is 

an effective leader (Harvey & Holland, 2011 & Murphy, 2008). 

The assistant principal carries out mostly managerial duties in the current school 

structure (Hartley, 2009). However, the role of assistant principal is also important for an 

effective school (Oleszewski, Shoho, & Barnett, 2012). Assistant principal positions are 

also a major pipeline towards principal positions; however, an assistant principal position 

does not provide appropriate training for a principal position (Fields, 2002; Koru, 1993; 

Kwan, 2009; Mertz, 2006; Webb & Vulliamy, 1995). 

This study analyzed whether significant differences exist between assistant 

principals and principals with regard to their perception of the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes needed to be an effective assistant principal or principal, respectively.  

Statement of the Problem 

The Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and Trends in 

International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) results indicate that the United 
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States is viewed as standing still while more focused nations are moving forward 

(Darling-Hammond, 2010). Successful school reform that leads to an increase in student 

achievement is clearly needed. Research indicates that it begins with “from the inside out 

with teachers, administrators and school staff” (Elmore, 2004), and it is well documented 

that effective schools need effective leadership (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003; Wahlstrom, 

Seashore, Leithwood, & Anderson, 2010; Ediger, 2014; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 

2003). Although the school principal is the leader of the school, assistant principals also 

play a significant leadership role (Oleszewski et al., 2012; Marzano et al., 2005).  

Yet most assistant principals report that they did not feel prepared for their role 

(Busch, MacNeil, & Baraniuk, 2010). This is due primarily to the lack of training at the 

campus and/or district level, ineffective university training, and a general lack of 

understanding about the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be effectively fulfill 

the requirements of the position. University programs provide training for principalship; 

however, most educators do not directly begin as principals but as assistant principals 

(Hartzell, Williams, & Nelson, 1994).  Newly certified school leaders are given 

credentials to become administrators based solely on their performance on coursework, as 

opposed to an all-inclusive assessment of the knowledge, skills, and attributes necessary 

to be a successful school leader (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 

2005). 

Furthermore, while a position as assistant principal serves as a stepping-stone to 

principalship (Daresh & Voss, 2001), the position itself does not provide effective 

training ground for principalship either (Koru, 1993). In addition, assistant principals are 

underrepresented in the professional literature (Koru, 1993; Kwan, 2009; Mertz, 2006; 



3 
 

 
 

Webb & Vulliamy, 1995). Considering that the major source for future principals is the 

pool of current assistant principals (Olesweski, Shoho, & Barnett, 2012), determining if 

significant differences exists in perceptions of assistant principals and principals with 

regard to knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be effective in their respective 

positions is important in order to train and develop effective school leadership teams. 

Significance of the Study 

It is important to know how school leaders, principals and assistant principals, 

perceive the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be effective leaders because 

leaders develop their leadership style and base their actions on their beliefs and 

perceptions. Leadership is important because it has been shown to be second only to 

classroom instruction as an influence on student learning (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003; 

Wahlstrom et al., 2010). Therefore, effective leadership is crucial for school 

improvement as well as school turnaround. Effective change within the school 

community comes only with good leadership from the principal (Cotton, 2003; Fullan, 

2009). Effective principals can improve student achievement by understanding the 

technical aspects of education and knowing how and when to adjust their leadership 

practices (Waters et al., 2003).  

As growing numbers of principals retire, there is a need for new generation of 

principals who can have a positive influence and continue the path of school 

improvement, and who can provide instructional leadership. (Olesweski et al., 2012). The 

assistant principal position is often a critical transition in career development as the first 

administrative role for many educators is the assistant principalship (Greenfield, 1985). 

As Daresh and Voss (2001) state, assistant principalship serves as stepping-stone to the 
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principalship. However, it seems that an assistant principalship does not actually prepare 

a person for the role of principal (Koru, 1993). Yet there is also a dearth of studies on 

assistant principalship in the professional literature (Marshall and Hooley, 2006; Kaplan 

& Owings, 1999; Ribbins, 1997; Glanz, 1994).  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to determine if significant differences exist between 

assistant principals and principals with regard to their perception of the knowledge, skills, 

and attributes needed to be successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; 

Waxman, MacNeil, & Lee, 2006).  This study enhances the current body of research by 

providing information about how assistant principals perceive the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes needed to be an effective school leader and how it is different from the 

perception of principals. This information can be used at university and other principal 

preparation programs as well as principal and assistant principal professional 

development programs at school districts. The study also provides recommendations 

about role of assistant principals who are in promotion track.   

Research Questions  

1. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role, and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 

knowledge needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project?  

2. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived skills 



5 
 

 
 

needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by 

the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 

3. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 

attributes needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 

4. Do significant differences exist between the perceptions of assistant principals 

and principals with regard to the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be a 

successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a 

Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity, years of experience, gender, 

or their school’s academic rating? 

Definitions of Terms 

Knowledge: Buckingham & Coffman (1999) state that knowledge can be divided 

into two categories: factual and experiential. Factual knowledge is ascertained from the 

ideas or concepts that any person can access. Experiential knowledge is based on 

firsthand experiences and is learned subjectively. The survey used in this study reviewed 

perceptions of principals and assistant principals about what degree of knowledge of 

people, curriculum, law, and fiscal is needed to be effective administrators.  

Skills: Buckingham & Coffman (1999, p.82) report that skills are competencies 

that can be transferred from person to person. The survey used in this study reviewed 

perceptions of principals and assistant principals about what degree of interpersonal, 

communication, leadership, and management skills are needed to be an effective 

administrator. 
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Attributes: The survey used in this study reviewed perceptions of principals and 

assistant principals about what degree of the attributes of positive disposition, visionary, 

ethical values, good communication, and organization are needed to be an effective 

administrator. 

Leadership: James Burns defines leadership as “leaders inducing followers to act 

for certain goals that represent the values and the motivation… of both leaders and 

followers” (1978). Burns then continues, “The genius of leadership lies in the manner in 

which leaders see and act on their own and their followers’ values and motivations” 

(1978).  

Fiscal: Providing a general definition for fiscal management, Skrla, Erlandson, 

and Reed (2001) outlined it as acquiring, allocating, supervising, and reporting; assessing 

finances, individuals, materials, and time resources to achieve results that are reflective of 

the needs of the school; and preparing and developing the budget with the proper staff. 

Interpersonal: Skrla et al. (2001) identified “interpersonal skills” as the ability to 

recognize the needs and apprehensions of others; interacting diplomatically with others; 

dealing with conflict; acquiring feedback; acknowledging cultural diversity; interacting 

with individuals from various backgrounds; and working under stressful situations, or 

ones characterized by disagreement. 

Positive disposition: O’Hanlon and Clifton (2004) refer to the term “positive 

principal,” which is defined as a person who possesses kindness, consideration, and 

thoughtfulness while at the same time upholding high expectations for student and 

teacher achievement. 
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Accountability rating: As reported by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) 

(2010), the state accountability system assigns yearly ratings to every campus and district 

in the Texas public education system. The system assigns one of four rating labels 

ranking from lowest to highest: 

 Academically Unacceptable 

 Academically Acceptable 

 Recognized 

 Exemplary 

To determine the rating label, the system evaluates indicators of performance, 

including assessment results on the state standardized assessment instrument (TAKS), as 

well as longitudinal completion rates and annual dropout rates. 

Overview of Methodology 

This quantitative study is a part of a larger, multi-phase study of principals and 

assistant principals in the Gulf Coast region of Southeast Texas.  The Principal as a 

Successful Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; Waxman, MacNeil, & Lee, 2008) was 

designed to gain a better understanding of the multiple issues that principals and assistant 

principals perceive as important factors in defining administrative success. The findings 

from this study can be used to inform principal preparation programs within the 

university as well as the practice of acting school administrators.  The Successful Leader 

Project incorporates three stages, which are as follows: 

1. Phase 1 - quantitative survey research of principals' attitudes and 

perceptions. 
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2. Phase 2 -longitudinal study of how those attitudes and perceptions change 

over time. 

3. Phase 3 - development, implementation, and evaluation of a new principal 

development program based on research from the first two phases. 

The current study focuses on Section H of the Successful School Leadership 

Project.  The survey, which was created by Dr. Angus MacNeil, asked each of the 305 

principals and 371 assistant principals to rate on a scale from one to five, with five being 

the most and one being the least, which of following represents the important knowledge, 

skills, and attributes they should have to be a successful in their current role:  

• Knowledge of people  1 2 3 4 5 

• Curriculum  1 2 3 4 5 

• Law   1 2 3 4 5 

• Fiscal   1 2 3 4 5 

 Which of following represents important skills you should have to be a 

successful principal (or successful assistant principal, respectively)?   

• Interpersonal   1 2 3 4 5 

• Communication 1 2 3 4 5 

• Leadership  1 2 3 4 5 

• Management  1 2 3 4 5 

• Technical  1 2 3 4 5 

Which of following represents important attributes you should have to be a 

successful principal (or successful assistant principal, respectively)?   

• Positive disposition 1 2 3 4 5 
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• Visionary  1 2 3 4 5 

• Ethics and Values 1 2 3 4 5 

• Good Communicator 1 2 3 4 5 

• Organizer   1 2 3 4 5 

A quantitative research design was appropriate for this study because the 

dependent variable data were collected in Likert scale, which was an interval 

(continuous) data. Independent variables were the demographics of participants and the 

school for which they were responsible. They were considered to be categorical data.   

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used for data analysis. 

Descriptive statistics were reported for all variables. One-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was utilized to answer research questions one, two and three.  

There was one independent variable: participant’s role (principal or assistant principal) 

while there were four dependent variables for question # 1 (knowledge of people, 

knowledge of curriculum, knowledge of law, and fiscal knowledge), five dependent 

variables for question #2 (interpersonal skills, communication skills, leadership skills, 

management skills, technical skills), and five dependent variables for Question #3 

(positive disposition, visionary, ethics, good communicator, organize).     

To answer research question #4, two-way multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) model was used. Two independent variables were participant’s role 

(principal or assistant principal) and one of the demographic information as asked by the 

question #4 (ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or school’s academic rating). The 

dependent variable was one of the following three: knowledge, skills, or attributes. A 

two-way MANOVA was set for 12 times (four demographics by three knowledge, skills, 
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and attributes) to examine if a significant difference exists between assistant principals’ 

perception and principals’ perception based on any of ethnicity, years of experience, 

gender, or school’s academic rating. 

Limitations of the Study 

As participants were selected by students in Masters of Education programs, the 

data sampling cannot be considered as true randomized sampling. The students generally 

selected participants from their own districts for the sake of convenience.  Different 

students interviewed the same principals or assistant principals, which resulted in 

duplicate interviews. These duplicate interviews were used to test the validity of the 

survey.  

This study was also limited as it depends solely on quantitative data. The 

researcher did not have access to any type of qualitative data to analyze how the 

participants felt about the knowledge, skills, and attributes that were listed as necessary 

for a successful school administrator. 



 

 

Chapter II 

 Literature Review 

Introduction 

This literature review covers current scholarship in schools reform, turnaround 

schools, school principalship and assistant principalship, and particular knowledge, skills, 

and attributes of school leaders as related to effective school leadership. Whole system 

school reform has been an important part of the educational agenda in the United States 

(Fullan, 2009). PISA and TIMS results indicated that the United States is viewed as 

standing still while more focused nations are moving forward (Darling-Hammond, 2010). 

Successful school reform is needed and research indicates that it begins with “from the 

inside out with teachers, administrators and school staff” (Elmore, 2004).  

To discover ways to improve schools, educators can look to the rich abundance of 

turnaround literature in the organizational sciences, as many of these practices can be 

implemented in educational leadership as well (Murphy, 2008; Herman et al., 2008; 

Leithwood & Strauss, 2009). One aspect of the turnaround process that can be adapted 

for the education field is the four “pillars of recovery”, of which the first is ensuring the 

right leadership is in place (Murphy, 2008; Leithwood & Strauss, 2009; Duke, 2007).  

It is well known that effective school leadership directly impacts schools’ 

academic capacity and is vital for the turnaround process. In fact, leadership is second 

only to classroom instruction as an influence on student learning and achievement 

(Leithwood & Reihl, 2003; Wahlstrom et al., 2010, Ediger, 2014; Waters et al., 2003). 

Without effective principalship, it is nearly impossible to transform failing schools 
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(Harvey & Holland, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Marzano 

et al. 2005; Murphy & Myers, 2008).  

In addition to effective leadership from principals, transforming schools will 

require effective assistant principals, not only because of the role they play in the schools 

as assistant principals, but also because an assistant principalship often serves as a 

stepping-stone to principalship (Daresh & Voss, 2001). Yet when assistant principals do 

move into their new role, they often report that their previous position did not provide 

effective training for taking on a principalship (Koru, 1993) and they felt unprepared for 

their role (Busch et al., 2010). In most cases, university programs provide training for 

principals, but most educators move from teaching positions to assistant principal 

positions before moving into a principalship (Hartzell et al., 1994). By the time educators 

reach the point in their careers where they are considering a move into a leadership 

position, they have been out of school for some time, and the theoretical courses they 

took on school leadership may not reflect the current knowledge, skills, and attributes 

needed for effective leadership. Furthermore, the experience and role of assistant 

principals has been underrepresented in the professional literature (Koru, 1993; Kwan, 

2009; Mertz, 2006; Webb & Vulliamy, 1995) and so it is difficult for an assistant 

principal to do their own research into ways to effectively transition from the position of 

assistant to the position of principal.  

This literature review begins with a discussion of the history of school reform and 

improvement initiatives from the 1950s up to the present, and the roles envisioned and 

enacted by assistant principals and principals in those initiatives. Examples of turnaround 

schools are also included. It then covers knowledge, skills, and attributes related to 
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effective school leadership for both principals and assistant principals. While the focus is 

on knowledge, skills, and attributes related to leadership, this review also discusses the 

knowledge, skills, and attributes of curriculum and law, management, communication, 

interpersonal skills, and the attributes of visionary, ethics, and values. 

School Reform  

While public schools have been a widespread and integral part of U.S. culture for 

more than a century, it was not until after WWII that education was targeted as a 

discipline that should, or could, be studied in itself. The pre-1950s ‘progressive period’ is 

interesting when compared to other periods of educational reform. Its accomplishments 

included the emergence of new pedagogical theories, with strong intellectual and 

practical bases. Educational reformers like John Dewey (1859-1895) developed theories 

about how to reform schooling to make it more effective (Elmore, 1996), however, the 

progressive period did not include any systematic attempt to spread good practices 

(Fullan, 2009). It was not until the late 1950s and early 1960s that reforms began to take 

place. Even then, very few examples of deliberate or successful strategies were developed 

prior to 1997(Fullan, 2009), although pressure for more widespread school reform was 

mounting. 

The 1950s and 1960s came to be known as the “adaption period” as the U.S. 

government launched a series of large-scale national curriculum reform initiatives. 

Notable major curriculum reforms included PSSC Physics, BSCC Biology, and MACOS 

Social Sciences, and organizational innovations such as open plan schools, flexible 

scheduling, and team teaching (Fullan, 2009) were introduced.  
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By the 1970s, it was apparent that the return from the reforms were minimal and 

limited to isolated examples. The issue of implementation was a far more complex 

process than people realized or anticipated (Fullan & Pomfret, 1997). There was great 

pressure and incentive to be innovative, therefore many school districts adapted reforms 

without building capacity – including leadership capacity – to implement them at the 

school level. In addition, schools were not held accountable for planning or implementing 

the necessary reforms. Thus, most of the adaptions failed to achieve successful 

implementation (Fullan, 2009). 

In the 1980s, accountability schemes were introduced in an attempt to move 

implementation forward, but even so little progress was made from the 1970s to 1996. 

During this time, urgent reasons for reforms became increasingly apparent as society 

became more global and complex. The changing world required educated citizens who 

could learn continuously and work with diversity, locally and internationally. It was 

undeniable that the educational system was failing to produce such citizens (Fullan, 

2009). The entire system was in need of radical reform. 

The first specific cases of whole system reform were witnessed from 1997 to 2002 

in England and Finland, where progress in student achievement was evident (Fullan, 

2009). Meanwhile, in the U.S., “there was no national strategy, no explicit use of change 

theory, and aside from a successful school district here and there, there was no progress” 

(Fullan, 2009, p.105). There had been some school reform efforts but they were limited to 

a small number of schools, and usually did not encompass all schools within a 

jurisdiction. In addition, only a few of these initially successful programs were sustained 

beyond six years (Datnow & Stringfield, 2000).  
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That the U.S. educational system needs reform is beyond doubt. One need simply 

look at the U.S. performance on international metrics, such as the Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA) and Trends in International Mathematics and 

Science Study (TIMSS). These instruments create international comparisons of 

curriculum and student performance across nations, and are seen as being specific, 

sophisticated, and credible (Conley, 2003). Much has been made of the U.S. average test 

scores compared to that of other industrialized nations on both PISA and TIMSS. The 

highest-achieving nations are making steep, strategically smart investments in education 

while the U.S. is squandering much of its human capital. Indeed, the U.S. is said to be 

stagnating while more focused nations are making rapid progress (Darling-Hammond, 

2010). When comparing the test scores of Finland, China, and England with those of the 

U.S., it becomes clear that there is a paucity of achievement within the U.S. that must be 

addressed. This lack of attainment has occurred for many years on many levels (Darling-

Hammond, 2010). 

It can be noted that very little productive whole system reform was going on in 

the U.S. Aside from pockets of success at the level of a few districts since 2000, and 

despite the presence of a ‘policy without a strategy’ in the form of No Child Left Behind, 

the U.S. has failed to make any progress in increasing student achievement (Fullan, 

2009). The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act of 2002 has brought attention to those 

falling behind, and sparked greater attention to data use. However, some say that NCLB 

brought more harm than good with too many and too narrow tests, short time lines, 

minimal capacity building, and a punitive strategy (Fullan, 2009). Part of the problem 



16 
 

 

with NCLB is that it failed to focus on building teams and leadership within the schools 

in order to implement student-focussed change.  

Turnaround Schools 

Successful school reform begins "from the inside out" with teachers, 

administrators, and school staff, not with external mandates or standards (Elmore, 2004). 

School reform efforts are always aimed at increasing student outcomes, and the main 

battle for better student outcomes takes place in the schools. Therefore, turning around 

failing schools is one of the main goals of school reform efforts.  

 Herman et al. (2008) defined a school as turnaround if the school began as a 

chronically poor performer (more than one-fifth of students failed to meet state 

proficiency standards for more than two years in a row), and then showed quick and 

substantial gains in student achievement, (ten percentage points or greater reduction in 

proportion of failing students or dropout rate in fewer than three years). 

Although there is significant research on turning around underperforming 

organizations, very little is directly related to the unique mission and character of schools 

(Leithwood & Strauss, 2009). Turnaround literature clearly indicates that leadership is 

pivotal for organization success, which suggests that successful school turnaround can 

begin with successful school turnaround leadership (Leithwood & Strauss, 2009).   

Murphy (2008) conducted comprehensive research reviewing the turnaround 

literature from the organizational sciences to develop lessons for educators and policy 

makers. He identified five major pathways for studying organizational turnaround and 

organized his findings into seven dimensions within the two-stage model of retrenchment 

and recovery. The retrenchment stage includes getting the right leadership, diagnosing 
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the problem, and taking emergency action. He states “it is important to point out that 

management change is a core element and a dominant theme in the turnaround research” 

(p. 337). Although there are fundamental differences in goals and objectives, the logic 

and framework of diagnosing the problem concept in private sector are quite applicable 

to the education sector. 

The recovery stage represents the longer term. If the initial steps (the 

retrenchment stage) to improve the company’s position have not laid the foundation for 

continuing improvements, the recovery will tend to be short-lived (Grinyer, Mayes, & 

McKiernan, 1988). While the retrenchment stage is more concerned with efficiency, the 

recovery stage includes both efficiency and the building of effective systems and skills to 

create “sustainable growth” (Stopford & Baden-Fuller, 1990). Murphy (2008) examines 

the four pillars of recovery in following categories: operational vision, capturing 

efficiencies, organizational processes and structures, and rebuilding organizational 

capacity.  

Murphy (2008) highlights four lessons from the larger body of scholarship on 

organizational turnarounds that educators can apply to the process of turning around 

schools. The first priority in recovery is to ensure that the right leadership is in place. 

This can be achieved either by helping the current management change, by providing 

current leadership with external support, or by replacing the current leaders.  

The second is efficiency, which in turnaround language means ways to reduce 

cost and improve outcomes. The adaption of efficiency-oriented recovery strategies and 

the realization of efficiency gains are essential to successful recovery. There are two 

critical insights here for educators: (1) begin turnarounds by focusing on efficiency rather 
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than entrepreneurial, strategic, or program moves and (2) start recovery work by shifting 

resources from less productive programs to more productive ones (Murphy, 2008). 

The third priority is business is customer focus, although this is less relevant to 

education.  Murphy reports that while trouble has many roots in a turnaround 

organization, a common point is failure to stay connected with customer needs. Customer 

focus has a minimal place in educational turnaround literature other than at a high level 

of abstraction (e.g., parental choice) or production function issues such as adapting a new 

reading program. Murphy (2008) acknowledges that customer focus lessons from 

noneducation turnaround literature are difficult to apply in an educational setting.   

The final lesson is that context is critical in terms of organizational decline and 

turnaround. The sector an organization occupies, tells us something about which recovery 

strategies are most needed and will be most effective. Turnaround research also exposes a 

variety of organizational contingencies that influence which recovery strategies are 

applied. A deep understanding of the causes of decline is a critical element in the 

selection of appropriate turnaround moves (Murphy, 2008). The principle of “context is 

critical” is often ignored or violated in the educational turnaround literature. Murphy 

determines that “school personnel and educational policy makers are gambling that there 

is a set of turnaround strategies that are universally applicable regardless of context. 

Turnaround research from the organizational sciences suggests that this is an ill-advised 

wager.” (p. 352).  

In addition to Murphy’s work on relating organization turnaround to school 

turnaround, Leithwood and Strauss (2009) suggest that the turnaround process in schools 

unfolds in stages in which uniquely suited forms of successful leadership practices are 
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enacted. They identify three turnaround stages as Declining Performance, Crises 

Stabilization, and Sustaining and Improving Performance. They also identifies four core 

leadership practices that are successful in most contexts. These are: Direction Setting, 

Developing People, Redesigning the Organization, and Managing the Instructional 

Program. Their research involving 14 schools, 472 teachers, 36 administrators as well as 

73 interview and eight parent focus groups, produced the following eight key findings 

about successful turnaround leadership: 

1. Low performing schools require effective leadership to turn around. 

2. Core leadership practices are the key to success. 

3. The core leadership practices encompass most of what is required to 

successfully lead a school turnaround. 

4. As the school turnaround process evolves, the core leadership practices are 

enacted differently. 

5. Effective turnaround school leadership is narrowly distributed. 

6. As the school turnaround processes evolves, the nature and number of 

sources of leadership change. 

7. The leadership challenges in beginning the turnaround process are 

predictable. 

8. Leaders turn their schools around by changing teacher attitudes and school 

cultures. 

Leithwood and Strauss (2009) report that the eight key findings from this study 

are consistent with research on successful turnaround leadership in organizational 

turnaround literature.  
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Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, and Lash define turnaround schools as schools where 

the focus is shifted from traditional means to a new model where adults rally as teams 

around students, particularly students in need (2007). They offer five preconditions for 

improving a turnaround school. Each requires strong and effective turnaround leadership: 

(1) Recognize the nature of the change, (2) recognize turnaround as a discipline, (3) 

change operating conditions, (4) build the capacity of lead turnaround partners, and (5) 

cluster for support (Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, & Lash, 2007). 

Another set of recommendations comes from Herman et al. (2008), who made 

four recommendations for quick and dramatic improvement in student achievement in 

low-performing schools. Primary among the recommendations is the need for strong 

leadership. Because failing schools do not have the luxury of years to implement 

incremental reforms, leaders at the school should make a clear commitment to dramatic 

changes and signal the magnitude and urgency of those changes (Herman, et al., 2008). 

The above are all examples from a growing body of evidence that suggests that 

one person with the right talents, temperament, and training can mobilize the energies of 

many people to turn a low-performing school around (Duke, 2007). In his research, Duke 

(2007) highlights five truths needed to effect radical school improvement. 

(1) There is no substitute for leadership 

(2) Leaders must be very knowledgeable about literacy as literacy lies at the heart 

of every failing school 

(3) Personal problems must be addressed 

(4) Leaders must be willing and able to manage the reforms 
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(5) The leader who planned and implemented the change may not be the best 

leader to sustain it.  

As Duke’s list suggests, the primary factor in turnaround success is the presence 

of a capable leader willing to take the steps necessary to make dramatic change quickly 

(Hassel, Hassel, Arkin, Kowal, & Steiner, 2006). Interestingly, these researchers also 

note that contrary to popular belief, experience with school turnarounds indicates that the 

number of teachers who typically need to be removed is small. Dramatic results are often 

obtained with the same teachers responding to the right principal's leadership (Hassel et 

al., 2006). 

Additional evidence about the importatnce of leadership in school turnaround 

comes from Rhim, Kowal, Hassel, & Hassel (2007). They developed a framework for 

understanding school turnaround drawn from efforts across a range of sectors, both 

public and private, and based on 59 sources from business, education, government, non-

profit, and multi-sector research. Shared themes were categorized under two broad 

factors that influence the success of the turnaround effort: environmental context and 

leadership actions and characteristics. Rhim et al. (2007) conclude that the capabilities of 

successful turnaround leaders reflect a combination of start-up and middle management 

capacities. Strong turnaround leaders exhibit a range of traits that must balance those 

characteristics. They must also be able to focus on a few key goals and benchmarks: 

• Focus on achieving a few wins in year one. 

• Implement what has to be done even though some desired changes may 

 conflict with current norms. 

• Ensure a rich source of data on key work. 
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• Make it clear that change is not optional and that everyone will be changing.  

• Funnel time and money into high-priority areas and stop unsuccessful efforts. 

• Acknowledge progress but stay focused on the goal; don’t let small successes 

 derail the overall transformation  

• Communicate a positive, compelling vision of the future 

• Help staff understand the problems from the customers’ point of view  

• Garner key support for the change. 

Fullan (2005) notes that turnaround leadership is “the kind of leadership needed 

for turning around a persistently low-performing school to one that is performing 

acceptably as measured by student achievement according to state tests” (p. 174). 

Assessing the role of strong interventions for failing schools is quite complicated, 

because the combination of intended and unintended consequences is difficult to sort out. 

(Fullan, 2005). 

Accountability is based on concepts of targets, inspections, or monitoring along 

with action consequences, although these are not mutually exclusive. Capacity building 

focuses on developments that increase the collective power of new knowledge and 

competencies, motivation to engage in improvement actions, and additional resources 

(Fullan, 2005). Placing schools on probation along with threats of further penalties could 

be an effective motivator; however, it fails to instill meaningful performance goals 

(Mintrop, 2003). Capacity building must become a core feature of all improvement 

strategies including turnaround leadership to address the difficult issues of sustainability 

and accountability (Fullan, 2005). 
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School Principal 

The principal is the leader of the school and leadership is the pivotal source of 

organizational success. It has been clearly shown in the above literature that successful 

school turnaround begins with successful school turnaround leadership (Leithwood & 

Strauss, 2009; Murphy, 2008). 

The job of a principal is never easy, even in a successful school. All principals, 

across time and circumstances, have shared common struggles such as a contradictory 

and confusing job, with a range of expectations and ever-changing working conditions 

(Rousmaniere, 2013).  However, the 21st-century school principal is held more 

accountable and has more responsibilities than his or her predecessors (Lashley, 2007).  

The role of the school principal has changed quite a bit in recent years. The 

principal was formerly thought of as a manager of the school. Management is moving, 

but being a leader in improving teaching and learning situations is more prominent. 

Strong, effective leadership is needed to provide the best experiences in the school setting 

(Ediger, 2014). School and district administrators, policymakers, and others have 

declared principal leadership as among the most pressing matters on a list of issues in 

public school education. (Harvey & Holland, 2011), particularly given that leadership is 

second only to classroom instruction as an influence on student learning (Leithwood & 

Reihl, 2003; Wahlstrom et al., 2010). 

It can be seen that effective leadership crucial for school improvement. Effective 

change within the school building comes only with the leadership of the principal 

(Cotton, 2003).  Effective principals can improve student achievement by understanding 

the technical aspects of education and knowing how and when to adjust their leadership 
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practices (Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). Principals play a vital role in setting the 

direction for successful schools (Davis et al, 2005). 

Support for the above statements comes from Hallinger and Heck (1998), who 

reviewed the literature from 1980 to 1995 exploring the relationship between principal 

leadership and student achievement. Their research found that principals directly impact 

schools’ academic capacity and indirectly influence student growth. While this indirect 

effect is relatively small, it is statistically significant and meaningful.  

In a later study, Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) 

reviewed the literature on school leadership and identified three core leadership practices: 

1. Developing people: effective school leaders enable teachers to do their jobs 

effectively, and offer intellectual support to improve the work. 

2. Setting direction for the organization by developing shared goals, monitoring 

organizational performance, and promoting effective communication 

3. Redesigning the organization by creating a productive school culture, 

removing organizational obstacles, and building cooperative processes. 

(Williamson, 2011) 

Leithwood and Seashore-Louis (2011) elaborated on this work, and categorized 

four essential components of the effective leader’s repertoire that enable them to perform 

the above practices: 

1. Setting directions, which comprises four elements: building a shared vision, 

fostering the acceptance of group goals, creating high performance 

expectations, and communicating the direction. The aim is to bring focus to 

both the individual and collective work of the school. 
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2. Developing people. The practices in this category are providing individualized 

support and consideration, offering intellectual stimulation, and modeling 

appropriate values and practices. The primary aim is capacity building of staff 

members including knowledge and skills needed as well as the disposition to 

persist in applying such knowledge and skills.   

3. Refining and aligning the school organization. Building collaborative cultures, 

restructuring the organization to support collaboration, building productive 

relations with families and communities, and connecting the school to the 

wider community are the specific practices. Increasing people’s motivation 

and capacity is not effective if the working conditions will not allow their 

effective application.   

4. Improving the instructional program. Practices included in this category are 

staffing, instructional support, monitoring school activities, buffering staff 

form destructions, and aligning resources.  

Their research reconfirmed that leaders who have a positive impact emphasize 

their contributions in four areas mentioned above (Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 2011).  

While most of the leadership studies have focused on traits and tasks, Sergiovanni 

(2006) took a different approach. Sergiovanni proposed that the leadership role of a 

principal is personal, and comprises three important dimensions - the heart, head, and 

hand.  Sergiovanni refers to the principals’ vision as heart of the leadership. The theories 

of practice the principal has adapted and applied throughout his/her leadership practice 

are the head of the leadership, and the actions, decisions, leadership behaviors that shape 

the school programs, policies, and procedures are the hand of school leadership. 
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These different approaches to defining the role and the principal in leadership of a 

turnaround school are all necessary components that lead to the creation of effective 

schools. Lezotte (1993) defined an effective school as “…one that can demonstrate the 

joint presence of quality (acceptably high levels of achievement) and equity (no 

differences in the distribution of that achievement among the major subsets of the student 

population)” (p. 22). The principal’s job as leader is to effectively communicate the 

school’s mission to students, staff, and parents. The principal has a moral obligation to 

ensure everyone has a shared understanding of the mission and a sense of purpose 

(Lezotte, 1993).  

Principals tend to share the ethics and value systems (morals) of the teachers they 

supervise, which is not surprising as they were once teachers themselves (Lortie, 2009). 

However, the principal has an additional moral obligation to overcome the challenges 

that the school faces by leading them through complex reform agendas. Such actions 

requires principals with courage, and the capacity to build new cultures based on trusting 

relationships and disciplined inquiry and action (Fullan, 2005). 

The need for courage is also evident in the findings of Murphy and Meyer’s 

(2008) study. They conclude that a strong principal is crucial for any turnaround process. 

They wrote that  

Successful turnaround schools almost always have good, if not exceptional, 

principals. As a common strand across successful turnaround schools, 

leadership is crucial. The principal typically sets the turnaround agenda, 

while leading teachers, involving the community, and building general 

capacity. (p. 321). 
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In contrast to leaders in business and commercial organizations, school principals 

are unable to use monetary rewards, the promise of promotion, or the threat of dismissal 

to manage teachers. Instead, they must rely on personal relationships with their staff to 

gain their cooperation (Lortie, 2009). Education research shows that most school 

variables have small effects on learning when each is considered separately. The real 

impact arises when individual variables combine to reach a critical goal. The principal’s 

job is to create the conditions under which that can occur (Harvey & Holland, 2011).  

In addition to Leithwood and Strauss’ (2009) work on a leader's influence on 

achievement, Robinson et al. (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of 27 studies on the 

relationship between leadership and student outcomes. Their analysis revealed that the 

more educational leaders focus on teaching and learning, the greater the influence on 

student performance (Oleszewski at al., 2012). 

Summing up all of this research on the traits and characteristics needed from 

principals in turnaround schools, and in effective schools, the Wallace Foundation’s work 

suggests that public education needs principals who can undertake five key 

responsibilities (Harvey & Holland, 2011): 

1. Shaping a vision of academic success for all students, based on high 

standards. 

2. Creating a climate hospitable to education in order that safety, a cooperative 

spirit, and other foundations of fruitful interaction prevail. 

3. Cultivating leadership in others so that teachers and other adults assume their 

part in realizing the school vision. 
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4. Improving instruction to enable teachers to teach at their best and students to 

learn at their utmost. 

5. Managing people, data and processes to foster school improvement.  

Texas principal standards. 

The Texas Principal Standards have been developed in accordance with Chapter 

149 of the Texas Administrative Code. The standards outline what knowledge principals 

should have and what competencies are required in order to improve school productivity 

and increase student achievement and outcomes. These standards are an important 

resource for principals as they consider their growth and development as school leaders 

in the 21st century (Texas Education Agency [TEA], 2015). There are five principal 

standards, which include specific knowledge and skills as well as indicators of standard 

implementation in the school.  

Standard 1-Instructional Leadership. The principal is responsible for ensuring that 

every student receives high-quality instruction. Effective principals will prioritize 

instruction and student achievement by developing and sharing a clear definition of high-

quality instruction based on best practices. The curriculum should be aligned with state 

standards, and principals should ensure that teachers align content across grades. The 

principal is also responsible for ensuring that the scope and sequence of the curriculum is 

sensitive to student diversity. Principals are expected to model instructional strategies and 

in turn set expectations for the content, rigor, and structure of lessons and unit plans. It is 

further expected that the principal will monitor instruction daily and, where needed, offer 

suggestions to improve instruction, by visiting classrooms, giving formative feedback to 

teachers, and attending grade or team meetings (TEA, 2015). 
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Standard 2-Human Capital. The principal is responsible for ensuring there are 

high-quality teachers and staff in every classroom and throughout the school. Effective 

principals treat faculty/staff members as their most valuable resource and invest in the 

development, support, and supervision of staff (TEA, 2015). 

The principal should provide staff with clear goals and expectations. When new 

teachers are hired, the principal should select candidates whose vision aligns with their 

school's vision and whose skills match the school’s needs. An effective principal helps 

teachers to develop and grow through regular observation, actionable feedback, coaching, 

and schoolwide supports so that teachers know how they are performing. The principal 

should facilitate professional learning communities to review data and support 

development, create opportunities for effective teachers and staff to take on a variety of 

leadership roles, and delegate responsibilities to staff and administrators on their 

leadership team. Data from observations, student data (such as test scores), and other 

sources should be collected throughout the year to provide accurate evaluations to all 

teachers and other staff (TEA, 2015). 

Standard 3-Executive Leadership. The principal is responsible for modeling a 

consistent focus on and commitment to improving student learning. Effective principals 

take personal responsibility for the success of the school. They motivate the school 

community by modeling a relentless pursuit of excellence. They are reflective in their 

practice and strive to continually improve, learn, and grow, acknowledge mistakes while 

remaining focused on solutions. When a strategy fails, principals should analyze data, 

assess implementation, and talk with stakeholders to understand what went wrong and 

how to adapt strategies moving forward. They keep staff inspired and focused on the end 
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goal even as they support effective change management. Principals are expected to have 

strong communication skills and understand how to communicate a message in different 

ways to meet the needs of various audiences. As part of their communication skills, they 

listen to others and create opportunities for staff and stakeholders to provide feedback. By 

treat all members of the community with respect, they develop strong, positive 

relationships (TEA, 2015). 

Standard 4-School Culture. The principal is responsible for establishing and 

implementing a shared vision and culture of high expectations for all staff and students. 

Effective principals leverage the schools’ culture to drive improved outcomes and to 

create high expectations. They establish and implement a shared vision of high 

achievement for all students and use that vision as the foundation for key decisions and 

priorities for the school. By establishing and communicating consistent expectations for 

staff and students, and providing supportive feedback, principals help create a positive 

campus environment. Principals should also be aware of students’ social and emotional 

development and help students develop resiliency and self-advocacy skills. Families are 

seen as key partners in supporting student learning, and structures are in place for two-

way communication, including regular updates on student progress. Regular 

opportunities are also created for families and the community to engage with the school 

and participate in school functions (TEA, 2015). 

Standard 5-Strategic Operations. The principal is responsible for implementing 

systems that align with the school’s vision and will improve the quality of instruction. 

Effective principals assess the current needs of their schools, reviewing a wide set of 

evidence to determine the schools' priorities, in order to create a strategic plan with 
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ambitious and measurable school goals, targets, and strategies. With their leadership 

teams, they regularly monitor multiple data points to evaluate progress towards those 

goals, adjusting strategies that are proving ineffective. They develop a year-long calendar 

and daily schedules that allow for both maximal instructional time, and time for teacher 

collaboration and data review. Effective principals are also good fiscal managers, 

allocating resources (staff time, dollars, and tools) wisely to align them with school 

priorities and goals, and they work to access additional resources as needed to support 

learning. They see central office staff as partners in achieving goals and collaborate with 

staff throughout the district to adapt policies as needed to meet the needs of students and 

staff (TEA, 2015). 

In creating these standards, the Texas Education Agency provides clear direction 

and standards for school principals. These standards provide a guideline for school 

governance and are a good way for principals to structure and assess their role in creating 

an effective school (TEA, 2015). 

Assistant Principal 

Assistant principals play important role in school leadership. Assistant principals 

are often more visible to teachers and students than are principals. Weller and Weller 

(2002) state that assistant principals’ responsibilities are commonly defined as 

“performing any and all duties assigned by a superior” (p. xiii). Therefore, it would be a 

great challenge for the school principal if the assistant principal did not share their vision 

and leadership goals. Meanwhile, however, assistant principals often feel unsupported in 

their role and professional goals, and unsure about their position within the school 

administration. 
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Oleszewski et al. (2012) reviewed the literature from 1970 to 2011 about assistant 

principals, and found that the position has been under-represented in professional 

literature (Glanz, 1994; Kaplan & Owings, 1999; Marshall & Hooley, 2006; Ribbins, 

1997). Assistant principals (APs) often see their positon as a stepping-stone to the 

principalship (Daresh & Voss, 2001). But the literature has shown that an assistant 

principalship does not serve as an effective training ground for the principalship and does 

not prepare APs for the principalship (Koru, 1993; Kwan, 2009; Mertz, 2006; Webb & 

Vulliamy, 1995). 

 However, the role of the assistant principal has become more complex and 

crucial for school improvement as the demands of schools have increased (Oleszewski at 

al., 2012). Considering the assistant principals’ impact on school leadership along with 

the assistant principalship being the natural career pathway to principalship, one can 

appreciate the importance of assistant principal preparation. However, the responsibilities 

of assistant principals does not prepare them to assume principalship (Koru, 1993; Kwan, 

2009; Mertz, 2006; Webb & Vulliamy, 1995).  

Most current assistant principals say that they do not feel prepared for their future 

role (Busch et al., 2010). The activities of the assistant principal in carrying out their 

current responsibilities does not provide training or experience in areas essential to being 

an effective principal (Koru, 1993). Emphasizing the potential of assistant principals to 

become principals, Mertz (2006) stated that assistant principals are not being prepared to 

lead schools in different ways than that which they are currently being led. APs are 

currently present in the schools and many of them will be the next generation of the 
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school principals. However, they are left without proper attention and there is no 

evidence that even principals see their assistants as potential principals (Mertz, 2006).   

University programs provide training for principalship; however, most educators do not 

directly begin as principals (Hartzell et al., 1994) but as assistant principals. University 

preparation programs do not provide courses specifically designed for assistant principals 

(Marshall & Howey, 2006). In addition to inadequate preparation, there is also a lack of 

professional development for assistant principals (Marshall, Mitchell, & Gross, 1994). 

Establishing specific training for assistant principals is both meaningful and necessary 

(Marshall, 1993). This being stated, assistant principals are “rarely afforded” the 

professional development opportunities that are afforded to teachers and principals get 

(Oleszewski et al., 2012, p. 267). Oliver (2005) states professional development programs 

for assistant principals should be designed to encourage skill development and impart a 

desire for principalship. 

Skill development training should focus on areas of need for assistant principals 

in their current roles. Marshall et al. (1994) identified these areas as problems that 

assistant principals deal with on a daily basis, such as community relations, discipline 

management, staff evaluation, program evaluation, instructional management, legal 

issues, emergencies, drug education, computer, facilities and fiscal management, bus 

scheduling, fundraising, and extracurricular supervision. Instructional leadership, 

including teacher supervision, personnel matters, curriculum, instruction, and student 

learning is another important area of need (Oliver, 2005). Budgeting and finance are also 

identified by assistant principals as one of the greatest areas of need for professional 

development (Owen-Fitgerald, 2010).   
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However, many assistant principal professional development programs are geared 

towards career advancement for assistant principals. Many school districts utilize grown-

your-own types of programs offering principal internships to develop their own pool of 

potential principals and other central office positions (Marshall, 1993). A CALDER 

(Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research) study of Clark, 

Martorell and Rockoff showed that there is a positive effect on school performance if the 

principal served as assistant principal in the same school (2009). Many districts have 

found that assistant principals who are in the pool of the district’s grown-your-own 

program interview better than sitting principals from other districts (Oleszewski at al., 

2012). 

Mentoring is also an essential part of professional development programs (Jayne, 

1996) for assistant principals. Assistant principals see the school principal as the 

facilitator of their professional development (Marshal & Hooley, 2006). Assistant 

principals who had a positive relationship with their principals are more likely to be 

better prepared for the principalship (Retelle, 2010). Although professional associations 

are named as a major source of growth for assistant principals (Olesweski et al., 2012), 

there is no national association solely for assistant principals.  

Because there is no formal, specific university and professional training related to 

the assistant principalship, the informal training and adaptation in the field that occurs 

through socialization is critical to the career development of the assistant principals 

(Marshall and Hooley, 2006). During this process, assistant principals begin to develop 

their new identities as administrators while losing their previous teacher identities 

(Greenfield, 1985). The socializing process allows the organization to “grow” the new 
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assistant principal. Greenfield (1985) identified the characteristics of assistant principal 

socialization as individual, informal, random, variable, serial and involving divestiture 

processes. The assistant principal is under the influence of the principal (socializing 

agent) in the individual stage. Socializing of assistant principal involves trial and error; 

therefore, it is informal and random, and the socialization time needed for assistant 

principal is variable (Greenfield, 1985).  

With socialization, assistant principals learn how to perform their tasks through 

what is lived and what is enforced or not at their school. These tasks include managing 

discipline, selecting areas of responsibility, and bureaucratic leadership (Mertz, 2006). 

The assistant principal learns from the principal and other colleagues what is meant to be 

successful, what is acceptable behavior, what the norms of the organization are, and how 

to advance in the field (Olesweski et al., 2012).  

Role of assistant principal. 

The specific roles and responsibilities of assistant principal are not precise or 

exact (Marshall & Hooley, 2006). “Performing any and all duties assigned by a superior” 

is the common contractual language used to define assistant principals’ responsibilities 

(Weller & Weller, 2002, p. xiii). This lack of clarity generally causes frustration and 

impacts assistant principals’ job performance (Ribbins, 1997; Harvey, 1994).   

Kwan (2009) categorized the roles of the assistant principals in eight dimensions: 

1. External communication and connection 

2. Quality assurance and accountability 

3. Teaching 

4. Learning and curriculum 
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5. Staff management 

6. Resource management 

7. Leader and teacher growth and development 

8. Strategic direction and policy environment 

Meanwhile, Olesweski et al. (2012) identified the three most prominent assistant 

principal job categories as student management, instructional leadership, and personnel 

management Throughout their literature review, Olesweski et al. (2012) found that most 

professionals in the education field sees assistant principals as disciplinarians. It is the 

responsibility of assistant principals to enforce the rules of the school, ensure student 

safety, mediate conflicts, and patrol the halls (Kaplan & Owings, 1999). Ninety percent 

of the assistant principals surveyed identified their chief duty as student management 

tasks such as dealing with discipline and supervising lunch duty (Glanz, 1994). 

Increasing visibility in the classroom and sharing student management responsibilities 

with other colleagues are few of the suggestions that have been made to increase assistant 

principals’ morale and motivation by allowing them to spend more time on other duties 

and responsibilities (Keesor, 2005; Porter, 1996; Marshall & Hoovey, 2006).    

Instructional leadership plays a crucial role in school leadership. As demands 

from schools increase, assistant principals are expected to perform an instructional 

leadership role in addition to their other roles (Olesweski, et al., 2012).  Instructional 

leader duties include designing the vision, setting goals, coaching and evaluating 

teachers, creating the master schedule, developing and managing curriculum and 

instructional programs, communicating with stakeholders, evaluating teachers, using data 

to make decisions and facilitating the professional development program for teachers and 
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support personnel (Kaplan & Owings, 1999; Lashway, 2007). Research indicated that 

assistant principals enjoy their instructional leadership duties (Glanz, 1994). Meanwhile, 

research also indicates assistant principals spend the least amount of time on instructional 

leadership activities (Hausman et al., 2002). Hausman et al. also found that assistant 

principals have less ability to understand, act, and be successful as instructional leaders if 

they spent less than five years in teaching (2002).  Assistant principals who lack the skills 

and experience do not feel comfortable performing instructional leadership types of tasks 

(Olesweski, et al., 2012). Assistant principals found spending more time with adults and 

focusing on teaching and learning very rewarding (Housman et al, 2002). 

Another role of assistant principals’ is personnel management. Personnel 

management includes scheduling, orientation for new teachers, faculty meetings, and 

managing substitute teachers (Olesweski, et al., 2012; Hausman et al, 2002). 

With this wide variety of tasks and roles, assistant principals can follow a number 

of career paths, even though it is most commonly seen as a stepping-stone towards a 

principalship. Marshall et al. (1994) found there are five specific career types of assistant 

principals: 

1. Upwardly mobile 

2. Career 

3. Plateaued 

4. Shafted 

5. Considered leaving. 

The upwardly mobile assistant principal has a strong mentor as well as an active 

network of colleagues. He/she takes limited risks carefully. He/she aims to fulfill the 
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expectations of supervisors and aligns his/herself with district expectations from 

administrators (Marshall et al., 1994). The career assistant principal is highly satisfied 

and comfortable in his/her role, and is not looking for promotion. His/her involvement is 

limited to the individual school. The plateaued assistant principal desires to be principal 

but has been denied, while the shafted assistant principal has met the criteria, but has not 

been promoted (Marshall et al., 1994).  

Knowledge, Skills, and Attributes (KSAs) 

So far, this literature review has covered the traits and tasks of principals and 

assistant principals, and their perceived roles in creating successful schools. The 

perception of principals and assistant principals in regard to the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes needed to be an effective leader is important because leaders develop their 

leadership style and base their actions on their beliefs and perceptions.  

Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003) conducted a meta-analysis of the last 30 

year of research that included more than 5,000 studies. They identified 70 studies, which 

included quantitative student achievement data based on some objective measure of 

achievement as a dependent variable, and teacher perception of leadership as an 

independent variable. These 70 studies included 2,394 schools and about 1.1 million 

students, and 14,000 teachers. They identified 21 leadership responsibilities that are 

significantly associated with student achievement. These 21 leadership responsibilities 

and their brief definitions are as follows: 

1. Affirmation: Recognizes and celebrates accomplishment and acknowledges 

failures. 

2. Change Agent: Actively challenges status quo. 
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3. Contingent Rewards: Recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments. 

4. Communication: Establishes strong lines of communication between all 

stakeholders. 

5. Culture: Fosters shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation. 

6. Discipline: Protects teachers from issues that would detract from their 

teaching. 

7. Flexibility: Adapts a leadership behavior to the needs of the current situation 

and is comfortable with dissent. 

8. Focus: Establishes clear goals and keeps these goals in the forefront of the 

school’s attention. 

9. Ideals/Beliefs: Communicates and operates from strong ideals and beliefs 

about schooling. 

10. Input: Involves teachers in the design and implementation of important 

decisions and policies. 

11. Intellectual Stimulation: Ensures faculty is aware of current theories and 

practices and makes discussion of these a regular aspect of the school’s 

culture.  

12. Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment: Is directly involved 

in the design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment 

practices. 

13. Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment: Is knowledgeable 

about current curriculum, instruction and assessment practices. 
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14. Monitoring/Evaluating: Monitors effectiveness of school practices and their 

impact on student learning. 

15. Optimizer: Inspires and leads new and challenging innovations. 

16. Order: Establishes set of standard operating procedures and routines. 

17. Outreach: Is an advocate and spokesperson for the school for all stakeholders. 

18. Relationships: Demonstrates awareness of the personal aspects of teachers and 

staff. 

19. Resources: Provides teachers with materials and professional development 

necessary for the successful execution of their duties.  

20. Situational Awareness: Is aware of the details and undercurrents in the 

running of the school and uses this information to address current and 

potential issues.  

21. Visibility: Has quality contact and interactions with teachers and students 

(Williamson, 2011). 

Fulfilling these leadership responsibilities helps principals to create effective 

schools; conversely, not fulfilling these duties effectively reduces school performance. 

Cotton (2003) conducted a review of educational research about principal behavior and 

student academic achievement. The study covered the 1970s to the early 2000s with 

special emphasis on the last 15 years. Cotton identified two lines of inquiry highlighting 

the importance of a principal’s influence. Effective school research as initiated by Ronald 

Edmonds, Wilbur Brookover, and Lawrence Lezotte, repeatedly identified strong 

administrative leadership, among few other factors, as being responsible for differences 

in school effectiveness. The other line of inquiry, as led by Leithwood, Montgomery, and 
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DeBevoise, focused primarily on the principal’s involvement in their school’s 

instructional programs. Cotton (2003) reviewed 81 studies and, in addition to the above 

leadership responsibilities,  identified 25 categories of principal behavior that positively 

affects student academic achievement, students’ and teachers’ attitudes and behavior, as 

well as dropout rates. The 25 categories of principal behaviors are: 

1. Safe and Orderly School Environment. 

2. Vision and Goals Focused on High Levels of Student Learning. 

3. High Expectations for Student Learning. 

4. Self-Confidence, Responsibility, and Perseverance. 

5. Visibility and Accessibility. 

6. Positive and Supportive School Climate. 

7. Communication and Interaction. 

8. Emotional and Interpersonal Support. 

9. Parent and Community Outreach and Involvement. 

10. Rituals, Ceremonies, and Other Symbolic Actions. 

11. Shared Leadership, Decision Making, and Staff Empowerment. 

12. Collaboration. 

13. Instructional Leadership. 

14. Outgoing Pursuit of High Levels of Student Learning. 

15. Norm of Continuous Improvement. 

16. Discussion of Instructional Issues. 

17. Classroom Observation and Feedback to Teachers. 

18. Support of Teacher Autonomy. 
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19. Support of Risk Taking. 

20. Professional Development Opportunities and Resources. 

21. Protecting Instructional Time.  

22. Monitoring Student Progress and Sharing Findings. 

23. Use of Student Progress Data for Program Improvement. 

24. Recognition of Student and Staff Achievement. 

25. Role Modeling. (Cotton, 2003). 

Knowledge of the curriculum. 

The role of the leader in terms of knowledge of curriculum is related to the extent that the 

leader is aware of best practices in this domain (Marzano et al., 2005). School leaders 

must be knowledgeable about effective practices in curriculum and instruction in order to 

provide guidance for teachers (Fullan, 2001). As the leader’s role is to guide and direct 

instructional improvement (Elmore, 2000), the principal must be keep up to date with 

current best practices (Marzano et al., 2005).  

The school leader’s involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment is 

critical to the concept of instructional leadership. Knowledge of subject matter and 

pedagogy should be as important to principals as to teachers (Stain & D’Amico, 2000).  

National Institute on Educational Governance, Finance, Policymaking, and Management    

researchers indicated that teachers view principals’ ability and willingness to provide 

instructional input as one of the most highly valued characteristics of principals (1999).   

Research indicates that students learn best when the curriculum is focused and of 

high quality (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). Since the enactment of No Child Left Behind 

(2001), principals have become more focused on academic standards and the methods of 



43 
 

 

obtaining student achievement (Sergiovanni, 2006).   Principals must become self- 

efficacious in knowledge and skills in curriculum development, and must advocate 

collaborate endeavors in different curriculum areas (Ediger, 2014). 

Principals can build an extensive knowledge base on curriculum and instruction 

by meeting with other administrators (Fullan, 2001), attending conferences featuring new 

research on instructional practices, and reading journal articles and books on research that 

supports the program the school is adapting (Marzano et al., 2005) 

Instructional leadership was also highlighted in a study by McEwan (2003). In 

this study, a list of 37 traits was sent out to 175 principals, superintendents, central office 

administrators, staff developers, university professors, teachers, parents, school board 

members, and education advocates.  They were asked to select the 10 most imperative 

traits from the list for a highly effective principal. Of the 108 respondents to the survey, 

71 reported instructional leader as the second most critical trait for a highly effective 

principal. Knowledge about teaching and learning was reported as the third highest trait.  

McEwan (2003) concluded that the highly effective principal is a self-sufficient 

instructional leader with a great deal of intelligence. 

Knowledge of the law. 

Principals need to be knowledgeable of the laws and regulations as legal matters 

arise in schools daily (Sughrue & Alexander, 2003). The Tenth Amendment to the 

Constitution declares all powers not delegated to federal government are reserved to the 

states. Therefore, state governments are responsible for education (Wash, Kemerer, & 

Maniotis, 2014). Following the tenth amendment, the Texas Constitution of 1876 
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established the legal base for public school system in the state by adopting Section I of 

Article VII: 

 A general diffusion of knowledge being essential to the preservation of the 

liberties and rights of the people, it shall be duty of the legislature of the State to 

establish and make suitable provision for the support and maintenance of an 

efficient system of free public schools. 

Freedom of speech, press, religion, and association, due process and other rights 

due to the Bill of Rights and the Fourteenth Amendment have a constitutional basis and 

furnishes a basis for litigation against public schools (Wash et al., 2014). The Texas 

Education Code (TEC) is the collection of laws passed by the Texas legislature that 

directly affect education. Constitutional, statutory, and case law are critical areas of 

interest for the principal because these laws govern all facets of public education 

(Sughrue & Alexander, 2003).   

It is essential that school boards, superintendents, and principals stay well 

informed of the changes in educational law and in the laws that affect school districts 

(Sughrue & Alexander, 2003). Principals should develop a school environment that 

addresses the diverse needs of all students and staff and ensures that the rights of each 

individual are respected. As it is very challenging to meet each individuals’ needs and 

rights, the school principal is to be able to modify and follow policies to the maximum 

possible extent while staying current with school law (Sughrue & Alexander, 2003). 

Leadership skills. 

This part of the literature review focuses on leadership as it relates to education. 

James Burns (1978) defines leadership as “leaders inducing followers to act for certain 
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goals that represent the values and the motivation… of both leaders and followers” (p. 

19). Burns then continues: “The genius of leadership lies in the manner in which leaders 

see and act on their own and their followers’ values and motivations” (p. 19).  

Leadership is crucial for schools just as it is for any organization because, among 

other reasons, leaders have the ability to unleash latent capacities in organizations 

(Wahlstrom et al., 2010). Without effective leaders, most of the goals of educational 

improvement will be very difficult to achieve. We are in danger of undermining the very 

standards and goals we have set for ourselves if we ignore that reality (Harvey & 

Holland, 2011). 

Many leadership theories have been influential in school leadership. The most 

prominent theories are transformational and transactional leadership, total quality 

management, servant leadership, situational leadership, and instructional leadership 

(Marzano et al., 2005). These are described below.  

Transformational and transactional leadership.  Transformational leadership is 

focused on change, while transactional leadership is defined as trading one thing for 

another (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Bass and Avolio identify three forms of transactional 

leadership: Management-by-exception-passive, management-by-exception-active, and 

constructive transactional (1994). All three forms involve setting standards or goals by 

the leader, however, the involvement of the followers in the process ranges from none to 

minimal.  

Four factors characterize transformational leaders (known as the four I’s): 

individualized consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and 

idealized influence (Sosic & Dionne, 1997). Kenneth Leithwood adapted the 
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transformational leadership model to educational leadership (1994) noting that the four 

I’s of transformational leadership are necessary skills for 21st century educational leaders.   

Total quality management (TQM). TQM was created by Edward Deming for e 

business world and has a strong influence on educational leadership (Marzano et al., 

2005). Deming identified 14 principles that pertain to all organizations (as cited in 

Marzano et al., 2005). These principles can be categorized according to five basic factors: 

change agent, teamwork, continuous improvement, trust building, and elimination of 

short-term goals (Waldman, 1993).  

Servant Leadership. This is based on Robert Greenleaf’s (1970) belief that 

effective leadership emerges from the desire to help others. A leader positions herself in 

the center of organization, as opposed to the top, in order to be in contact with all aspects 

of an organization and its people. A servant leader understands personal needs, heals the 

wounds due to conflicts in the organization, is a steward of the resources, develops the 

skills, and is an effective listener.    

Situational Leadership.  Situational leadership theory typically associated with 

work of Paul Hersey and Kenneth Blanchard (Marzano et al., 2005). The leader adapts 

his or her leadership behavior to followers’ ability and willingness. A leader can adapt 

one of four styles: “telling” style when followers are unable and unwilling; 

“participating” style when followers are unable but willing; “selling” style when 

followers are able but unwilling; and “delegating” style when followers are able and 

willing. An effective leader is able to utilize any of the four styles effectively, realizing 

no one style can be appropriate for all followers (Blanchard & Hersey, 1996; Hersey, 

Blanchard & Johnson, 2001). 
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Instructional leadership. Instructional leadership is the most popular theme in 

educational concepts in the North America. Smith and Andrews identify four roles of the 

instructional leader: resource provider, instructional resource, communicator, and visible 

presence (1989). Blase and Blase (1999) added the following characteristics: encouraging 

and facilitating the study of teaching and learning, facilitating collaborative efforts among 

teachers, encouraging coaching relationships among teachers, utilizing research-based 

decision-making, and implementing adult learning principles for teacher development. 

Principals are the instructional leaders of their schools (Leithwood &Wahlstrom, 2008).  

In their analysis of all related studies conducted over a 30-year period, Walters, 

Marzano, and McNulty identified 21 leadership responsibilities that are significantly 

associated with student achievement (as noted earlier in this chapter). Their research 

concluded that effective leadership is essential for organizational change, including 

change within schools. When pushing for change, effective leaders understand the value 

of protecting some aspects of the current culture, values, and norms. They are aware of 

the magnitude of change they are pursuing and tailor their leadership strategies 

accordingly. They also understand and value the people in the organization. They create 

learning environments that support people, connect them with one another, and provide 

the knowledge, skills, and resources they need to succeed (Waters et al., 2003).  

Another leadership assessment list comes from Collins (2001), who introduced 

Level 5 leadership. This style of leadership involves less management, and more 

motivation and coaching (2001). Collins lists the five levels of leadership: 

 Level 5 – Executive. Builds enduring greatness through a paradoxical 

blend of personal humility and professional will.  
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 Level 4 – Effective Leader. Catalyzes commitment to and vigorous pursuit 

of a clear and compelling vision, stimulating higher performance 

standards.  

 Level 3 – Competent Manager. Organizes people and resources toward the 

effective and efficient pursuit of pre-determined objectives.  

 Level 2 – Contributing Team Member. Contributes individual capabilities 

to the achievement of group objectives and works effectively with others 

in a group setting.  

 Level 1 – Highly Capable Individual. Makes productive contributions 

through talent, knowledge, skills, and good work habits (Collins, 2001).  

Although other levels of leadership can produce high levels of success, 

organizations cannot transform from “good to great” without Level 5 leadership. Collins 

(2001) also adds that “getting right people on the bus” and creating a culture of discipline 

are other factors that help transform organizations from good to great.  

Collins defines Level 5 leaders as executives who build enduring greatness 

through a paradoxical blend of personal humility and professional will. Level 5 leaders 

channel their ego needs away from themselves and into the larger goal of building a great 

company. Their ambition and priorities center on the institution, not themselves.  

Collins (2001) explains that there are two categories of people: those who do not 

have the Level 5 seed within them and those who do. The first category consists of 

people who could never bring themselves to vanquish their own needs for the greater 

ambition of their organization’s success. For them, the work will never be about what 

they build, create, and contribute. The great irony is that personal ambition is often what 
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drives people to become Level 4 leaders. However, personal ambition conflicts with the 

humility required to rise to Level 5. Collins (2001) explains that under the right 

circumstances — with self-reflection, a mentor, loving parents, a significant life 

experience, or other factors — the seed can begin to develop for the second category of 

people. 

In some cases, the kinds of leadership traits that lead to success in the business 

world translate well into the domain of education; other times, the translation is less 

direct. In response to the need for leadership studies that are directly applicable to school 

settings, The National Association of Secondary Principals (2010) conducted an analysis 

of the literature on school leadership, complemented by their 30 years of work of 

assessing and studying school leaders. The NASSP study identifies four sets of skills that 

include the most essential aspects of school leadership. The study also listed 10 discrete 

skills with in these four areas. 

Table 1.1 

NASSP’s most essential school leadership skills. 

Skill Theme Discrete Leadership Skills 

Educational Leadership 1. Setting Instructional Direction 
2. Teamwork 
3. Sensitivity 

Resolving Complex Problems 4. Judgement 
5. Results Orientation 
6. Organizational Ability 

Communication 7. Oral Communication 
8. Written Communication 

Developing Self and Others 9. Developing Others 
10. Understanding Own Strengths And 

Weaknesses  
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Educational Leadership Policy Standards (ISLLC, 2008) similarly provides six 

standards that consist of functions that help define strong school leadership. These 

standards are the broad and high-priority themes that education leaders must address in 

order to promote the success of every student. These six standards are listed as follows: 

1. Setting a widely shared vision for learning. 

2. Developing a school culture and instructional program conducive to student 

learning and staff professional growth. 

3. Ensuring effective management of the organization, operation, and resources 

for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment.  

4. Collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse 

community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 

5. Acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.  

6. Understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, legal, and 

cultural context. 

Given the importance of strong leadership from principals in creating effective 

schools (Cotton, 2003; Waters et al., 2003), it is essential to cultivate the necessary 

personal and professional traits for leadership in both principals and assistant principals 

(Marzano et al., 2005). As seen, there are a number of different models and lists that a 

principal can use to guide their professional development as leaders. Another skill for 

principals to be effective leaders is being good managers (Williams-Boyd, 2002).  

Management skills. 

A well-known quote from Bennis and Nanus (1985) has a unique way to 

distinguish between manager and leadership roles: “Managers are people who do things 



51 
 

 

right, and leaders are people who do the right thing” (p. 21).  Williams-Boyd (2002) 

reported that the skills needed to be an efficient administrator are contingent upon the 

leader being an effective manager. Meanwhile, Weller and Weller reported that a person 

can be a leader without being manager, and the same is true for a manager (2002). 

Managers generally focus on the micro concepts of the organization. Managers 

enforce the policy and procedures providing better productivity. They deal with the day-

to-day problems of subordinates, making sure the organization works properly. Managers 

are organized people; they pay attention to details; and they are concerned about how 

things get done. Managers work closely with others. Their effectiveness largely depends 

on their specialized knowledge and interpersonal skills (Weller & Weller, 2002). 

The above describes some of the more technical aspects of a principal’s job quite 

well. Sergiovanni (1995) analyses principal leadership in five leadership forces: (1) 

technical, (2) human, (3) educational, (4) symbolic, and (5) cultural.  The technical aspect 

of leadership is about the management techniques and skills.  An effective principal is a 

planner, scheduler, manager, and producer of optimum effectiveness for the school. 

These functions demonstrate the technical aspect of the leadership. Technical leadership 

ensures that the school will be supervised effectively and efficiently. Managers spend 

most of their time (over 80%) dealing with specific issues and problems affecting their 

immediate sphere of influence. Therefore, highly effective managers are highly organized 

and knowledgeable in time-management techniques (Bass, 1990). 

Human leadership involves getting subordinates to perform their duties. To do 

this,  managers can use positional authority, fear, barter, manipulation, and the 

bureaucracy of the organization (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn, 1998). While some 



52 
 

 

workers are willing to follow orders, some subordinates, at best, will comply 

involuntarily to the manager’s assignments while others will display “spiteful obedience” 

(Bennis & Nanus, 1985). 

Managers are liaisons for their superiors. They are responsible for getting 

subordinates to efficiently and effectively complete their tasks.  Managers must possess 

the necessary skills to assist others in performing their work while maintaining credibility 

and the respect of subordinates. Well-developed human-relations skills are needed to 

keep managers from authoritarian behaviors, which would harm staff morale, job 

satisfaction, and cause a loss of respect from subordinates (Weller & Weller, 2002).  

Effective managers emphasize teamwork, encourage individual initiative, and 

practice joint decision-making (Hammer & Champy, 1993). Effective managers also 

help, support, and facilitate others to excel while placing less emphasis on controlling and 

directing the work of others (Drucker, 1995). Effective managers place the emphasis less 

on their authority and power to enforce rules and regulations, and more on providing 

satisfying experiences that motivate subordinates to perform at higher levels (Weller & 

Weller, 2002).  

Communication skills. 

In order to be effective leaders and managers, it is also essential for principals to 

have top-notch verbal and non-verbal communication skills. Researchers consistently 

find a positive relationship between principals' human interaction and communication 

skills and the success of their students. Effective principals not only share information, 

but they also listen and take the suggestions of staff and students seriously, 

acknowledging that they do not have all the answers (Cotton, 2003).  Wendel, Hoke, and 
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Joekel (1996) find that successful administrators use communication skills to build close 

relationships and use relationships to extend communication patterns. Ediger (2014) adds 

that communication between communicator and communicatee need to be clear, concise, 

and accurate. 

In the Marzano et al. (2005) list of 21 responsibilities of the school leader, one of 

the responsibilities was communication.  Communication refers to the extent that school 

leaders establish strong lines of communication with students and teachers. Marzano et 

al. state that almost all theories of leadership give high value to communication. Effective 

communication might be considered the glue that holds together all the other 

responsibilities of leadership (Scribner, Cockrell, Cockrell, & Valentine, 1999).  Marzano 

et al. list three associated practices with the communication responsibility of the 

leadership: (1) being easily accessible to teachers, (2) developing effective means for 

teachers to communicate with each other, and (3) maintaining open and effective lines of 

communication with staff (2005).  

In McEwan’s (2003) study, 74 of the participants reported the ability to 

communicate effectively as the most important skill a school principal should have.  

Successful principals spend the majority of their day communicating through listening, 

speaking, reading, or writing.  For the principal, communication with all of the 

stakeholders of the school should be clear, effective, beneficial, and useful . She also 

concluded that the effective principal is a communicator who is sincere and willing to 

listen, able to sympathize, engage, and unite with students, parents, and teachers in a 

constructive and valuable way, in addition to having the capability to instruct, present, 

and inspire individuals in a group setting.  
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Interpersonal skills. 

Lortie (2009) stated that since principals lack the ability to use monetary rewards, 

the promise of promotion, or the threat of dismissal to manage teachers, they must instead 

rely on personal relationships with their staff to gain their cooperation. 

Marzano et al. (2005) noted that effective professional relationships are important 

for the execution of all other leadership responsibilities. Interpersonal relationships were 

another of their 21 leadership responsibilities. Marzano et al. define relationship 

responsibility as the extent to which the school leader demonstrates an awareness of the 

personal lives of teachers and staff. Principals should rely more on face-to-face 

relationships than on the school’s bureaucratic structure (Elmore, 2000).  Furthermore, 

Fullan (2001) emphasizes the importance of the school leader’s personal relationships 

with staff to help staff and administrators stay aligned during times of uncertainty.   

Another responsibility Marzano et al. (2005) listed in relation to interpersonal 

skills is visibility. They define visibility as the extent to which the school leader has 

contact and interacts with teachers, students, and parents. Visibility is an extremely 

important characteristics of effective leaders; however, it is often neglected (Whitaker, 

1997). Highly effective principals visit classrooms everyday (Fink & Resnick, 2001; 

Blase & Blase, 1999).  Marzano et al. (2005) found that the importance of school 

principals’ visibility is twofold: to communicate the message that the principal is 

interested and engaged in daily operation of the school; and it gives principal 

opportunities to interact with teachers and students regarding practical issues.  

Cotton (2003) conducted a review of educational research about principal 

behavior and student academic achievement. The study covered more than 30 years of 
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research from 1970s. Cotton’s study identified emotional and interpersonal support as 

one of the 25 leadership practices that positively affect student achievement, behavior, 

attendance, and dropout rates as well as teacher attitudes and behaviors. Valentine and 

Bowman (1991) found that, as Cotton (2003) reports, principals at high-performing 

schools received higher marks for their ability to foster positive interpersonal 

relationships and effective communication.  

Gray and Streshly (2008) also found that interpersonal relationships also affect 

the school culture. They report that a critical component for principal leadership is the 

ability to interact and develop relationships with students, teachers, parents, and 

community members. The principal must promote teamwork and dedication among all of 

the stakeholders.  The interpersonal relationships established by the principal help to 

form the school culture in ways that promote scholarship, cooperation, and an atmosphere 

in which all stakeholders are valued and appreciated. 

Attributes of effective school leaders: visionary. 

A good leader also has the ability to communicate a vision of excellence to all 

those they work with. Weise (1992) states that the research on effective schools clearly 

indicates that an effective principal is an instructional leader who provides a vision of 

excellence that radiates throughout the school. Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, 

and Wahlstrom reviewed the literature in 2004 on school leadership and identified setting 

direction for the organization as of the three core leadership practices. Leithwood at al. 

(2004) state that setting direction for the organization could be achieved by developing 

shared goals, monitoring organizational performance, and promoting effective 

communication. 
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In a later study, Leithwood and Seashore-Louis (2011) categorized four essential 

components of the effective leader’s repertoire. Setting directions was listed as the first of 

four essential components. Leithwood and Seashore-Louis (2011) explain that setting 

direction comprises four practices: building a shared vision, fostering the acceptance of 

group goals, creating high performance expectations, and communicating direction. The 

aim is to bring focus to individual and collective work in the school. 

Earlier in this chapter, we also noted that Sergiovanni (2006) theorized that the 

leadership role of principal in comprised of three important dimensions- the heart, head, 

and hands.  Sergiovanni refers to the principals’ vision as the heart of the leadership. In 

an earlier work, Sergiovanni (1992) noted that he principal provides the vision for the 

school. Sergiovanni (2006) further elaborates on this, and identifies the principal’s vision 

as a contract that details the role and responsibilities of the school.  The vision binds the 

community, the school leadership, and the school together to form a cohesive group 

working as a team to realize the vision. This thick vision includes the school’s vision, 

mission, goals, and road map on how to achieve the objectives.  

Cotton (2003) found in her review of three decades of literature that a principal’s 

strong focus on academics is a key determinant of a school’s achievement outcomes. 

Such principals allocate generous amounts of time to pursuing academic objectives, 

communicating high learning expectations for all students, and making sure that mission 

statements, slogans, mottoes, and displays emphasizing the school’s academic goals are 

visible around the school.   

Scheurich’s 1998 investigation found successful schools and their leaders have a 

particular vision driven by passionate commitment to their belief of that all students can 
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learn. Mendez-Morse (1991) notes that successful principals have a vision in which they 

picture what they want students to achieve. These principals engage teachers, parents, 

students and others to share in developing the vision as well as encouraging them to join 

in the efforts to make the vision a reality.  

Marzano et al. (2005) state that educational researchers and theorist are in 

agreement that schools are quite willing to try too many new things. An effective school 

leader ensures that change efforts focus on clear and concreate goals. Marzano et al. 

(2005) therefore include responsibility of focus in their 21 responsibilities of effective 

school leaders. They define focus as the extent to which the leader establishes clear goals 

in the forefront of the school’s attention.  

The Council of the Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) also stresses the 

importance of setting a vision for success. In 2008, with the help of the Wallace 

Foundation, CCSSO updated the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) leadership standards. The ISLLC 2008 standards were developed by the 

National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA), a steering committee of 

10 membership organizations that represents state policymakers, school leaders, 

professors of education, and other scholars. These standards organize the functions that 

define strong school leadership and represent six broad, high-priority themes that 

education leaders must address in order to promote the success of every student. The very 

first standard is Setting a Shared Vision for Learning. The other five standards are: 

2. Developing a school culture and instructional program conducive to student 

learning and staff professional growth; 
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3. Ensuring effective management of the organization, operation, and resources 

for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment; 

4. Collaborating with faculty and community members, responding to diverse 

community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources; 

5. Acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner;  

6. Understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, legal, and 

cultural context. (Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, 2008) 

Attributes of effective school leaders: ethics and values.  

All of the above knowledge, skills, and attributes would be of little use without a system 

of ethics and values to guide them.  Foster (1986) emphasized that each educational 

administration decision carries with it a restructuring of human lives; consequently, 

educational administration at its heart is about the resolution of educational dilemmas. As 

society becomes more demographically diverse, educators need to develop, foster, and 

lead tolerant and democratic schools (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011). 

John Dewey (1902) defines ethics as the science that deals with conduct insofar as 

things are considered right or wrong, good or bad. Questions of “ethics by whom?” and 

“right or wrong by whom?” led researchers and theorists to propose three kinds of ethics 

originating from diverse traditions that impact educational leadership. These three 

paradigms include ethics of justice, critique, and care.  

According to Delgado (1995), ethics of justice are characterized by faith in the 

justice system and hope for progress. It is defined as “commitment to human freedom” as 

well as “making decisions that respect the equal sovereignty of the people” (Strike, 1991, 

p. 415). Ethics of justice emerge from two schools of thought. One school, originating 
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from the works of Hobbes and Kant, considers individuals as central and sees social 

relationships as a type of social contract where individuals gives up some rights for the 

good of the whole. The other, originating from works of Aristotle, Rousseau, Hegel, and 

Dewey, sees society as central and seeks to teach individuals how to behave according to 

society’s norms (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011). 

If the law is wrong, such as was the case with racial segregation, one must turn to 

ethics that make just and fair decisions, such as ethics of critique or ethics of care. The 

ethics of critique is aimed at awakening educators to inequalities in society and in 

schools. The ethics of care is another types of ethics education leaders should consider. 

Ethics of care ask that individuals consider the consequences of their decisions and 

actions. Who will benefit? Who will be hurt? What are the long terms effects (Shapiro & 

Stefkovich, 2011)? Ethics of justice are a hierarchical model that issues decrees from 

those in positions of authority, while ethics of critique and ethics of care emphasize 

communication and interaction. It is essential for educational leaders to move away from 

top-down, hierarchical models for making decisions and turn instead to a leadership style 

that emphasizes relationships and connections (Beck, 1994). 

Summary of Literature 

In summary, this literature review has revealed that very much needed school 

reform begins with teachers, administrators and school staff (Fullan, 2009 & Elmore, 

2004). Turning around a school first requires that the right school leadership is in place 

(Murphy, 2008; Leithwood and Strauss, 2009; Duke, 2007).  An effective principal is one 

of the key factors in student achievement; without it, transforming a failing school is next 

to impossible (Harvey & Holland, 2011). 
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Assistant principalships serve as stepping-stone to principalship (Daresh & Voss, 

2001), and yet the position is not an effective training ground for the principalship (Koru, 

1993). In addition to that, the role and experience of assistant principals has been 

underrepresented in the professional literature (Koru, 1993; Kwan, 2009; Mertz, 2006; 

Webb and Vulliamy, 1995). This study enhances the current body of research by 

providing information about how assistant principals perceive knowledge, skills, and 

attributes (KSAs) needed to be an effective school leader, and how that differs from the 

perception of principals. This information can be used at universities and other principal 

preparation programs as well as in principal and assistant principal professional 

development programs within school districts. The study also provides recommendations 

about role of assistant principals who are in the promotion track in order that they might 

become effective school leaders who are capable of bringing in changes that result in 

higher student achievement.  



 

Chapter III  

Methodology 

The purpose of this study is to compare the knowledge, skills and attributes 

(KSAs) needed to be effective school principal to KSAs needed to be effective assistant 

principal. The research methods that were used to answer the research questions are 

detailed in this chapter. The chapter consists of five components, (a) research questions, 

(b) participants, (c) instrument (d) data collection procedures, (e) data analysis 

procedures, (f) limitations, and (h) summary.   

The current study is a part of a larger, multi-phase study of principals and 

assistant principals in the Gulf Coast region of Southeast Texas.  The Principal as a 

Successful Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; Waxman, MacNeil, & Lee, 2006) was 

designed to gain a better understanding of the multiple issues that principals and assistant 

principals perceive as important factors in defining administrative success.  The findings 

from this study can be used to inform principal preparation programs within the 

university as well as the practice of acting school administrators.  The Successful Leader 

Project incorporates three stages, which are as follows: 

1. Phase 1 - quantitative survey research of principals' attitudes and 

perceptions. 

2. Phase 2 -longitudinal study of how those attitudes and perceptions change 

over time. 

3. Phase 3 - development, implementation, and evaluation of a new principal 

development program based on research from the first two phases. 
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While the larger study focuses on many important issues facing the school 

administrators such as parental involvement, student discipline, and teacher supervision, 

as well as other obstacles and frustration, the current study focused exclusively on 

knowledge, skills and attributes (KSAs). More specifically, the study examined KSAs 

perceived as critical to be a successful school principal and a successful assistant 

principal.   The responses obtained from the Successful Principals Project pertaining to 

the KSAs were quantitative. 

This paper is a continuation of Phase 1 of the larger study and only deals with the 

knowledge, skills, and attributes (KSAs) section of the survey. Quantitative research 

design is appropriate for this study because it describes the perceptions of both principals 

and assistant principals about the relative importance of the various KSAs needed by 

successful school administrators.       

Research Questions   

Research questions are listed below: 

1. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 

knowledge needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project?  

2. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived skills 

needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by 

the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 
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3. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 

attributes needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 

4. Do significant differences exist between the perceptions of assistant principals 

and principals with regard to the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be a 

successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a 

Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity, years of experience, gender, 

or their school’s academic rating? 

Participants   

There are 371 assistant principals and 305 principals who participated in the 

study. Seven assistant principals and one principal did not respond to section H of the 

study; therefore, their data are deleted. The participants were campus principals and 

assistant principals in a large metropolitan area in the south central region of the U.S.  

Characteristics of the participants who responded to the survey are reported in Table 3.1. 

Both principals and assistant principals include male (218) and female (408) participants 

from a variety of ethnic backgrounds including White (387), Hispanic (102), African-

American (152), other (20), and no response (13). Ages of the participants varied from 

late twenties to over sixty-three years of age. Participants’ experiences in education 

varied from four years to 42 years while their experience in the current positions varied 

from less than a year to 27 years.  

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) ranks all state public schools according to 

the state accountability system. Each school is issued an academic rating. Participants are 
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asked to self-report their campuses’ academic ratings.  90% of the schools received 

academic ratings, only 7% received Unacceptable while 53% received Acceptable and 

others received Recognized (32%) or Exemplary (8%) ratings.  

Table 3.1 

Demographics of Principals and Assistant Principals Represented in the Survey 

Gender 
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid F 231 63.5 69.8 69.8

M 100 27.5 30.2 100.0
Total 331 90.9 100.0  

Missing . 33 9.1   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid F 177 58.2 60.0 60.0
M 118 38.8 40.0 100.0
Total 295 97.0 100.0  

Missing . 9 3.0   
Total 304 100.0   

 
 
Ethnicity 
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid Asian 10 2.7 2.8 2.8

Black 90 24.7 25.2 28.0
Hispanic 69 19.0 19.3 47.3
American 
Indian 

1 .3 .3 47.6

NonResident 1 .3 .3 47.9
White 186 51.1 52.1 100.0
Total 357 98.1 100.0  

Missing . 7 1.9   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid Asian 2 .7 .7 .7
Black 62 20.4 20.8 21.5
Hispanic 33 10.9 11.1 32.6
White 201 66.1 67.4 100.0
Total 298 98.0 100.0  

Missing . 6 2.0   
Total 304 100.0   
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Years of Experience  
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid 3 1 .3 .3 .3

4 3 .8 .9 1.2
5 3 .8 .9 2.1
6 9 2.5 2.7 4.7
7 8 2.2 2.4 7.1
8 25 6.9 7.4 14.5
9 18 4.9 5.3 19.9
10 37 10.2 11.0 30.9
11 18 4.9 5.3 36.2
12 19 5.2 5.6 41.8
13 16 4.4 4.7 46.6
14 16 4.4 4.7 51.3
15 20 5.5 5.9 57.3
16 16 4.4 4.7 62.0
17 12 3.3 3.6 65.6
18 7 1.9 2.1 67.7
19 9 2.5 2.7 70.3
20 15 4.1 4.5 74.8
21 8 2.2 2.4 77.2
22 4 1.1 1.2 78.3
23 12 3.3 3.6 81.9
24 6 1.6 1.8 83.7
25 9 2.5 2.7 86.4
26 6 1.6 1.8 88.1
27 4 1.1 1.2 89.3
28 6 1.6 1.8 91.1
29 3 .8 .9 92.0
30 11 3.0 3.3 95.3
32 1 .3 .3 95.5
33 5 1.4 1.5 97.0
34 3 .8 .9 97.9
35 4 1.1 1.2 99.1
36 1 .3 .3 99.4
37 1 .3 .3 99.7
40 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 337 92.6 100.0  

Missing System 27 7.4   
Total 364 100.0   
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Years of Experience  
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
P Valid 4 1 .3 .3 .3

5 1 .3 .3 .7
6 2 .7 .7 1.3
7 3 1.0 1.0 2.4
8 1 .3 .3 2.7
9 3 1.0 1.0 3.7
10 10 3.3 3.4 7.1
11 9 3.0 3.0 10.1
12 10 3.3 3.4 13.5
13 10 3.3 3.4 16.8
14 8 2.6 2.7 19.5
15 13 4.3 4.4 23.9
16 13 4.3 4.4 28.3
17 5 1.6 1.7 30.0
18 10 3.3 3.4 33.3
19 6 2.0 2.0 35.4
20 13 4.3 4.4 39.7
21 11 3.6 3.7 43.4
22 16 5.3 5.4 48.8
23 13 4.3 4.4 53.2
24 8 2.6 2.7 55.9
25 18 5.9 6.1 62.0
26 10 3.3 3.4 65.3
27 16 5.3 5.4 70.7
28 6 2.0 2.0 72.7
29 9 3.0 3.0 75.8
30 13 4.3 4.4 80.1
31 9 3.0 3.0 83.2
32 11 3.6 3.7 86.9
33 16 5.3 5.4 92.3
34 2 .7 .7 92.9
35 6 2.0 2.0 94.9
36 1 .3 .3 95.3
37 4 1.3 1.3 96.6
38 4 1.3 1.3 98.0
39 3 1.0 1.0 99.0
40 2 .7 .7 99.7
42 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 297 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 7 2.3   
Total 304 100.0   
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Rating 

Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
AP Valid Low Performing 15 4.1 4.5 4.5

Acceptable 184 50.5 55.8 60.3
Recognized 96 26.4 29.1 89.4
Exemplary 35 9.6 10.6 100.0

Total 330 90.7 100.0  
Missing System 34 9.3   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid Low Performing 6 2.0 2.2 2.2
Acceptable 138 45.4 50.9 53.1
Recognized 96 31.6 35.4 88.6
Exemplary 31 10.2 11.4 100.0
Total 271 89.1 100.0  

Missing System 33 10.9   
Total 304 100.0   

 
Instrument   

 The survey was administered by graduate students in the Educational Leadership 

program at a major university in the south central region of the U.S.  The students were 

trained on how to administer the survey and instructed to limit the survey to practicing 

principals and assistant principals.  The survey included a wide range of questions 

pertaining to the participants’ perceptions of successful school leadership. In its entirety, 

the survey instrument included 115 items.  Of the 115 items, 22 gathered information 

pertaining to the principals’ background and school demographics as well as experiential 

data.  The information can be categorized into three levels of measurement: nominal (e.g. 

gender), ordinal (e.g. over 63 years of age), and ratio (the number of years as a principal).  

There were 62 Likert-type questions, as well as 31 open-ended questions, which required 

descriptive responses from the participants. 

 The Principal as a Successful Leader Project was originally conceived to give 

clinical experience to Master of Education students.  The survey was developed by a 
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professor with a group of principals and Master of Education program students as a part 

of a larger study called the Principal as a Successful Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; 

Waxman, MacNeil, & Lee, 2006). Some of the survey questions were open–ended, which 

provided a standardized framework for the Masters’ students to participate in engaging 

interactions with the principals they surveyed.  The topics selected for the survey were 

developed by principals, which allowed them to focus on topics which they felt were 

critical areas to the field of education.  After a semester’s time, the survey questions were 

revisited to narrow the focus of the survey. 

  The current study focuses on Section H of the Successful School Leadership 

Project.  The principal survey asked each of the 305 principals to rate on a scale from one 

to five, with five being the most and one being the least, which of following represents 

the important knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be a successful principal. The 

principal survey included three quantitative questions about the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes that are needed to be a successful principal. The assistant principal survey also 

asked the same three questions about the knowledge, skills, and attributes that are needed 

to be successful assistant principal to each of the 371 assistant principals.    

 Principals and assistant principals were asked to rate on a scale from 1 to 5, with 5 

being the most and 1 being the least, which of following represents the important 

knowledge you should have to be a successful principal or assistant principal, 

respectively? 

 Knowledge of people  1 2 3 4 5 

 Curriculum  1 2 3 4 5 

 Law   1 2 3 4 5 
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 Fiscal   1 2 3 4 5 

 Which of following represents important skills you should have to be a successful 

principal or assistant principal, respectively?   

 Interpersonal   1 2 3 4 5 

 Communication  1 2 3 4 5 

 Leadership  1 2 3 4 5 

 Management  1 2 3 4 5 

 Technical   1 2 3 4 5 

Which of following represents important attributes you should have to be a successful 

principal or assistant principal, respectively?   

 Positive disposition 1 2 3 4 5 

 Visionary  1 2 3 4 5 

 Ethics and Values 1 2 3 4 5 

 Good Communicator 1 2 3 4 5 

 Organize   1 2 3 4 5 

Data Collection   

 This study is based on archival data which was collected for the Principal as a 

Successful Leader Project. Skilled interviewers were needed to accurately record the 

information reported by 305 participating principals and 371 assistant principals. As part 

of their course requirements, Masters students of the University of Houston’s Educational 

Leadership program conducted face-to-face interviews to ensure surveys were completed 

thoroughly and to probe for clarifying answers when asking open-ended questions. Each 

semester, a different set of Masters students administered the survey.  
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 During the 18-month period when the survey was conducted by different sets of 

graduate students, some principals and assistant principals were surveyed more than one 

time.  Previous reviews of the survey data indicated that 178 principals were administered 

the survey more than one time (Williams, 2010) and 86 assistant principals were 

administrated the survey more than one time (Vick, 2011). The first interview data were 

kept and the later responses were deleted in order to remove duplicate entries.  The 

duplicate data were used by researchers Williams and Vick to establish instrument 

reliability. The researcher of the current study has no access to the deleted responses.  

Data Analysis Procedures   

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used for data analysis. 

Descriptive statistics were reported for all variables. One-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) method was utilized to answer research questions one, two and 

three.  There was one independent variable: participant’s role (principal or assistant 

principal) while there were four dependent variables for question # 1 (knowledge of 

people, knowledge of curriculum, knowledge of law, and fiscal knowledge), five 

dependent variables for question #2 (interpersonal skills, communication skills, 

leadership skills, management skills, technical skills), and five dependent variables for 

Question #3 (positive disposition, visionary, ethics, good communicator, organize).     

To answer research question #4, two-way multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) model was used. Two independent variables are participant’s role (principal 

or assistant principal) and one of the demographic information as asked by the question 

#4 (ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or school’s academic rating). Dependent 

variable was one of the following three: knowledge, skills, and attributes. Two-way 
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MANOVA was set for 12 times (four demographics by three knowledge, skills, and 

attributes) to examine if a significant difference exists between assistant principals’ 

perception and principals’ perception based on any of ethnicity, years of experience, 

gender, or school’s academic rating.  

Limitations 

As participants were selected by students in Masters of Education programs, the 

data sampling cannot be considered true randomized sampling. The students generally 

selected participants from their own districts for the sake of convenience.  Different 

students interviewed the same principals or assistant principals. It resulted in duplicate 

interviews. These duplicate interviews were used to test the validity of the survey.  

This study is also limited as it solely depends on quantitative data. The researcher 

does not have access to any type of qualitative data to analyze how the participants felt 

about knowledge, skills, and attributes that were listed to be a successful school 

administrator. 



 

Chapter IV  

Results 

This study examined if significant differences exist between assistant principals 

and principals with regard to their perception of the knowledge, skills, and attributes 

needed to be successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; Waxman, MacNeil, & 

Lee, 2006). In addition, the study examined if any significant difference exists, based on 

principals’ and assistant principals’ ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or their 

school’s academic rating with regard to their perception of the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes needed to be successful assistant principal and principal respectively. This 

Chapter presents results of the data analysis.  

Demographics 

There are 371 assistant principals and 305 principals who participated in the 

study. Seven assistant principals and one principal did not respond to section H of the 

study; therefore, their data are deleted. The participants were campus principals and 

assistant principals in a large metropolitan area in the south central region of the U.S.  

Characteristics of the participants who responded to the survey are reported in Table 4.1. 

Both principals and assistant principals include male (218) and female (408) participants 

from a variety of ethnic backgrounds including White (387), Hispanic (102), African-

American (152), other (20), and no response (13). Ages of the participants varied from 

late twenties to over sixty-three years of age. Participants’ experiences in education 

varied from four years to 42 years while their experience in the current positions varied 

from less than a year to 27 years.   
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Table 4.1  

Demographics of Participants Represented in the Survey 
Gender 
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid F 231 63.5 69.8 69.8

M 100 27.5 30.2 100.0
Total 331 90.9 100.0  

Missing . 33 9.1   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid F 177 58.2 60.0 60.0
M 118 38.8 40.0 100.0
Total 295 97.0 100.0  

Missing . 9 3.0   
Total 304 100.0   

 
Ethnicity 
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid Asian 10 2.7 2.8 2.8

Black 90 24.7 25.2 28.0
Hispanic 69 19.0 19.3 47.3
American 
Indian 

1 .3 .3 47.6

NonResident 1 .3 .3 47.9
White 186 51.1 52.1 100.0
Total 357 98.1 100.0  

Missing . 7 1.9   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid Asian 2 .7 .7 .7
Black 62 20.4 20.8 21.5
Hispanic 33 10.9 11.1 32.6
White 201 66.1 67.4 100.0
Total 298 98.0 100.0  

Missing . 6 2.0   
Total 304 100.0   
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Years of Experience  
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
AP Valid 3 1 .3 .3 .3

4 3 .8 .9 1.2
5 3 .8 .9 2.1
6 9 2.5 2.7 4.7
7 8 2.2 2.4 7.1
8 25 6.9 7.4 14.5
9 18 4.9 5.3 19.9
10 37 10.2 11.0 30.9
11 18 4.9 5.3 36.2
12 19 5.2 5.6 41.8
13 16 4.4 4.7 46.6
14 16 4.4 4.7 51.3
15 20 5.5 5.9 57.3
16 16 4.4 4.7 62.0
17 12 3.3 3.6 65.6
18 7 1.9 2.1 67.7
19 9 2.5 2.7 70.3
20 15 4.1 4.5 74.8
21 8 2.2 2.4 77.2
22 4 1.1 1.2 78.3
23 12 3.3 3.6 81.9
24 6 1.6 1.8 83.7
25 9 2.5 2.7 86.4
26 6 1.6 1.8 88.1
27 4 1.1 1.2 89.3
28 6 1.6 1.8 91.1
29 3 .8 .9 92.0
30 11 3.0 3.3 95.3
32 1 .3 .3 95.5
33 5 1.4 1.5 97.0
34 3 .8 .9 97.9
35 4 1.1 1.2 99.1
36 1 .3 .3 99.4
37 1 .3 .3 99.7
40 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 337 92.6 100.0  

Missing System 27 7.4   
Total 364 100.0   
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Years of Experience  
Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
P Valid 4 1 .3 .3 .3

5 1 .3 .3 .7
6 2 .7 .7 1.3
7 3 1.0 1.0 2.4
8 1 .3 .3 2.7
9 3 1.0 1.0 3.7
10 10 3.3 3.4 7.1
11 9 3.0 3.0 10.1
12 10 3.3 3.4 13.5
13 10 3.3 3.4 16.8
14 8 2.6 2.7 19.5
15 13 4.3 4.4 23.9
16 13 4.3 4.4 28.3
17 5 1.6 1.7 30.0
18 10 3.3 3.4 33.3
19 6 2.0 2.0 35.4
20 13 4.3 4.4 39.7
21 11 3.6 3.7 43.4
22 16 5.3 5.4 48.8
23 13 4.3 4.4 53.2
24 8 2.6 2.7 55.9
25 18 5.9 6.1 62.0
26 10 3.3 3.4 65.3
27 16 5.3 5.4 70.7
28 6 2.0 2.0 72.7
29 9 3.0 3.0 75.8
30 13 4.3 4.4 80.1
31 9 3.0 3.0 83.2
32 11 3.6 3.7 86.9
33 16 5.3 5.4 92.3
34 2 .7 .7 92.9
35 6 2.0 2.0 94.9
36 1 .3 .3 95.3
37 4 1.3 1.3 96.6
38 4 1.3 1.3 98.0
39 3 1.0 1.0 99.0
40 2 .7 .7 99.7
42 1 .3 .3 100.0
Total 297 97.7 100.0  

Missing System 7 2.3   
Total 304 100.0   
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Rating 

Position Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
AP Valid Low Performing 15 4.1 4.5 4.5

Acceptable 184 50.5 55.8 60.3
Recognized 96 26.4 29.1 89.4
Exemplary 35 9.6 10.6 100.0

Total 330 90.7 100.0  
Missing System 34 9.3   
Total 364 100.0   

P Valid Low Performing 6 2.0 2.2 2.2
Acceptable 138 45.4 50.9 53.1
Recognized 96 31.6 35.4 88.6
Exemplary 31 10.2 11.4 100.0
Total 271 89.1 100.0  

Missing System 33 10.9   
Total 304 100.0   

 
Data Analysis Procedures 

The Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) was used for data analysis. 

Descriptive statistics were reported for all variables. One-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) method was utilized to answer research questions one, two and 

three.  There was one independent variable: participant’s role (principal or assistant 

principal) while there were four dependent variables for question # 1 (knowledge of 

people, knowledge of curriculum, knowledge of law, and fiscal knowledge), five 

dependent variables for question #2 (interpersonal skills, communication skills, 

leadership skills, management skills, technical skills), and five dependent variables for 

Question #3 (positive disposition, visionary, ethics, good communicator, organize). 

To answer research question #4, two-way multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) model was used. Two independent variables are participants’ role (principal 

or assistant principal) and one of the demographic information as asked by the question 

#4 (ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or school’s academic rating). Dependent 
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variable was one of the following three: knowledge, skills, and attributes. Two-way 

MANOVA was set for 12 times (four demographics by three knowledge, skills, and 

attributes) to examine if a significant difference exists between assistant principals’ 

perception and principals’ perception based on any of ethnicity, years of experience, 

gender, or school’s academic rating. 

Research Question #1 

Research question #1 asks if significant differences exist between assistant 

principals’ perception of their own role and principals’ perception of their own role with 

regard to their perceived knowledge needed to be a successful assistant principal and 

principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader 

Project. The survey included four knowledge related characteristics for both principal and 

assistant principal groups: knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and fiscal. Frequencies 

of survey data are reported in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Four Knowledge related 
Characteristics Asked in the Survey  
 
Knowledge of People 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 2 2 .3 .3 .3

3 23 3.4 3.5 3.8
4 76 11.4 11.4 15.2
5 563 84.3 84.8 100.0
Total 664 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 4 .6   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Curriculum 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 2 .3 .3 .3

2 2 .3 .3 .6
3 97 14.5 14.6 15.2
4 177 26.5 26.7 41.9
5 386 57.8 58.1 100.0
Total 664 99.4 100.0  

Missing System 4 .6   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Law 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 1 .1 .2 .2

2 26 3.9 3.9 4.1
3 103 15.4 15.5 19.5
4 215 32.2 32.3 51.9
5 320 47.9 48.1 100.0
Total 665 99.6 100.0  

Missing System 3 .4   
Total 668 100.0   
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Fiscal 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 11 1.6 1.7 1.7

2 41 6.1 6.2 7.8
3 154 23.1 23.2 31.1
4 220 32.9 33.2 64.3
5 237 35.5 35.7 100.0
Total 663 99.3 100.0  

Missing System 5 .7   
Total 668 100.0   

 
One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is used to answer 

research question #1.  The one-way MANOVA assumes that there are equal variances 

between the groups of the independent variables, position, for each dependent variable 

(knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and fiscal). Levene's Test of Equality of Error 

Variances tests the assumption of homogeneity of variances, and the results of this test 

are presented in the Table 4.3. 

Table 4.3 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa for Knowledge Related Characteristics 

 F df1 df2 Sig. 
Knowledge 15.278 1 660 .000
Curriculum 2.790 1 660 .095
Law 1.095 1 660 .296
Fiscal 5.428 1 660 .020
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across 
groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + Position 

 
Levene's test is not statistically significant (p > .05), for curriculum and law; 

therefore, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed by Levene's Test of 

Homogeneity of Variance.  However, there was heterogeneity of variances for knowledge 

and fiscal, as assessed by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p < .05). As the 

homogeneity of variance assumption of MANOVA is violated for two of the dependent 
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variables, lower level of statistical significance (α level) was accepted for MANOVA 

results.   

One of the assumptions of the one-way MANOVA is that, at a bare minimum, 

there are as many cases in each group of the independent variable as there are number of 

dependent variables. There needs to be more than two cases per group. There are more 

than two cases per principal and assistant principal groups, therefore, the assumption is 

met (N>2). Table 4.4 and 4.5 reports descriptive statistics.  

Table 4.4 

Descriptive Statistics of Knowledge Related Characteristics 
 Position Mean Std. Deviation N 

Knowledge AP 4.77 .522 361 
P 4.85 .456 301 
Total 4.81 .494 662 

Curriculum AP 4.38 .801 361 
P 4.47 .728 301 
Total 4.42 .769 662 

Law AP 4.33 .823 361 
P 4.14 .904 301 
Total 4.24 .866 662 

Fiscal AP 3.87 1.046 361 
P 4.05 .917 301 
Total 3.95 .993 662 

 
Table 4.5 

Estimated Marginal Means for Knowledge Related Characteristics 

Dependent 
Variable Position Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Knowledge AP 4.770 .026 4.719 4.821

P 4.850 .028 4.795 4.906
Curriculum AP 4.377 .040 4.297 4.456

P 4.472 .044 4.385 4.559
Law AP 4.330 .045 4.241 4.419

P 4.136 .050 4.039 4.234
Fiscal AP 3.873 .052 3.770 3.975

P 4.050 .057 3.938 4.162
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A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer research question 

#1. Four characteristics of knowledge were assessed: knowledge of people, curriculum, 

law, and fiscal. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals and 

assistant principals. Data were expressed as frequency tables (table 4.2) and as mean ± 

standard deviation (Table 4.4). There was homogeneity of variance assumption of 

MANOVA is violated for two of the dependent variables as measured by Levene's Test 

of Homogeneity of Variance (p < .05), lower level of statistical significance (α level) was 

accepted for MANOVA results. 

Table 4.6 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Knowledge  

Effect Value F 
Hypothe

sis df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .992 19377.440b 4.000 657.000 .000 .992
Wilks' Lambda .008 19377.440b 4.000 657.000 .000 .992
Hotelling's 
Trace 

117.975 19377.440b 4.000 657.000 .000 .992

Roy's Largest 
Root 

117.975 19377.440b 4.000 657.000 .000 .992

Position Pillai's Trace .054 9.457b 4.000 657.000 .000 .054
Wilks' Lambda .946 9.457b 4.000 657.000 .000 .054
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.058 9.457b 4.000 657.000 .000 .054

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.058 9.457b 4.000 657.000 .000 .054

a. Design: Intercept + Position 
b. Exact statistic 

 

 The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.6.  Four multivariate tests 

were reported. Although Wilks' Lambda is usually recommended, Pillai's Trace is more 

robust and is used since homogeneity of variance assumption of MANOVA was violated. 

There was a statistically significant difference in survey data of the principals’ and 
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assistant principals’ perceived knowledge (the combined dependent variables- knowledge 

of people, curriculum, law, and fiscal). F(4, 657) = 9.457, p < .0005; Pillai's Trace = 

.054; partial η2 = .054.  

Table 4.7 

Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Knowledge  

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared 
Corrected 
Model 

Knowledge 1.061a 1 1.061 4.373 .037 .007
Curriculum 1.482b 1 1.482 2.510 .114 .004
Law 6.141c 1 6.141 8.286 .004 .012
Fiscal 5.157d 1 5.157 5.266 .022 .008

Intercept Knowledge 15192.119 1 15192.119 62593.425 .000 .990

Curriculum 12851.512 1 12851.512 21761.295 .000 .971

Law 11764.057 1 11764.057 15871.761 .000 .960

Fiscal 10302.209 1 10302.209 10519.110 .000 .941

Position Knowledge 1.061 1 1.061 4.373 .037 .007
Curriculum 1.482 1 1.482 2.510 .114 .004
Law 6.141 1 6.141 8.286 .004 .012
Fiscal 5.157 1 5.157 5.266 .022 .008

Error Knowledge 160.189 660 .243    
Curriculum 389.775 660 .591    
Law 489.188 660 .741    
Fiscal 646.391 660 .979    

Total Knowledge 15456.000 662     
Curriculum 13324.000 662     
Law 12406.000 662     
Fiscal 10997.000 662     

Corrected 
Total 

Knowledge 161.251 661     
Curriculum 391.257 661     
Law 495.329 661     
Fiscal 651.548 661     

a. R Squared = .007 (Adjusted R Squared = .005) 
b. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .002) 
c. R Squared = .012 (Adjusted R Squared = .011) 
d. R Squared = .008 (Adjusted R Squared = .006) 

 
To follow up the statistically significant result, post-hoc tests (univariate one-way 

ANOVAs) were run for each dependent variable. Table 4.7 shows the results. There was 
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a statistically significant difference in survey data of law (p=.004) between principal and 

assistant principals groups. F(1,660) = 8.286, p < .005; partial η2 = .012. However, 

Knowledge (p=.037), curriculum (p=.114) and fiscal (p=.022) did not provide 

statistically significant difference using a Bonferroni adjusted α level of .0125.  

Research Question #2 

Research question #2 asks if significant differences exist between assistant 

principals’ perception of their own role and principals’ perception of their own role with 

regard to their perceived skills needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal 

respectively, as measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project. The 

survey included five skills related characteristics for both principal and assistant principal 

groups: interpersonal, communication, leadership, management, and technical. 

Frequencies of survey data are reported in Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Five Skills related Characteristics 
Asked in the Survey 
Interpersonal 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 2 1 .1 .2 .2

3 14 2.1 2.1 2.3
4 94 14.1 14.2 16.5
5 551 82.5 83.5 100.0
Total 660 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 8 1.2   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Communication 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 2 3 .4 .5 .5

3 7 1.0 1.1 1.5
4 50 7.5 7.6 9.1
5 600 89.8 90.9 100.0
Total 660 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 8 1.2   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Leadership 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 2 2 .3 .3 .3

3 26 3.9 4.0 4.3
4 97 14.5 14.8 19.1
5 531 79.5 80.9 100.0
Total 656 98.2 100.0  

Missing System 12 1.8   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Management 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 2 7 1.0 1.1 1.1

3 66 9.9 10.0 11.1
4 180 26.9 27.3 38.4
5 406 60.8 61.6 100.0
Total 659 98.7 100.0  

Missing System 9 1.3   
Total 668 100.0   
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Technical 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 16 2.4 2.4 2.4

2 44 6.6 6.7 9.1
3 181 27.1 27.4 36.5
4 254 38.0 38.5 75.0
5 165 24.7 25.0 100.0
Total 660 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 8 1.2   
Total 668 100.0   
 

One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is used to answer 

question #2.  The one-way MANOVA assumes that there are similar variances and 

covariances. Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices tests the assumption of 

homogeneity of variances, and the results of this test are presented in the Table 4.9. There 

was homogeneity of variance-covariances matrices, as assessed by Box's test of equality 

of covariance matrices (p = .002). Descriptive statistics are reported on Tables, 4.10 and 

4.11. 

Table 4.9 

Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matricesa for Skills 

Box's M 36.341 
F 2.403 
df1 15 
df2 1584350.846 
Sig. .002 
Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent 
variables are equal across groups. 
a. Design: Intercept + Position 
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Table 4.10 

Descriptive Statistics of Skills Related Characteristics  
 Position Mean Std. Deviation N 
Interpersonal AP 4.78 .483 351

P 4.84 .417 297

Total 4.81 .455 648

Communication AP 4.88 .410 351

P 4.90 .353 297

Total 4.89 .385 648

Leadership AP 4.71 .580 351
P 4.82 .458 297

Total 4.76 .530 648

Management AP 4.49 .736 351

P 4.49 .703 297

Total 4.49 .721 648

Technical AP 3.82 .995 351

P 3.71 .964 297

Total 3.77 .981 648

 
Table 4.11 

Estimated Marginal Means for Skills Related Characteristics 
Position 

Dependent 
Variable Position Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Interpersonal AP 4.783 .024 4.736 4.831

P 4.842 .026 4.790 4.893

Communication AP 4.880 .021 4.840 4.921

P 4.899 .022 4.855 4.943

Leadership AP 4.712 .028 4.657 4.768

P 4.818 .031 4.758 4.878

Management AP 4.490 .038 4.414 4.566

P 4.495 .042 4.413 4.577

Technical AP 3.818 .052 3.715 3.920

P 3.710 .057 3.599 3.822
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A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer research question 

#2. Five characteristics of knowledge were assessed: interpersonal, communication, 

leadership, management, and technical. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale 

by principals and assistant principals. Data are expressed as mean ± standard deviation 

(Table 4.10). There was homogeneity of variance assumption of MANOVA was met as 

assessed by Box's test of equality of covariance matrices (p = .002).   

 The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.12.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Wilks' Lambda test was used. There was a statistically 

significant difference in survey data of the principals’ and assistant principals’ perceived 

skills (the combined dependent variables- interpersonal, communication, leadership, 

management, and technical). F(5, 642) = 2.906, p < .05; Wilks' Λ = .978; partial η2 = 

.022.  

Table 4.12 

Multivariate Testsa for Skills 

Effect Value F 
Hypothe

sis df Error df Sig. 
Partial Eta 
Squared 

Interce
pt 

Pillai's Trace .995 25913.483b 5.000 642.000 .000 .995

Wilks' Lambda .005 25913.483b 5.000 642.000 .000 .995

Hotelling's 
Trace 

201.818 25913.483b 5.000 642.000 .000 .995

Roy's Largest 
Root 

201.818 25913.483b 5.000 642.000 .000 .995

Positio
n 

Pillai's Trace .022 2.906b 5.000 642.000 .013 .022

Wilks' Lambda .978 2.906b 5.000 642.000 .013 .022

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.023 2.906b 5.000 642.000 .013 .022

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.023 2.906b 5.000 642.000 .013 .022

a. Design: Intercept + Position 
b. Exact statistic 
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Table 4.13 

Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Skills 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig.

Partial 
Eta 

Squared

Corrected 
Model 

Interpersonal .546a 1 .546 2.651 .104 .004

Communication .056b 1 .056 .377 .540 .001

Leadership 1.805c 1 1.805 6.475 .011 .010

Management .004d 1 .004 .007 .931 .000

Technical 1.850e 1 1.850 1.923 .166 .003

Intercept Interpersonal 14904.262 1 14904.262 72334.237 .000 .991

Communication 15385.334 1 15385.334 103590.842 .000 .994

Leadership 14612.139 1 14612.139 52406.654 .000 .988

Management 12987.411 1 12987.411 24973.001 .000 .975

Technical 9117.158 1 9117.158 9477.660 .000 .936

Position Interpersonal .546 1 .546 2.651 .104 .004

Communication .056 1 .056 .377 .540 .001

Leadership 1.805 1 1.805 6.475 .011 .010

Management .004 1 .004 .007 .931 .000

Technical 1.850 1 1.850 1.923 .166 .003

Error Interpersonal 133.106 646 .206    

Communication 95.944 646 .149    

Leadership 180.119 646 .279    

Management 335.958 646 .520    

Technical 621.428 646 .962    

Total Interpersonal 15127.000 648     

Communication 15584.000 648     

Leadership 14869.000 648     

Management 13413.000 648     

Technical 9826.000 648     

Corrected 
Total 

Interpersonal 133.653 647     

Communication 96.000 647     

Leadership 181.924 647     

Management 335.961 647     

Technical 623.278 647     

a. R Squared = .004 (Adjusted R Squared = .003) 
b. R Squared = .001 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
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c. R Squared = .010 (Adjusted R Squared = .008) 
d. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002) 
e. R Squared = .003 (Adjusted R Squared = .001) 

 

To follow up the statistically significant result, post-hoc tests (univariate one-way 

ANOVAs) were run for each dependent variable. Table 4.13 shows the results. None of 

the skill related characteristics showed statistical significant difference: interpersonal 

(p=.104), communication (p=.540), leadership (p=.011), management (p=.931), and 

technical (p=.166) difference using a Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. However, 

leadership skills (p=.011) were much closed to Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. 

F(1,646) = 6.475, p < .05; partial η2 = .010. 

 
Research Question #3  

Research question #3 asks if significant differences exist between assistant 

principals’ perception of their own role and principals’ perception of their own role with 

regard to their perceived attributes needed to be a successful assistant principal and 

principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader 

Project. The survey included five attributes related characteristics for both principal and 

assistant principal groups: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, good 

communicator, and organize. Frequencies of survey data is reported in Table 4.14. 
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Table 4.14 

Frequency of Participant Answers for Each of the Five Attributes related Characteristics 
Asked in the Survey. 
Positive Disposition 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 1 2 .3 .3 .3

2 2 .3 .3 .6
3 27 4.0 4.1 4.7
4 100 15.0 15.1 19.8
5 532 79.6 80.2 100.0
Total 663 99.3 100.0  

Missing System 5 .7   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Visionary 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 1 3 .4 .5 .5

2 6 .9 .9 1.4
3 43 6.4 6.5 7.9
4 153 22.9 23.1 31.0
5 456 68.3 69.0 100.0
Total 661 99.0 100.0  

Missing System 7 1.0   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Ethics and Values  
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 2 1 .1 .2 .2

3 11 1.6 1.7 1.8
4 65 9.7 9.8 11.6
5 588 88.0 88.4 100.0
Total 665 99.6 100.0  

Missing System 3 .4   
Total 668 100.0   
 
Good Communicator 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid 3 7 1.0 1.1 1.1

4 70 10.5 10.6 11.6
5 585 87.6 88.4 100.0
Total 662 99.1 100.0  

Missing System 6 .9   
Total 668 100.0   
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Organize 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid 1 1 .1 .2 .2

2 3 .4 .5 .6
3 55 8.2 8.3 8.9
4 215 32.2 32.5 41.4
5 388 58.1 58.6 100.0
Total 662 99.1 100.0  

Missing System 6 .9   
Total 668 100.0   

 
One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer 

research question #3.  The one-way MANOVA assumes that there are equal variances 

between the groups of the independent variable, position, for each dependent variable 

(positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, good communicator, and organize). 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances tests the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances, and the results of this test are presented in the Table 4.15. 

Table 4.15 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa for Attributes Related Characteristics  
 F df1 df2 Sig. 
Positive Disposition .605 1 653 .437
Visionary 63.929 1 653 .000
Ethics and Values 4.142 1 653 .042
Good Communicator .132 1 653 .716
Organize .172 1 653 .678
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal 
across groups. 

a. Design: Intercept + Position 

 
Levene's test is not statistically significant (p > .05), for positive disposition, good 

communicator, and organize, therefore, there was homogeneity of variances, as assessed 

by Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance.  However, there was heterogeneity of 
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variances for visionary and ethics and values, as assessed by Levene's Test of 

Homogeneity of Variance (p < .05). As the homogeneity of variance assumption of 

MANOVA is violated for two of the dependent variables, lower level of statistical 

significance (α level) was accepted for MANOVA results.  Descriptive statistics are 

reported on Table 4.16 and 4.17. 

Table 4.16 

Descriptive Statistics for Attributes Related Characteristics  
 Position Mean Std. Deviation N 
Positive Disposition AP 4.73 .584 358

P 4.76 .559 297

Total 4.75 .573 655

Visionary AP 4.48 .773 358
P 4.73 .520 297

Total 4.60 .681 655

Ethics AP 4.85 .423 358

P 4.88 .372 297

Total 4.86 .401 655

Good Communicator AP 4.87 .364 358
P 4.87 .367 297

Total 4.87 .365 655

Organize AP 4.49 .685 358
P 4.48 .678 297

Total 4.49 .681 655
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Table 4.17 

Estimated Marginal Means for Attributes Related Characteristics 
Position 

Dependent 
Variable Position Mean Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 
Bound Upper Bound

Positive 
Disposition 

AP 4.735 .030 4.675 4.794

P 4.758 .033 4.692 4.823

Visionary AP 4.483 .035 4.414 4.553

P 4.734 .039 4.658 4.810

Ethics AP 4.849 .021 4.808 4.891

P 4.882 .023 4.837 4.928

Good 
Communicator 

AP 4.874 .019 4.836 4.912

P 4.869 .021 4.827 4.910

Organize AP 4.494 .036 4.424 4.565

P 4.478 .040 4.400 4.556

 
A one-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer research question 

#3. Five characteristics of attributes were assessed: positive disposition, visionary, ethics 

and values, good communicator, and organize. These characteristics were rated on Likert 

scale by principals and assistant principals. Data are expressed as frequency tables (table 

4.15) and as mean ± standard deviation (Table 4.17). There was homogeneity of variance 

assumption of MANOVA is violated for two of the dependent variables as measured by 

Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance (p < .05), lower level of statistical 

significance (α level) was accepted for MANOVA results.   

 The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.19.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Although Wilks' Lambda is usually recommended, 

Pillai's Trace is more robust and is used since homogeneity of variance assumption of 

MANOVA was violated. There was a statistically significant difference in survey data of 

the principals’ and assistant principals’ perceived attributes (the combined dependent 
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variables- positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, good communicator, and 

organize). F(5, 649) = 5.844, p < .0005; Pillai's Trace = .043; partial η2 = .043.  

Table 4.18 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Attributes 

Effect Value F 
Hypoth
esis df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Interce
pt 

Pillai's Trace .996 32901.335b 5.000 649.000 .000 .996

Wilks' Lambda .004 32901.335b 5.000 649.000 .000 .996

Hotelling's 
Trace 

253.477 32901.335b 5.000 649.000 .000 .996

Roy's Largest 
Root 

253.477 32901.335b 5.000 649.000 .000 .996

Positio
n 

Pillai's Trace .043 5.844b 5.000 649.000 .000 .043

Wilks' Lambda .957 5.844b 5.000 649.000 .000 .043

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.045 5.844b 5.000 649.000 .000 .043

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.045 5.844b 5.000 649.000 .000 .043

a. Design: Intercept + Position 
b. Exact statistic 

 

To follow up the statistically significant result, post-hoc tests (univariate one-way 

ANOVAs) were run for each dependent variable. Table 4.19 shows the results. There was 

no statistically significant difference in survey data of positive disposition (p>.01), ethics 

and values (p>.01), good communicator (p>.01), and organize (p>.01) between principal 

and assistant principals groups using a Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. However, there 

was a statistically significant difference in survey data of visionary between principals 

and assistant principals groups, F(1,653)=22.720, p< .0005; partial η2 = .034.  
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Table 4.19 

Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) results for Attributes 

Source 
Dependent 
Variable 

Type III 
Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial 
Eta 

Squared

Corrected 
Model 

Positive 
Disposition 

.085a 1 .085 .260 .610 .000

Visionary 10.208b 1 10.208 22.720 .000 .034

Ethics and 
Values 

.177c 1 .177 1.102 .294 .002

Good 
Communicator 

.005d 1 .005 .038 .845 .000

Organize .043e 1 .043 .093 .761 .000

Intercept Positive 
Disposition 

14626.253 1 14626.253 44560.621 .000 .986

Visionary 13791.154 1 13791.154 30695.482 .000 .979

Ethics and 
Values 

15372.390 1 15372.390 95847.940 .000 .993

Good 
Communicator 

15409.288 1 15409.288 115363.359 .000 .994

Organize 13068.562 1 13068.562 28108.918 .000 .977

Position Positive 
Disposition 

.085 1 .085 .260 .610 .000

Visionary 10.208 1 10.208 22.720 .000 .034

Ethics and 
Values 

.177 1 .177 1.102 .294 .002

Good 
Communicator 

.005 1 .005 .038 .845 .000

Organize .043 1 .043 .093 .761 .000

Error Positive 
Disposition 

214.336 653 .328
   

Visionary 293.386 653 .449    

Ethics and 
Values 

104.730 653 .160
   

Good 
Communicator 

87.222 653 .134
   

Organize 303.597 653 .465    
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Total Positive 
Disposition 

14962.000 655
    

Visionary 14145.000 655     

Ethics and 
Values 

15602.000 655
    

Good 
Communicator 

15633.000 655
    

Organize 13491.000 655     

Corrected 
Total 

Positive 
Disposition 

214.421 654
    

Visionary 303.594 654     

Ethics and 
Values 

104.907 654
    

Good 
Communicator 

87.227 654
    

Organize 303.640 654     

a. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
b. R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = .032) 
c. R Squared = .002 (Adjusted R Squared = .000) 
d. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 
e. R Squared = .000 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001) 

 
Research Question #4  

Research question #4 asks if significant differences exist between the perceptions 

of assistant principals and principals with regard to the knowledge, skills, and attributes 

needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by 

the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity, years of 

experience, gender, or their school’s academic rating.  

Two-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer 

research question #4. Question #4 can be broken down to 12 combinations: (knowledge, 

skills, and attributes) by (ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or school’s academic 

rating).  
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The first breakdown: knowledge vs. ethnicity. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the knowledge needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity. Two-way 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.20. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Four 

characteristics of knowledge were assessed: knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and 

fiscal. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals and assistant 

principals. Data (per each ethnicity) were expressed as mean ± standard deviation (Table 

4.20). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.21.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of position and 

ethnicity. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between position and 

ethnicity on the combined dependent variables, F(12, 1917) = 1.417, p = .151 (>.05); 

Pillai's Trace=.026. 
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Table 4.20 

Descriptive Statistics for Knowledge vs. Ethnicity  
 Position Ethnicity Mean Std. Deviation N 
Knowledge AP Asian 4.90 .316 10

Black 4.63 .629 89
Hispanic 4.90 .352 68
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 4.78 .518 185
Total 4.77 .524 354

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.76 .619 62
Hispanic 4.79 .485 33
White 4.88 .391 199
Total 4.85 .459 296

Total Asian 4.92 .289 12
Black 4.68 .626 151
Hispanic 4.86 .401 101
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 4.84 .459 384
Total 4.80 .497 650

Curriculum AP Asian 4.80 .422 10
Black 4.47 .799 89
Hispanic 4.71 .600 68
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.19 .831 185
Total 4.38 .800 354

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.53 .740 62
Hispanic 4.45 .754 33
White 4.45 .729 199
Total 4.47 .731 296

Total Asian 4.83 .389 12
Black 4.50 .774 151
Hispanic 4.62 .661 101
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.33 .789 384
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  Total 4.42 .770 650
Law AP Asian 4.30 .823 10

Black 4.47 .755 89
Hispanic 4.47 .701 68
American Indian 4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.21 .881 185
Total 4.33 .822 354

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.13 .949 62
Hispanic 4.24 .867 33
White 4.11 .901 199
Total 4.13 .905 296

Total Asian 4.42 .793 12
Black 4.33 .854 151
Hispanic 4.40 .763 101
American Indian 4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.16 .892 384
Total 4.24 .866 650

Fiscal AP Asian 3.80 1.476 10
Black 3.97 .982 89
Hispanic 4.13 .976 68
American Indian 4.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 3.74 1.073 185
Total 3.87 1.050 354

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.06 1.006 62
Hispanic 4.36 .699 33
White 3.98 .913 199
Total 4.05 .917 296

Total Asian 4.00 1.414 12
Black 4.01 .990 151
Hispanic 4.21 .898 101
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 3.86 1.000 384
Total 3.95 .995 650

  



100 
 

 

Table 4.21 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Knowledge vs. Ethnicity  

Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .823 740.784b 4.000 637.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .177 740.784b 4.000 637.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

4.652 740.784b 4.000 637.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

4.652 740.784b 4.000 637.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .011 1.694b 4.000 637.000 .150
Wilks' Lambda .989 1.694b 4.000 637.000 .150
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.011 1.694b 4.000 637.000 .150

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.011 1.694b 4.000 637.000 .150

Ethnicity Pillai's Trace .060 1.944 20.000 2560.000 .007
Wilks' Lambda .941 1.956 20.000 2113.640 .007
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.062 1.964 20.000 2542.000 .006

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.042 5.380c 5.000 640.000 .000

Position * 
Ethnicity 

Pillai's Trace .026 1.417 12.000 1917.000 .151
Wilks' Lambda .974 1.418 12.000 1685.635 .150
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.027 1.418 12.000 1907.000 .150

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.019 3.002c 4.000 639.000 .018

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Ethnicity + Position * Ethnicity 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
The second breakdown: knowledge vs. years of experience. 

 This breakdown portion of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist 

between the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the 

knowledge needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their years of 

experience.  
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A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Four 

characteristics of knowledge were assessed: knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and 

fiscal. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals and assistant 

principals. The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.23.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of position and 

years of experience. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between 

position and years of experience on the combined dependent variables, F(132, 2224) = 

1.193, p = .071 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.265. 
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Table 4.22 

Multivariate Testsa for Knowledge vs. Years of Experience  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .982 7635.252b 4.000 553.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .018 7635.252b 4.000 553.000 .000

Hotelling's 
Trace 

55.228 7635.252b 4.000 553.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

55.228 7635.252b 4.000 553.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .027 3.888b 4.000 553.000 .004

Wilks' Lambda .973 3.888b 4.000 553.000 .004

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.028 3.888b 4.000 553.000 .004

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.028 3.888b 4.000 553.000 .004

Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .287 1.129 152.000 2224.000 .140

Wilks' Lambda .741 1.131 152.000 2206.130 .137

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.312 1.133 152.000 2206.000 .134

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.126 1.848c 38.000 556.000 .002

Position * 
Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .265 1.193 132.000 2224.000 .071

Wilks' Lambda .759 1.196 132.000 2203.311 .068

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.287 1.199 132.000 2206.000 .065

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.122 2.059c 33.000 556.000 .001

a. Design: Intercept + Position + YearsOfExperience + Position * YearsOfExperience 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
The third breakdown: knowledge vs. gender. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the knowledge needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 
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Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their gender. Two-way 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.23. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Four 

characteristics of knowledge were assessed: knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and 

fiscal. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals and assistant 

principals. Data (per each gender) were expressed as mean ± standard deviation (Table 

4.23). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.24.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of position and 

gender. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between position and 

gender on the combined dependent variables, F(4, 613) = .1.038, p = .387 (>.05); Pillai's 

Trace=.007. 
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Table 4.23 

Descriptive Statistics for Knowledge vs. Gender 
 Position Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 
Knowledge AP F 4.77 .499 229

M 4.77 .568 99
Total 4.77 .520 328

P F 4.87 .437 175
M 4.84 .435 117
Total 4.86 .436 292

Total F 4.81 .475 404
M 4.81 .500 216
Total 4.81 .484 620

Curriculum AP F 4.40 .798 229
M 4.23 .831 99
Total 4.35 .810 328

P F 4.63 .619 175
M 4.23 .803 117
Total 4.47 .725 292

Total F 4.50 .734 404
M 4.23 .814 216
Total 4.41 .773 620

Law AP F 4.33 .807 229
M 4.25 .896 99
Total 4.30 .834 328

P F 4.23 .842 175
M 3.94 .976 117
Total 4.12 .908 292

Total F 4.29 .823 404
M 4.08 .951 216
Total 4.22 .874 620

Fiscal AP F 3.87 1.066 229
M 3.81 1.017 99
Total 3.85 1.051 328

P F 4.13 .901 175
M 3.91 .943 117
Total 4.04 .922 292

Total F 3.98 1.005 404
M 3.87 .977 216
Total 3.94 .996 620
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Table 4.24 

Multivariate Testsa for Knowledge vs. Gender 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .991 17050.169b 4.000 613.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .009 17050.169b 4.000 613.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

111.257 17050.169b 4.000 613.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

111.257 17050.169b 4.000 613.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .055 8.873b 4.000 613.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda .945 8.873b 4.000 613.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.058 8.873b 4.000 613.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.058 8.873b 4.000 613.000 .000

Gender Pillai's Trace .033 5.248b 4.000 613.000 .000
Wilks' Lambda .967 5.248b 4.000 613.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.034 5.248b 4.000 613.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.034 5.248b 4.000 613.000 .000

Position * 
Gender 

Pillai's Trace .007 1.038b 4.000 613.000 .387
Wilks' Lambda .993 1.038b 4.000 613.000 .387
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.007 1.038b 4.000 613.000 .387

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.007 1.038b 4.000 613.000 .387

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Gender + Position * Gender 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
The fourth breakdown: knowledge vs. academic rating. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the knowledge needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their campus academic rating. 
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Two-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.25. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Four 

characteristics of knowledge were assessed: knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and 

fiscal. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals and assistant 

principals. Data (per each academic rating) were expressed as mean ± standard deviation 

(Table 4.25). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.26.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of position and 

academic rating. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between position 

and academic rating on the combined dependent variables, F(12,1758) = .974, p = .472 

(>.05); Pillai's Trace=.020. 
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Table 4.25 

Descriptive Statistics Knowledge vs. Academic Rating 
 Position Rating Mean Std. Deviation N 

Knowledge AP Low performing 4.80 .414 15 

Acceptable  4.74 .562 183 

Recognized  4.79 .526 94 

Exemplary  4.89 .323 35 

Total 4.77 .525 327 

P Low performing 4.83 .408 6 

Acceptable 4.87 .332 136 

Recognized  4.84 .512 95 

Exemplary  4.81 .543 31 

Total 4.85 .430 268 

Total Low performing 4.81 .402 21 

Acceptable 4.80 .482 319 

Recognized  4.81 .518 189 

Exemplary  4.85 .438 66 

Total 4.81 .486 595 

Curriculum AP Low performing 4.73 .458 15 

Acceptable 4.38 .809 183 

Recognized  4.41 .795 94 

Exemplary  4.43 .815 35 

Total 4.41 .794 327 

P Low performing 4.50 .837 6 

Acceptable 4.46 .739 136 

Recognized  4.42 .766 95 

Exemplary  4.65 .551 31 

Total 4.47 .731 268 

Total Low performing 4.67 .577 21 

Acceptable 4.41 .780 319 

Recognized  4.42 .779 189 

Exemplary  4.53 .706 66 

Total 4.44 .766 595 

Law AP Low performing 4.40 .828 15 

Acceptable 4.38 .796 183 

Recognized  4.28 .809 94 

Exemplary  4.57 .608 35 
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Total 4.37 .784 327 

P Low performing 5.00 .000 6 

Acceptable 4.20 .850 136 

Recognized  4.09 .912 95 

Exemplary  4.32 .791 31 

Total 4.19 .865 268 

Total Low performing 4.57 .746 21 

Acceptable 4.30 .823 319 

Recognized  4.19 .865 189 

Exemplary  4.45 .706 66 

Total 4.29 .826 595 

Fiscal AP Low performing 3.87 .990 15 

Acceptable 3.87 1.061 183 

Recognized  3.93 .986 94 

Exemplary  4.03 .954 35 

Total 3.90 1.023 327 

P Low performing 4.50 .548 6 

Acceptable 4.07 .929 136 

Recognized  4.04 .922 95 

Exemplary  4.19 .833 31 

Total 4.08 .908 268 

Total Low performing 4.05 .921 21 

Acceptable 3.95 1.010 319 

Recognized  3.98 .954 189 

Exemplary  4.11 .897 66 

Total 3.98 .976 595 
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Table 4.26 

Multivariate Testsa for Knowledge vs. Academic Rating 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .976 5946.022b 4.000 584.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .024 5946.022b 4.000 584.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

40.726 5946.022b 4.000 584.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

40.726 5946.022b 4.000 584.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .010 1.478b 4.000 584.000 .207
Wilks' Lambda .990 1.478b 4.000 584.000 .207
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.010 1.478b 4.000 584.000 .207

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.010 1.478b 4.000 584.000 .207

Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .020 .984 12.000 1758.000 .461
Wilks' Lambda .980 .986 12.000 1545.410 .460
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.020 .988 12.000 1748.000 .458

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.018 2.635c 4.000 586.000 .033

Position * 
Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .020 .974 12.000 1758.000 .472
Wilks' Lambda .980 .973 12.000 1545.410 .473
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.020 .972 12.000 1748.000 .473

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.013 1.944c 4.000 586.000 .102

a. Design: Intercept + Position + AcademicRating + Position * AcademicRating 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.

The fifth breakdown: skills vs. ethnicity. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the skills needed to be 

a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as 

a Successful School Leader Project, based on ethnicity. Two-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. Descriptive statistics are reported 

on Table 4.27.  
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Table 4.27 

Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Ethnicity  
 Position Ethnicity Mean Std. Deviation N 

Interpersonal AP Asian 4.80 .422 10

Black 4.70 .508 87

Hispanic 4.86 .460 66

American 
Indian 

5.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1

White 4.79 .482 179

Total 4.78 .485 344

P Asian 5.00 .000 2

Black 4.74 .541 62

Hispanic 4.82 .465 33

White 4.88 .360 194

Total 4.84 .418 291

Total Asian 4.83 .389 12

Black 4.72 .521 149

Hispanic 4.85 .460 99

American 
Indian 

5.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1

White 4.84 .424 373

Total 4.81 .456 635

Communication AP Asian 4.70 .949 10

Black 4.85 .445 87

Hispanic 4.94 .387 66

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.88 .356 179

Total 4.88 .414 344

P Asian 5.00 .000 2

Black 4.85 .507 62

Hispanic 4.94 .242 33

White 4.90 .315 194

Total 4.90 .357 291
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Total Asian 4.75 .866 12

Black 4.85 .470 149

Hispanic 4.94 .345 99

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.89 .335 373

Total 4.89 .389 635

Leadership AP Asian 5.00 .000 10

Black 4.70 .593 87

Hispanic 4.82 .524 66

American 
Indian 

5.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.66 .610 179

Total 4.71 .583 344

P Asian 5.00 .000 2

Black 4.82 .497 62

Hispanic 4.88 .331 33

White 4.80 .473 194

Total 4.81 .462 291

Total Asian 5.00 .000 12

Black 4.75 .556 149

Hispanic 4.84 .467 99

American 
Indian 

5.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.73 .547 373

Total 4.76 .533 635

Management AP Asian 4.80 .632 10

Black 4.59 .691 87

Hispanic 4.56 .704 66

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.39 .773 179

Total 4.48 .740 344
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 P Asian 4.50 .707 2

Black 4.47 .783 62

Hispanic 4.67 .595 33

White 4.48 .692 194

Total 4.50 .702 291

Total Asian 4.75 .622 12

Black 4.54 .731 149

Hispanic 4.60 .669 99

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 5.00 . 1

White 4.43 .733 373

Total 4.49 .722 635

Technical AP Asian 3.50 1.509 10

Black 3.82 1.062 87

Hispanic 3.98 .903 66

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1

White 3.77 .976 179

Total 3.82 1.001 344

P Asian 2.50 2.121 2

Black 3.61 1.077 62

Hispanic 3.97 .847 33

White 3.71 .928 194

Total 3.71 .965 291

Total Asian 3.33 1.557 12

Black 3.73 1.069 149

Hispanic 3.98 .880 99

American 
Indian 

4.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1

White 3.74 .951 373

Total 3.77 .985 635

 
A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of skills were assessed: Interpersonal, communication, leadership, 
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management, and technical. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals 

and assistant principals. Data (per ethnicity) were expressed as mean ± standard deviation 

(Table 4.27). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.28.  There were four 

multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of position and 

academic rating. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between position 

and ethnicity on the combined dependent variables, F(15,1869) = .558, p = .907 (>.05); 

Pillai's Trace=.013. 

Table 4.28 

Multivariate Testsa for Skills vs. Ethnicity

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .885 955.740b 5.000 621.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .115 955.740b 5.000 621.000 .000

Hotelling's Trace 7.695 955.740b 5.000 621.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

7.695 955.740b 5.000 621.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .009 1.094b 5.000 621.000 .362

Wilks' Lambda .991 1.094b 5.000 621.000 .362

Hotelling's Trace .009 1.094b 5.000 621.000 .362

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.009 1.094b 5.000 621.000 .362

Ethnicity Pillai's Trace .072 1.820 25.000 3125.000 .008

Wilks' Lambda .930 1.822 25.000 2308.415 .008

Hotelling's Trace .073 1.819 25.000 3097.000 .008

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.031 3.932c 5.000 625.000 .002

Position * 
Ethnicity 

Pillai's Trace .013 .558 15.000 1869.000 .907

Wilks' Lambda .987 .557 15.000 1714.709 .908

Hotelling's Trace .013 .556 15.000 1859.000 .909

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.008 .941c 5.000 623.000 .454

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Ethnicity + Position * Ethnicity 
b. Exact statistic 
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c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
The sixth breakdown: skills vs. years of experience.  

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the skills needed to be 

a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as 

a Successful School Leader Project, based on years of experience.  

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of skills were assessed: Interpersonal, communication, leadership, 

management, and technical. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals 

and assistant principals. The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.29.  There 

were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of 

position and academic rating. There was no statistically significant interaction effect 

between position and years of experience on the combined dependent variables, 

F(165,2720) = 1.187, p = .057 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.336. 
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Table 4.29 

Multivariate Testsa for Skills vs. Years of Experience  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .989 9829.069b 5.000 540.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .011 9829.069b 5.000 540.000 .000

Hotelling's 
Trace 

91.010 9829.069b 5.000 540.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

91.010 9829.069b 5.000 540.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .013 1.458b 5.000 540.000 .202

Wilks' Lambda .987 1.458b 5.000 540.000 .202

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.013 1.458b 5.000 540.000 .202

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.013 1.458b 5.000 540.000 .202

Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .322 .986 190.000 2720.000 .541

Wilks' Lambda .715 .988 190.000 2686.654 .533

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.349 .990 190.000 2692.000 .526

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.114 1.629c 38.000 544.000 .011

Position * 
Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .336 1.187 165.000 2720.000 .057

Wilks' Lambda .705 1.188 165.000 2680.547 .056

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.364 1.189 165.000 2692.000 .055

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.114 1.881c 33.000 544.000 .002

a. Design: Intercept + Position + YearsOfExperience + Position * YearsOfExperience 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

The seventh breakdown: skills vs. gender.  

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the skills needed to be 

a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as 
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a Successful School Leader Project, based on gender. Two-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. Descriptive statistics are reported 

on Table 4.30. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of skills were assessed: Interpersonal, communication, leadership, 

management, and technical. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals 

and assistant principals. The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.31.  There 

were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of 

position and gender. There was no statistically significant interaction effect between 

position and gender on the combined dependent variables, F(5,600) = .317, p = .903 

(>.05); Pillai's Trace=.003. 
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Table 4.30 

Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Gender 
 Position Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 
Interpersonal AP F 4.79 .461 223

M 4.73 .569 97
Total 4.77 .496 320

P F 4.87 .368 172
M 4.80 .479 116
Total 4.84 .417 288

Total F 4.83 .424 395
M 4.77 .522 213
Total 4.81 .461 608

Communication AP F 4.89 .392 223
M 4.82 .500 97
Total 4.87 .428 320

P F 4.94 .300 172
M 4.84 .416 116
Total 4.90 .355 288

Total F 4.91 .356 395
M 4.83 .455 213
Total 4.88 .395 608

Leadership AP F 4.72 .540 223
M 4.65 .708 97
Total 4.70 .596 320

P F 4.84 .455 172
M 4.78 .472 116
Total 4.82 .462 288

Total F 4.77 .508 395
M 4.72 .593 213
Total 4.75 .539 608

Management AP F 4.51 .728 223
M 4.39 .771 97
Total 4.47 .742 320

P F 4.56 .668 172
M 4.39 .743 116
Total 4.49 .703 288

Total F 4.53 .702 395
M 4.39 .754 213
Total 4.48 .724 608
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Technical AP F 3.83 1.017 223
M 3.73 .984 97
Total 3.80 1.007 320

P F 3.73 .956 172
M 3.70 .980 116
Total 3.72 .964 288

Total F 3.78 .991 395
M 3.71 .980 213
Total 3.76 .987 608

 
Table 4.31 

Multivariate Testsa for Skills vs. Gender 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .994 21111.027b 5.000 600.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .006 21111.027b 5.000 600.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

175.925 21111.027b 5.000 600.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

175.925 21111.027b 5.000 600.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .022 2.659b 5.000 600.000 .022
Wilks' Lambda .978 2.659b 5.000 600.000 .022
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.022 2.659b 5.000 600.000 .022

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.022 2.659b 5.000 600.000 .022

Gender Pillai's Trace .016 1.966b 5.000 600.000 .082
Wilks' Lambda .984 1.966b 5.000 600.000 .082
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.016 1.966b 5.000 600.000 .082

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.016 1.966b 5.000 600.000 .082

Position * 
Gender 

Pillai's Trace .003 .317b 5.000 600.000 .903
Wilks' Lambda .997 .317b 5.000 600.000 .903
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.003 .317b 5.000 600.000 .903

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.003 .317b 5.000 600.000 .903

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Gender + Position * Gender 
b. Exact statistic 
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The eight breakdown: skills vs. academic rating.  

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the skills needed to be 

a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as 

a Successful School Leader Project, based on academic rating. Two-way multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. Descriptive statistics 

are reported on Table 4.32. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of skills were assessed: Interpersonal, communication, leadership, 

management, and technical. These characteristics were rated on Likert scale by principals 

and assistant principals. The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.33.  There 

were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test interaction of 

position and academic rating. There was no statistically significant interaction effect 

between position and academic rating on the combined dependent variables, F(15,1722) 

= 1.321, p = .181 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.034. 
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Table 4.32 

Descriptive Statistics for Skills vs. Academic Rating 
 Position Rating Mean Std. Deviation N 
Interpersonal AP Low performing 4.93 .258 15

Acceptable  4.76 .489 180
Recognized  4.75 .550 91
Exemplary  4.88 .331 33
Total 4.78 .486 319

P Low performing 4.67 .816 6
Acceptable  4.88 .346 136
Recognized  4.82 .465 93
Exemplary  4.83 .379 30
Total 4.85 .408 265

Total Low performing 4.86 .478 21
Acceptable  4.81 .436 316
Recognized  4.78 .508 184
Exemplary  4.86 .353 63
Total 4.81 .454 584

Communication AP Low performing 5.00 .000 15
Acceptable  4.88 .391 180
Recognized  4.84 .478 91
Exemplary  5.00 .000 33
Total 4.88 .391 319

P Low performing 4.67 .816 6
Acceptable  4.90 .319 136
Recognized  4.90 .392 93
Exemplary  4.87 .346 30
Total 4.89 .364 265

Total Low performing 4.90 .436 21
Acceptable  4.89 .361 316
Recognized  4.87 .437 184
Exemplary  4.94 .246 63
Total 4.89 .379 584

Leadership AP Low performing 4.73 .594 15
Acceptable  4.74 .543 180
Recognized  4.73 .598 91
Exemplary  4.73 .452 33
Total 4.73 .550 319

P Low performing 4.83 .408 6
Acceptable  4.79 .473 136
Recognized  4.85 .441 93
Exemplary  4.90 .305 30
Total 4.83 .444 265
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Total Low performing 4.76 .539 21
Acceptable  4.76 .514 316
Recognized  4.79 .527 184
Exemplary  4.81 .396 63
Total 4.78 .507 584

Management AP Low performing 4.47 .834 15
Acceptable  4.49 .744 180
Recognized  4.52 .673 91
Exemplary  4.55 .754 33
Total 4.50 .726 319

P Low performing 4.50 .837 6
Acceptable  4.44 .686 136
Recognized  4.49 .775 93
Exemplary  4.77 .504 30
Total 4.50 .708 265

Total Low performing 4.48 .814 21
Acceptable  4.47 .719 316
Recognized  4.51 .724 184
Exemplary  4.65 .652 63
Total 4.50 .717 584

Technical AP Low performing 3.87 1.187 15
Acceptable  3.84 .968 180
Recognized  3.84 .969 91
Exemplary  3.91 .947 33
Total 3.85 .973 319

P Low performing 3.00 .894 6
Acceptable  3.70 .969 136
Recognized  3.75 .905 93
Exemplary  4.00 .871 30
Total 3.74 .940 265

Total Low performing 3.62 1.161 21
Acceptable  3.78 .969 316
Recognized  3.79 .935 184
Exemplary  3.95 .906 63
Total 3.80 .959 584
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Table 4.33 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Skills vs. Academic Rating 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .986 7861.088b 5.000 572.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .014 7861.088b 5.000 572.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

68.716 7861.088b 5.000 572.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

68.716 7861.088b 5.000 572.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .028 3.306b 5.000 572.000 .006
Wilks' Lambda .972 3.306b 5.000 572.000 .006
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.029 3.306b 5.000 572.000 .006

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.029 3.306b 5.000 572.000 .006

Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .018 .685 15.000 1722.000 .802
Wilks' Lambda .982 .683 15.000 1579.442 .804
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.018 .681 15.000 1712.000 .805

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.010 1.125c 5.000 574.000 .346

Position * 
Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .034 1.321 15.000 1722.000 .181
Wilks' Lambda .966 1.323 15.000 1579.442 .180
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.035 1.325 15.000 1712.000 .178

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.026 2.981c 5.000 574.000 .011

a. Design: Intercept + Position + AcademicRating + Position * AcademicRating 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

The ninth breakdown: attributes vs. ethnicity. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the attributes needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity. Two-way 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.34.  
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Table 4.34 

Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Ethnicity 
 Position Ethnicity Mean Std. Deviation N 
Positive 
Disposition  

AP Asian 4.80 .632 10
Black 4.68 .653 88
Hispanic 4.91 .336 67
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.70 .604 185
Total 4.74 .581 352

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.56 .742 61
Hispanic 4.81 .397 32
White 4.81 .496 196
Total 4.76 .554 291

Total Asian 4.83 .577 12
Black 4.63 .691 149
Hispanic 4.88 .358 99
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.76 .553 381
Total 4.75 .569 643

Visionary AP Asian 4.50 1.269 10
Black 4.43 .770 88
Hispanic 4.76 .495 67
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.41 .810 185
Total 4.49 .773 352

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.72 .581 61
Hispanic 4.94 .246 32
White 4.69 .534 196
Total 4.73 .524 291

Total Asian 4.58 1.165 12
Black 4.55 .711 149
Hispanic 4.82 .437 99
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.56 .696 381
Total 4.60 .682 643
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Ethics AP Asian 4.70 .949 10
Black 4.90 .373 88
Hispanic 4.87 .423 67
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.83 .407 185
Total 4.85 .424 352

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.75 .537 61
Hispanic 5.00 .000 32
White 4.90 .329 196
Total 4.88 .372 291

Total Asian 4.75 .866 12
Black 4.84 .451 149
Hispanic 4.91 .353 99
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.87 .371 381
Total 4.86 .401 643

Good 
Communicator 

AP Asian 5.00 .000 10
Black 4.85 .388 88
Hispanic 4.94 .295 67
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.85 .383 185
Total 4.88 .364 352

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.80 .477 61
Hispanic 4.91 .296 32
White 4.88 .344 196
Total 4.87 .370 291

Total Asian 5.00 .000 12
Black 4.83 .426 149
Hispanic 4.93 .295 99
American Indian 5.00 . 1
NonResident 5.00 . 1
White 4.87 .363 381
Total 4.87 .367 643
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Organize AP Asian 4.70 .675 10
Black 4.59 .689 88
Hispanic 4.66 .617 67
American Indian 4.00 . 1
NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 4.38 .698 185
Total 4.49 .688 352

P Asian 5.00 .000 2
Black 4.43 .718 61
Hispanic 4.63 .554 32
White 4.45 .689 196
Total 4.47 .681 291

Total Asian 4.75 .622 12
Black 4.52 .703 149
Hispanic 4.65 .594 99
American Indian 4.00 . 1

NonResident 4.00 . 1
White 4.42 .694 381
Total 4.48 .684 643

 
A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of attributes were assessed: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and 

values, good communicator, and organize. These characteristics were rated on Likert 

scale by principals and assistant principals. Data (per ethnicity) were expressed as mean ± 

standard deviation (Table 4.34). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.35.  

There were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test 

interaction of position and ethnicity. There was no statistically significant interaction 

effect between position and ethnicity on the combined dependent variables, F(15,1893) = 

1.307, p = .189 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.031. 
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Table 4.35 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Attributes vs. Ethnicity 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .910 1267.567b 5.000 629.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .090 1267.567b 5.000 629.000 .000

Hotelling's 
Trace 

10.076 1267.567b 5.000 629.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

10.076 1267.567b 5.000 629.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .010 1.302b 5.000 629.000 .261

Wilks' Lambda .990 1.302b 5.000 629.000 .261

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.010 1.302b 5.000 629.000 .261

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.010 1.302b 5.000 629.000 .261

Ethnicity Pillai's Trace .058 1.497 25.000 3165.000 .053

Wilks' Lambda .943 1.500 25.000 2338.133 .053

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.060 1.500 25.000 3137.000 .053

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.030 3.742c 5.000 633.000 .002

Position * 
Ethnicity 

Pillai's Trace .031 1.307 15.000 1893.000 .189

Wilks' Lambda .969 1.310 15.000 1736.793 .187

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.031 1.312 15.000 1883.000 .186

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.024 2.987c 5.000 631.000 .011

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Ethnicity + Position * Ethnicity 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
The tenth breakdown: attributes vs. years of experience. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the attributes needed 
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to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their years of experience.  

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of attributes were assessed: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and 

values, good communicator, and organize. These characteristics were rated on Likert 

scale by principals and assistant principals. The multivariate test results were reported on 

Table 4.36.  There were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to 

test interaction of position and ethnicity. There was no statistically significant interaction 

effect between position and years of experience on the combined dependent variables, 

F(165,2745) = 1.177, p = .066 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.330. 
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Table 4.36 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Attributes vs. Years of Experience  

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .991 12210.543b 5.000 545.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .009 12210.543b 5.000 545.000 .000

Hotelling's 
Trace 

112.023 12210.543b 5.000 545.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

112.023 12210.543b 5.000 545.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .012 1.285b 5.000 545.000 .269

Wilks' Lambda .988 1.285b 5.000 545.000 .269

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.012 1.285b 5.000 545.000 .269

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.012 1.285b 5.000 545.000 .269

Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .420 1.324 190.000 2745.000 .003

Wilks' Lambda .642 1.332 190.000 2711.482 .002

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.468 1.338 190.000 2717.000 .002

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.164 2.369c 38.000 549.000 .000

Position * 
Years of 
Experience 

Pillai's Trace .330 1.177 165.000 2745.000 .066

Wilks' Lambda .709 1.176 165.000 2705.319 .067

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.357 1.176 165.000 2717.000 .067

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.117 1.949c 33.000 549.000 .001

a. Design: Intercept + Position + YearsOfExperience + Position * YearsOfExperience 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

 
The eleventh breakdown: attributes vs. gender. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the attributes needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 
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Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their gender. Two-way 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.37. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of attributes were assessed: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and 

values, good communicator, and organize. These characteristics were rated on Likert 

scale by principals and assistant principals. Data (per gender) were expressed as mean ± 

standard deviation (Table 4.37). The multivariate test results were reported on Table 4.38.  

There were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to test 

interaction of position and gender. There was no statistically significant interaction effect 

between position and gender on the combined dependent variables, F(5,606) = 2.001, p = 

.077 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.016. 
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Table 4.37 

Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Gender 
 Position Gender Mean Std. Deviation N 
Positive 
Disposition 

AP F 4.73 .632 228
M 4.71 .520 97
Total 4.73 .600 325

P F 4.77 .543 173
M 4.76 .569 116
Total 4.76 .553 289

Total F 4.75 .595 401
M 4.74 .546 213
Total 4.74 .578 614

Visionary AP F 4.46 .787 228
M 4.47 .765 97
Total 4.46 .779 325

P F 4.83 .463 173
M 4.59 .575 116
Total 4.73 .522 289

Total F 4.62 .690 401
M 4.54 .669 213
Total 4.59 .684 614

Ethics AP F 4.84 .435 228
M 4.84 .449 97
Total 4.84 .439 325

P F 4.90 .342 173
M 4.85 .422 116
Total 4.88 .376 289

Total F 4.86 .398 401
M 4.85 .434 213
Total 4.86 .411 614

Good 
Communicator 

AP F 4.88 .355 228
M 4.86 .382 97
Total 4.87 .362 325

P F 4.90 .317 173
M 4.81 .436 116
Total 4.87 .371 289

Total F 4.89 .339 401
M 4.83 .412 213
Total 4.87 .366 614

Organize AP F 4.51 .673 228
M 4.37 .740 97
Total 4.47 .696 325
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P F 4.51 .687 173
M 4.42 .674 116
Total 4.47 .682 289

Total F 4.51 .679 401
M 4.40 .704 213
Total 4.47 .689 614

 
Table 4.38 

Multivariate Testsa results for Attributes vs. Gender 

Effect Value F 
Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .996 27059.015b 5.000 606.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .004 27059.015b 5.000 606.000 .000

Hotelling's 
Trace 

223.259 27059.015b 5.000 606.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

223.259 27059.015b 5.000 606.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .034 4.242b 5.000 606.000 .001

Wilks' Lambda .966 4.242b 5.000 606.000 .001

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.035 4.242b 5.000 606.000 .001

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.035 4.242b 5.000 606.000 .001

Gender Pillai's Trace .013 1.562b 5.000 606.000 .169

Wilks' Lambda .987 1.562b 5.000 606.000 .169

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.013 1.562b 5.000 606.000 .169

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.013 1.562b 5.000 606.000 .169

Position * 
Gender 

Pillai's Trace .016 2.001b 5.000 606.000 .077

Wilks' Lambda .984 2.001b 5.000 606.000 .077

Hotelling's 
Trace 

.017 2.001b 5.000 606.000 .077

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.017 2.001b 5.000 606.000 .077

a. Design: Intercept + Position + Gender + Position * Gender 
b. Exact statistic 
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The twelfth breakdown: attributes vs. academic rating. 

 This breakdown of the question #4 asks if significant differences exist between 

the perceptions of assistant principals and principals with regard to the attributes needed 

to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the 

Principal as a Successful School Leader Project, based on their campus academic rating. 

Two-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to answer the question. 

Descriptive statistics are reported on Table 4.39. 

A two-way multivariate analysis of variance was run to answer the question. Five 

characteristics of attributes were assessed: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and 

values, good communicator, and organize. These characteristics were rated on Likert 

scale by principals and assistant principals. Data (per academic rating) were expressed as 

mean ± standard deviation (Table 4.39). The multivariate test results were reported on 

Table 4.40.  There were four multivariate tests were reported. Pillai’s Trace was used to 

test interaction of position and academic rating. There was no statistically significant 

interaction effect between position and academic rating on the combined dependent 

variables, F(15,1740) = 1.261, p = .219 (>.05); Pillai's Trace=.032. 
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Table 4.39 

Descriptive Statistics for Attributes vs. Academic Rating 
 Position Rating Mean Std. Deviation N 
Positive 
Disposition  

AP Low performing 4.87 .352 15
Acceptable  4.67 .666 181
Recognized  4.77 .537 94
Exemplary  4.91 .284 35
Total 4.74 .591 325

P Low performing 4.50 .837 6
Acceptable  4.80 .517 134
Recognized  4.74 .585 94
Exemplary  4.68 .653 31
Total 4.76 .566 265

Total Low performing 4.76 .539 21
Acceptable  4.73 .609 315
Recognized  4.76 .560 188
Exemplary  4.80 .503 66
Total 4.75 .580 590

Visionary AP Low performing 4.80 .561 15
Acceptable  4.48 .764 181
Recognized  4.57 .680 94
Exemplary  4.57 .608 35
Total 4.53 .718 325

P Low performing 4.83 .408 6
Acceptable  4.75 .454 134
Recognized  4.77 .557 94
Exemplary  4.71 .588 31
Total 4.75 .506 265

Total Low performing 4.81 .512 21
Acceptable  4.59 .663 315
Recognized  4.67 .627 188
Exemplary  4.64 .598 66
Total 4.63 .640 590

Ethics AP Low performing 4.80 .414 15
Acceptable  4.88 .375 181
Recognized  4.85 .414 94
Exemplary  4.83 .453 35
Total 4.86 .396 325
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 P Low performing 5.00 .000 6
Acceptable  4.92 .276 134
Recognized  4.83 .478 94
Exemplary  4.90 .301 31
Total 4.89 .362 265

Total Low performing 4.86 .359 21
Acceptable  4.90 .336 315
Recognized  4.84 .446 188
Exemplary  4.86 .388 66
Total 4.87 .381 590

Good 
Communicator 

AP Low performing 4.80 .561 15
Acceptable  4.88 .344 181
Recognized  4.85 .387 94
Exemplary  5.00 .000 35
Total 4.88 .353 325

P Low performing 4.67 .816 6
Acceptable  4.88 .325 134
Recognized  4.90 .330 94
Exemplary  4.94 .250 31
Total 4.89 .336 265

Total Low performing 4.76 .625 21
Acceptable  4.88 .336 315
Recognized  4.88 .360 188
Exemplary  4.97 .173 66
Total 4.88 .345 590

Organize AP Low performing 4.47 .915 15
Acceptable  4.52 .655 181
Recognized  4.51 .635 94
Exemplary  4.46 .741 35
Total 4.51 .670 325

P Low performing 4.50 .837 6
Acceptable  4.49 .680 134
Recognized  4.48 .714 94
Exemplary  4.61 .558 31
Total 4.50 .680 265

Total Low performing 4.48 .873 21
Acceptable  4.50 .665 315
Recognized  4.49 .674 188
Exemplary  4.53 .661 66
Total 4.50 .674 590
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Table 4.40 

Multivariate Testsa Results for Attributes vs. Academic Rating 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Intercept Pillai's Trace .989 10872.626b 5.000 578.000 .000

Wilks' Lambda .011 10872.626b 5.000 578.000 .000
Hotelling's 
Trace 

94.054 10872.626b 5.000 578.000 .000

Roy's Largest 
Root 

94.054 10872.626b 5.000 578.000 .000

Position Pillai's Trace .021 2.514b 5.000 578.000 .029
Wilks' Lambda .979 2.514b 5.000 578.000 .029
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.022 2.514b 5.000 578.000 .029

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.022 2.514b 5.000 578.000 .029

Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .029 1.137 15.000 1740.000 .317
Wilks' Lambda .971 1.137 15.000 1596.005 .317
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.030 1.136 15.000 1730.000 .318

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.018 2.143c 5.000 580.000 .059

Position * 
Academic 
Rating 

Pillai's Trace .032 1.261 15.000 1740.000 .219
Wilks' Lambda .968 1.264 15.000 1596.005 .217
Hotelling's 
Trace 

.033 1.266 15.000 1730.000 .216

Roy's Largest 
Root 

.025 2.911c 5.000 580.000 .013

a. Design: Intercept + Position + AcademicRating + Position * AcademicRating 
b. Exact statistic 
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance 
level. 

 
Summary 

This chapter began by detailing the statistical analysis that was used to analyze 

the data from the survey of principals and assistant principals with regard to their 

perception of the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be successful assistant 

principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a Successful School 

Leader Project (Waxman, 2008; Waxman, MacNeil, & Lee, 2006). The researcher 
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wanted to see if there were any statistical differences among the perceptions of principals 

and assistant principals (research questions #1, #2 and #3). To answer these questions, 

descriptive statistics were reported for all variables. One-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was utilized to examine if there is any significant difference 

between principals and assistant principals groups.   

Multivariate test of Pillai’s Trace showed that there was a statistically significant 

difference in survey data of the principals’ and assistant principals’ perceived knowledge 

(the combined dependent variables- knowledge of people, curriculum, law, and fiscal). 

F(4, 657) = 9.457, p < .0005; Pillai's Trace = .054; partial η2 = .054. Then, univariate 

one-way ANOVAs, as post-hoc test, were run for each dependent variable to follow up 

the statistically significant result. There was a statistically significant difference in survey 

data of law (p=.004) between principal and assistant principals groups. F(1,660) = 8.286, 

p < .005; partial η2 = .012. However, the other knowledge characteristics (Knowledge of 

people, curriculum, and fiscal) did not provide statistically significant difference. 

Multivariate test of Wilks' Lambda showed that there was a statistically 

significant difference in survey data of the principals’ and assistant principals’ perceived 

skills (the combined dependent variables- interpersonal, communication, leadership, 

management, and technical). F(5, 642) = 2.906, p < .05; Wilks' Λ = .978; partial η2 = 

.022. Then, univariate one-way ANOVAs, as a post-hoc test, were run for each dependent 

variable to follow up the statistically significant result. None of the single skill related 

characteristics showed statistical significant difference: interpersonal (p=.104), 

communication (p=.540), leadership (p=.011), management (p=.931), and technical 

(p=.166) difference using a Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. However, leadership skills 
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(p=.011) were much closed to Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. F(1,646) = 6.475, p < 

.05; partial η2 = .010. 

Multivariate test of Pillai’s Trace showed that there was a statistically significant 

difference in survey data of the principals’ and assistant principals’ perceived attributes 

(the combined dependent variables- positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, 

good communicator, and organize). F(5, 649) = 5.844, p < .0005; Pillai's Trace = .043; 

partial η2 = .043. Then, univariate one-way ANOVAs, as a post-hoc test, were run for 

each dependent variable to follow up the statistically significant result. There was a 

statistically significant difference in survey data of visionary between principals and 

assistant principals groups, F(1,653)=22.720, p< .0005; partial η2 = .034 using a 

Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. However, other characteristics related to attributes did 

not show statistically significant difference.  

In addition, the study examined if there is any significant difference exists, based 

on principals’ and assistant principals’ ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or their 

school’s academic rating with regard to their perception of the knowledge, skills, and 

attributes needed to be successful assistant principal and principal respectively. To 

answer this question, twelve two-way multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) 

were run for each pair of independent variables: one from group of knowledge, skills, and 

attributes; one from group of ethnicity, years of experience, gender, and academic rating. 

None of these twelve two-way multivariate analyses of variance tests showed any 

significant difference between principals’ perceptions and assistant principals’ 

perception. The next chapter will present the findings, conclusions, and implications of 

the study.  



 

Chapter V  

Conclusions 

A detailed analysis of the data was reported in the previous chapter.  Chapter 5 

includes five sections: the discussion, the findings, the implications for the field of 

education, the recommendations for future research, and the conclusions. The discussion 

section of this chapter presents and discusses how this study is applicable to current and 

future school principals and assistant principals. The next section presents the findings of 

the study. The results of the four research questions are discussed, analyzed and 

explained by the researcher.  The implications for practice section is where the researcher 

suggests how the results of the study can be applied to practice in school settings as well 

as university principal preparation programs. The implications for future research section 

provides suggestions for future research to continue enriching knowledge base in the 

subject matter as relates to this study. The conclusion section is the final chapter, which is 

a summation of the study. 

Discussion 

This study examined perceptions of principals and assistant principals in regards 

to knowledge, skills, and attributes to be successful in their roles. Study examined, for 

both principal and assistant principal groups, dependent variables of knowledge of 

people, curriculum, law and fiscal for their perception of knowledge; skills of 

interpersonal, communication, leadership, management, and technical for their perception 

of skills; and attributes of positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, and good 

communicator for their perception of attributes. The researcher investigated if there is a 

statistically significant difference between data collected from principals and from 
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assistant principals. In addition, the researcher investigated if ethnicity, years of 

experience, gender, or school’s academic rating of principals and assistant principals had 

any significant effect in their above-mentioned perceptions.  

School leadership is second only to classroom instruction as an influence on 

student learning and achievement (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003; Wahlstrom et al., 2010, 

Ediger, 2014; Waters et al., 2003). School leadership is performed by the school principal 

and assistant principals. The literature review of this study revealed that both positions 

are essential for effective school leadership. In addition, assistant principalship is the 

major pipeline for principalship (Fields, 2002). Therefore, it was important to advance 

the knowledge base regarding how principals and assistant principals perceive 

knowledge, skills, and attributes differently in order to perform their roles effectively.  

Findings 

This study addressed four research questions: 

1. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 

knowledge needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project?  

2. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived skills 

needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by 

the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 

3. Do significant differences exist between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived 



140 
 

 

attributes needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as 

measured by the Principal as a Successful School Leader Project? 

4. Do significant differences exist between the perceptions of assistant principals 

and principals with regard to the knowledge, skills, and attributes needed to be a 

successful assistant principal and principal respectively, as measured by the Principal as a 

Successful School Leader Project, based on their ethnicity, years of experience, gender, 

or their school’s academic rating? 

Research question #1. 

This question solicited the responses from practicing principals and assistant 

principals in regards to their perception about knowledge by rating each of the following 

independent variables on a Likert scale: knowledge of people, curriculum, law and fiscal.  

One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to identify any 

statically significant difference. The test revealed that significant differences exist 

between assistant principals’ perception of their own role and principals’ perception of 

their own role with regard to their perceived knowledge needed to be a successful 

assistant principal and principal respectively.  

Post-hoc tests (univariate one-way ANOVAs) were run for each dependent 

variable to follow up the significant difference. The test showed that there was a 

statistically significant difference in survey data of law (p=.004) between principal and 

assistant principals groups while the other characteristics of knowledge had no significant 

difference. The assistant principals (mean=4.33) scored the knowledge of law statistically 

significantly higher than principals (mean=4.14). This might be an indicator of assistant 

principals being more aware of knowledge of law as they are in learning trend; however, 
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principals does not put much emphasis in the knowledge of law as they are already 

familiar with how to handle the legal matters in their district.    

Research question #2. 

The skills was the focus of the question #2. The skills included following 

characteristics as dependent variables: interpersonal, communication, leadership, and 

technical. One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed that a 

statistically significant difference exists between assistant principals’ perception of their 

own role and principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived skills 

needed to be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively (p<.05).  

Follow up post-hoc tests showed that none of the skill related characteristics 

showed statistical significant difference; however, leadership skills (p=.011) were much 

closed to Bonferroni adjusted α level of .01. Assistant principals scored the leadership 

skills (mean=4.712) significantly lower than principals (mean=4.818). Leadership is 

crucial for schools just as it is for any organization because, among other reasons, leaders 

have the ability to unleash latent capacities in organizations (Wahlstrom et al., 2010). The 

study found that assistant principal participants do not perceive leadership skills as 

important as principal participants do. 

Research question #3. 

Research question #3 examined the attributes needed to be successful principals 

and assistant principals. The characteristics for attributes included following dependent 

variables: positive disposition, visionary, ethics and values, and good communicator. 

One-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) showed that a statistically 

significant difference exists between assistant principals’ perception of their own role and 
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principals’ perception of their own role with regard to their perceived attributes needed to 

be a successful assistant principal and principal respectively (p<.0005).  

Follow up post-hoc tests showed that visionary showed statistical significant 

difference (p<.0005) out of all five attributes related characteristics.  Assistant principals 

scored the visionary (mean=4.48) significantly lower than principals (mean=4.73). 

Assistant principals play import role in the school leadership. However, in terms of being 

visionary, their role mostly relies on following the school principal. Responsibilities of 

assistant principals are generally defined as performing any and all duties assigned by a 

superior (Weller & Weller, 2002); consequently, they do not perceive being visionary as 

important as principals do to perform their own roles.  

Research question #4. 

It was important to examine if any of ethnicity, years of experience, gender, or 

school’s academic rating play any significant role in resulting significant difference in 

perceptions of principals and assistant principals. Two-way multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) performed between following twelve pairs: 

1. Knowledge vs. ethnicity 

2. Knowledge vs. years of experience  

3. Knowledge vs. gender 

4. Skills vs. school’s academic rating 

5. Skills vs. ethnicity 

6. Skills vs. years of experience  

7. Skills vs. gender 

8. Skills vs. school’s academic rating 
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9. Attributes vs. ethnicity 

10. Attributes vs. years of experience  

11. Attributes vs. gender 

12. Attributes vs. school’s academic rating 

The study found out that none of the demographics (ethnicity, years of 

experience, gender, or school’s academic rating) had any statistically significant effect on 

the difference in perceptions of principals and assistant principals with regards to 

knowledge, skills, and attributes. It is important to emphasis that the focus of this study is 

the difference between perceptions of principals and assistant principals. This finding is 

limited to that account and does not provide any information if these demographics 

constitute any significant difference within principals group or within assistant principals 

group.  

Implication for Practice 

This study highlights that principals and assistant principals perceive knowledge, 

skills, and attributes differently to carry out their respective roles successfully.  It is 

important because leaders develop their leadership style and base their actions on their 

beliefs and perceptions. This finding has two potential implication areas: their roles in 

school settings and professional development program designs at universities or at 

alternate programs. Principals and assistant principals perceive knowledge significantly 

different from each other. The knowledge included knowledge of people, of curriculum, 

of law, and of fiscal. The assistant principals weighted the knowledge of law significantly 

higher than principals did. This might be an indicator of assistant principals being more 

aware of knowledge of law as they are in learning trend; meanwhile, principals did not 
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put much emphasis in the knowledge of law, as they are already familiar with how to 

handle the legal matters in their district. This may be an implication for district and 

university level in-service programs to include more applications of school law for 

assistant principals.  This might also be because assistant principals mostly deal with 

managerial duties including student management and applying school rules and 

regulations (Weller & Weller, 2002). As nature of their job requires them to apply rules 

and regulation, they become more aware of the law than principals.  

The study found that assistant principal participants do not perceive leadership 

skills as important as principal participants do. Leadership is crucial for schools just as it 

is for any organization because, among other reasons, leaders have the ability to unleash 

latent capacities in organizations (Wahlstrom et al., 2010). Therefore, the professional 

development programs at district level should consider modifying their programs 

accordingly for promotion-tract assistant principals. The study also found that assistant 

principals scored being visionary significantly lower than principals did. Research 

indicates that effective school leaders are those who provides vision of excellence that 

radiated throughout the school (Weise, 1992).  This finding can be helpful for principal 

preparation programs and assistant principal in-service programs.  

Implication for Future Research 

As this study was limited to principals and assistant principals in a large 

geographic area in the Gulf Coast region of Southwest Texas. This study could easily be 

broadened to other surrounding areas to gain more current and better sampling of 

respondents. The present study examined only at quantitative data. Future study may 

include qualitative data including open-ended questions to solicit responses from the 
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principals and assistant principals to elaborate why they perceived the knowledge, skills, 

and attributes differently.  

Conclusions 

In conclusion, this study provides valuable information in understanding 

perceptions of principals and assistant principals regarding knowledge, skills and 

attributes needs to be successful in their own roles. The study revealed that principals and 

assistant principals perceive knowledge, skills and attributes needed to be successful in 

their roles differently. This difference is also irrespective of gender, years of experience, 

ethnicity or campus academic rating.  The most difference between perceptions principals 

and assistant principals are knowledge of law, leadership skills, and being visionary. The 

training received by principals and assistant principals is important factor to improve 

school leadership practices. This study’s findings can help bringing practice and theory 

closer in both university and district level trainings. Understanding difference in 

perceptions of principals and assistant principals in regards to knowledge, skills, and 

attributes also helps about the role of assistant principals who are in a promotion track. 
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Chapter 149. Commissioner’s Rules Concerning Educator Standards 
Subchapter BB. Administrator Standards 

 

§149.2001. Principal Standards. 

(a)  Purpose. The standards, indicators, knowledge, and skills identified in this 
section shall be used to align with the training, appraisal, and professional 
development of principals. 

(b)  Standards. 

(1)  Standard 1--Instructional Leadership. The principal is responsible 
for ensuring every student receives high-quality instruction. 

(A)  Knowledge and skills. 

(i)  Effective instructional leaders: 

(I)  prioritize instruction and student achievement by 
developing and sharing a clear definition of high-
quality instruction based on best practices from 
research; 

(II)  implement a rigorous curriculum aligned with 
state standards; 

(III)  analyze the curriculum to ensure that teachers 
align content across grades and that curricular scopes 
and sequences meet the particular needs of their 
diverse student populations; 

(IV)  model instructional strategies and set 
expectations for the content, rigor, and structure of 
lessons and unit plans; and 

(V)  routinely monitor and improve instruction by 
visiting classrooms, giving formative feedback to 
teachers, and attending grade or team meetings. 

(ii)  In schools led by effective instructional leaders, data 
are used to determine instructional decisions and monitor 
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progress. Principals implement common interim assessment 
cycles to track classroom trends and determine appropriate 
interventions. Staff have the capacity to use data to drive 
effective instructional practices and interventions. The 
principal's focus on instruction results in a school filled 
with effective teachers who can describe, plan, and 
implement strong instruction and classrooms filled with 
students actively engaged in cognitively challenging and 
differentiated activities. 

(B)  Indicators. 

(i)  Rigorous and aligned curriculum and assessment. The 
principal implements rigorous curricula and assessments 
aligned with state standards, including college and career 
readiness standards. 

(ii)  Effective instructional practices. The principal 
develops high-quality instructional practices among 
teachers that improve student learning. 

(iii)  Data-driven instruction and interventions. The 
principal monitors multiple forms of student data to inform 
instructional and intervention decisions and to close the 
achievement gap. 

(2)  Standard 2--Human Capital. The principal is responsible for 
ensuring there are high-quality teachers and staff in every classroom and 
throughout the school. 

(A)  Knowledge and skills. 

(i)  Effective leaders of human capital: 

(I)  treat faculty/staff members as their most valuable 
resource and invest in the development, support, and 
supervision of the staff; 

(II)  ensure all staff have clear goals and 
expectations that guide them and by which they are 
assessed; 
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(III)  are strategic in selecting and hiring candidates 
whose vision aligns with the school's vision and 
whose skills match the school's needs; 

(IV)  ensure that, once hired, teachers develop and 
grow by building layered supports that include 
regular observations, actionable feedback, and 
coaching and school-wide supports so that teachers 
know how they are performing; 

(V)  facilitate professional learning communities to 
review data and support development; 

(VI)  create opportunities for effective teachers and 
staff to take on a variety of leadership roles and 
delegate responsibilities to staff and administrators 
on the leadership team; and 

(VII)  use data from multiple points of the year to 
complete accurate evaluations of all staff, using 
evidence from regular observations, student data, 
and other sources to evaluate the effectiveness of 
teachers and staff. 

(ii)  In schools with effective leaders of human capital, staff 
understand how they are being evaluated and what the 
expectations are for their performance. Staff can identify 
areas of strength and have opportunities to practice and 
receive feedback on growth areas from the leadership team 
and peers. Staff evaluation data show variation based on 
effectiveness but also show improvement across years as 
development and retention efforts take effect. Across the 
school, staff support each other's development through 
regular opportunities for collaboration, and effective staff 
have access to a variety of leadership roles in the school. 

(B)  Indicators. 

(i)  Targeted selection, placement, and retention. The 
principal selects, places, and retains effective teachers and 
staff. 
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(ii)  Tailored development, feedback, and coaching. The 
principal coaches and develops teachers by giving 
individualized feedback and aligned professional 
development opportunities. 

(iii)  Staff collaboration and leadership. The principal 
implements collaborative structures and provides 
leadership opportunities for effective teachers and staff. 

(iv)  Systematic evaluation and supervision. The principal 
conducts rigorous evaluations of all staff using multiple 
data sources. 

(3)  Standard 3--Executive Leadership. The principal is responsible for 
modeling a consistent focus on and commitment to improving student 
learning. 

(A)  Knowledge and skills. 

(i)  Effective executive leaders: 

(I)  are committed to ensuring the success of the 
school; 

(II)  motivate the school community by modeling a 
relentless pursuit of excellence; 

(III)  are reflective in their practice and strive to 
continually improve, learn, and grow; 

(IV)  view unsuccessful experiences as learning 
opportunities, remaining focused on solutions, and 
are not stymied by challenges or setbacks. When a 
strategy fails, these principals analyze data, assess 
implementation, and talk with stakeholders to 
understand what went wrong and how to adapt 
strategies moving forward; 

(V)  keep staff inspired and focused on the end goal 
even as they support effective change management; 
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(VI)  have strong communication skills and 
understand how to communicate a message in 
different ways to meet the needs of various 
audiences; 

(VII)  are willing to listen to others and create 
opportunities for staff and stakeholders to provide 
feedback; and 

(VIII)  treat all members of the community with 
respect and develop strong, positive relationships 
with them. 

(ii)  In schools with effective executive leaders, teachers 
and staff are motivated and committed to excellence. They 
are vested in the school's improvement and participate in 
candid discussions of progress and challenges. They are 
comfortable providing feedback to the principal and other 
school leaders in pursuit of ongoing improvement, and they 
welcome feedback from students' families in support of 
improved student outcomes. 

(B)  Indicators. 

(i)  Resiliency and change management. The principal 
remains solutions-oriented, treats challenges as 
opportunities, and supports staff through changes. 

(ii)  Commitment to ongoing learning. The principal 
proactively seeks and acts on feedback, reflects on personal 
growth areas and seeks development opportunities, and 
accepts responsibility for mistakes. 

(iii)  Communication and interpersonal skills. The principal 
tailors communication strategies to the audience and 
develops meaningful and positive relationships. 

(iv)  Ethical behavior. The principal adheres to the 
educators' code of ethics in §247.2 of this title (relating to 
Code of Ethics and Standard Practices for Texas 
Educators), including following policies and procedures at 
his or her respective district. 
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(4)  Standard 4--School Culture. The principal is responsible for 
establishing and implementing a shared vision and culture of high 
expectations for all staff and students. 

(A)  Knowledge and skills. 

(i)  Effective culture leaders: 

(I)  leverage school culture to drive improved 
outcomes and create high expectations; 

(II)  establish and implement a shared vision of high 
achievement for all students and use that vision as 
the foundation for key decisions and priorities for the 
school; 

(III)  establish and communicate consistent 
expectations for staff and students, providing 
supportive feedback to ensure a positive campus 
environment; 

(IV)  focus on students' social and emotional 
development and help students develop resiliency 
and self-advocacy skills; and 

(V)  treat families as key partners to support student 
learning, creating structures for two-way 
communication and regular updates on student 
progress. Regular opportunities exist for both 
families and the community to engage with the 
school and participate in school functions. 

(ii)  In schools with effective culture leaders, staff believe 
in and are inspired by the school vision and have high 
expectations for all students. Staff take responsibility for 
communicating the vision in their classrooms and for 
implementing behavioral expectations throughout the 
building, not only in their own classrooms. Teachers 
regularly communicate with the families of their students to 
provide updates on progress and actively work with 
families to support learning at home. Members of the 
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broader community regularly engage with the school 
community. 

(B)  Indicators. 

(i)  Shared vision of high achievement. The principal 
develops and implements a shared vision of high 
expectations for students and staff. 

(ii)  Culture of high expectations. The principal establishes 
and monitors clear expectations for adult and student 
conduct and implements social and emotional supports for 
students. 

(iii)  Intentional family and community engagement. The 
principal engages families and community members in 
student learning. 

(iv)  Safe school environment. The principal creates an 
atmosphere of safety that encourages the social, emotional, 
and physical well-being of staff and students. 

(v)  Discipline. The principal oversees an orderly 
environment, maintaining expectations for student behavior 
while implementing a variety of student discipline 
techniques to meet the needs of individual students. 

(5)  Standard 5--Strategic Operations. The principal is responsible for 
implementing systems that align with the school's vision and improve 
the quality of instruction. 

(A)  Knowledge and skills. 

(i)  Effective leaders of strategic operations: 

(I)  assess the current needs of their schools, 
reviewing a wide set of evidence to determine the 
schools' priorities and set ambitious and measurable 
school goals, targets, and strategies that form the 
schools' strategic plans; 
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(II)  with their leadership teams, regularly monitor 
multiple data points to evaluate progress toward 
goals, adjusting strategies that are proving 
ineffective; 

(III)  develop a year-long calendar and a daily 
schedule that strategically use time to both maximize 
instructional time and to create regular time for 
teacher collaboration and data review; 

(IV)  are deliberate in the allocation of resources 
(e.g., staff time, dollars, and tools), aligning them to 
the school priorities and goals, and work to access 
additional resources as needed to support learning; 
and 

(V)  treat central office staff as partners in achieving 
goals and collaborate with staff throughout the 
district to adapt policies as needed to meet the needs 
of students and staff. 

(ii)  In schools with effective leaders of strategic 
operations, staff have access to resources needed to meet 
the needs of all students. Staff understand the goals and 
expectations for students, have clear strategies for meeting 
those goals, and have the capacity to track progress. 
Members of the staff collaborate with the principal to 
develop the school calendar. Teacher teams and 
administrator teams meet regularly to review and improve 
instructional strategies and analyze student data. 
Throughout the year, all staff participate in formal 
development opportunities that build the capacity to 
identify and implement strategies aligned to the school's 
improvement goals. 

(B)  Indicators. 

(i)  Strategic planning. The principal outlines and tracks 
clear goals, targets, and strategies aligned to a school vision 
that improves teacher effectiveness and student outcomes. 



182 
 

 

(ii)  Maximized learning time. The principal implements 
daily schedules and a year-long calendar that plan for 
regular data-driven instruction cycles, give students access 
to diverse and rigorous course offerings, and build in time 
for staff professional development. 

(iii)  Tactical resource management. The principal aligns 
resources with the needs of the school and effectively 
monitors the impact on school goals. 

(iv)  Policy implementation and advocacy. The principal 
collaborates with district staff to implement and advocate 
for district policies that meet the needs of students and 
staff. 

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this §149.2001 issued under the Texas 
Education Code, §21.3541. 

Source: The provisions of this §149.2001 adopted to be effective June 8, 2014, 
39 TexReg 4245. 

 

For additional information, email rules@tea.state.tx.us. 
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Educational Leadership Policy Standards: ISLLC 2008 
as adopted by the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) 

 
Standard 1: An education leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating 
the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning 
that is shared and supported by all stakeholders 
 
Functions: 
 

A. Collaboratively develop and implement a shared vision and mission. 
 

B. Collect and use data to identify goals, assess organizational effectiveness, and 
promote organizational learning 

 
C. Create and implement plans to achieve goals 

 
D. Promote continuous and sustainable improvement 

 
E. Monitor and evaluate progress and revise plans  

 
Standard 2: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, 
nurturing and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student 
learning and staff professional growth. 
 
Functions: 
 

A. Nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high expectations  
 

B. Create a comprehensive, rigorous, and coherent curricular program 
 

C. Create a personalized and motivating learning environment for students 
 

D. Supervise instruction 
 

E. Develop assessment and accountability systems to monitor student progress. 
 

F. Develop the instructional and leadership capacity of staff 
 

G. Maximize time spent on quality instruction 
 

H. Promote the use of the most effective and appropriate technologies to support 
teaching and learning 

 
I. Monitor and evaluate the impact of the instructional program 

 



185 
 

 

Standard 3: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring 
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and 
effective learning environment. 
 
Functions 
 

A. Monitor and evaluate the management and operational systems 
 

B. Obtain, allocate, align, and efficiently utilize human, fiscal, and technological 
resources  

 
C. Promote and protect the welfare and safety of students and staff 

 
D. Develop the capacity for distributed leadership 

 
E. Ensure teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction 

and student learning 
 
Standard 4: An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating 
with faculty and community members, responding to diverse community interests and 
needs, and mobilizing community resources. 
 
Functions 
 

A. Collect and analyze data and information pertinent to the educational environment 
 

B. Promote understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse 
cultural, social, and intellectual resources 

 
C. Build and sustain positive relationships with families and caregivers 

 
D. Build and sustain productive relationships with community partners  

 
Standard 5: An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with 
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 
 
Functions 
 

A. Ensure a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success 
 

B. Model principles of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical 
behavior 

 
C. Safeguard the values of democracy, equity, and diversity 
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D. Consider and evaluate the potential moral and legal consequences of decision-
making 

 
E. Promote social justice and ensure that individual student needs inform all aspects 

of schooling 
 
Standard 6: An education leader promotes the success of every student by 
understanding, responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and 
cultural context. 
 
Functions 
 

A. Advocate for children, families, and caregivers 
 

B. Act to influence local, district, state, and national decisions affecting student 
learning 

 
Assess, analyze, and anticipate emerging trends and initiatives in order to adapt 

leadership strategies 
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