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TPS-Aspiring Principals Academy

Perceptions of the Aspiring Principals Academy

Purpose of Study:

The Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) is facing a serious two-fold leadership challenge:

(1) TPS is on the verge of losing the bulk of its most experienced and well-trained school
leaders, primarily through retirement. (2) Many of the administrators prefer to serve in
schools that are not highly challenged because they feel ill-equipped to address the
complex issues found in culturally diverse or high poverty schools. Tulsa’s Leadership
Challenge (TLC) is that 60% of current principals are eligible to retire and another 12%
can retire within three years. Additionally, 28% of current assistant principals are
eligible to retire and another 21% can retire within 3 years

In order to address these leadership challenges, TPS established an intensive leadership
development program. This program is focused on the principal as an instructional leader
through ongoing leadership professional development and mentoring. A key component
of the program is the Aspiring Principals Academy.

The Aspiring Principals Academy, established during the 2001-2002 school year, serves
those who have completed administrative certification requirements. The academy uses
the ISLLC Standards for School Leaders and the ISTE Technology Standards for
Administrators to provide the baseline criteria for class work. The academy combines
shadowing experiences with established school leaders and instruction within small
learning groups. A cohort of twenty-five participants is selected annually. Participants
attend monthly full day sessions for 9 months of the school year. Each participant
conducts an action research project, completes a portfolio, and produces a PowerPoint
presentation suitable for an opening faculty meeting or back to school night. These
participants also read, summarize and discuss eight leadership books.

A key element is the evaluation of TPS program in order to provide feedback for
continuous program improvement. Based on the key role that the Aspiring Principals
Academy plays in the development of future leaders, an initial evaluation was conducted
on the perceptions of the Aspiring Principals Academy. The purpose of the evaluation
was to better understand the strengths and weaknesses of the program. This evaluation
was based upon a self-report questionnaire (See Appendix A).

Study Methodology:
TPS provided a listing of former graduates and current members of the Aspiring
Principals Academy to the OU-Tulsa Applied Research Center. The questionnaire and

research procedure was approved by the University of Oklahoma Human Subjects
Review Board to ensure ethical treatment of participants (See Appendix B).
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Additionally, a focus group of six graduates was conducted to gain more insight to the
results of the survey (See Appendix C).

The participants were provided an informed consent and an anonymous and confidential
questionnaire. Of the 103 graduates of the academy, 53 (51.4%) returned completed
surveys. Academy graduates returned the surveys directly to the OU-Tulsa Applied
Research Center. If a question was not answered or if it was double-checked, it was
coded as missing data.

Demographic Characteristics of Respondents:

Of the 53 respondents, 84% were female. Concerning race, 62.7% reported Caucasian,
25.5% African American, 7.8% Hispanic, 2.0% Native American, 2.0% and 2.0% Other.
When asked to describe their school 52.9% reported Elementary School, 25.5% reported
Middle School, 17.6% reported High School, 2% Charter, and 2% Other. A majority of
the graduates responding to the survey (31.4%) were from the 2005 year group, 33.7%
were 2003-2004 graduates of the academy while 15.7% were from the 2001-2002 classes.
The 2006 academy class consisted of 19.6% of the survey respondents.

With respect to education level attained, 45.8% completed 18 years of education, 6.3%
19 years, 12.5% responded they had completed 20 years, and 27.1% completed 21 or
more years of education. Only 8.3% of the respondents completed less than 18 years of
education. The average age of the respondent is 44.5 years (SD = 7.25). The ages range
from a low of 29 years to a high of 58 years.

The following pages reflect a graphical representation of responses to selected items
within the survey.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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The graph above illustrates the participant’s average response on their preparedness with
items reflecting professional relationships, social environmental issues and operational
skills. As seen in the graph, creating a positive/safe environment, professional learning
community and being a reflective practitioner were rated positively by the participants.
However, operational issues such as interviewing, facilitating the use of technology,
student discipline and budgeting were rated relatively low. Given the growing Hispanic
community in Tulsa, it is interesting that understanding English Language Learning
issues (ELL) was rated low.

The distribution of scores on the response scale is presented in Appendix E. However,
several responses will be described to highlight the graph presented above. Regarding
relationships and social environment a number of areas showed positive results. 64.2%
felt prepared to a great or very great extent in their ability to create a safe school
environment. 66.8% expressed a great or very great extent their ability to create a
learning community for all. 58.5% were positive in their capacity to be a reflective
practitioner and their preparation to lead staff development. Finally, 62.3% expressed
confidence in leading school improvement to a great or very great extent.

Results of the survey indicated potential concerns within the area of operational skills.
The number one issue expressed by respondents was 59.6% felt their understanding of
English Language Learning (ELL) issues as not at all or to some extent with 28.9%
expressed only a moderate understanding of ELL issues. 51% expressed either to some
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extent or none at all in their preparation to manage or prepare a budget with 24.5%
expressing a moderate extent of preparation. 47.2% reported being not at all or to some
extent prepared in the use, facilitation, and encouragement of technology. This question
provided an initial indication of the concerns noted in the portion of the survey that
addressed ISTE Technology Standards for Administrators and was revealed during the
focus group session. 47.1% responded that they perceived the preparation to deal with
student discipline issues as not at all or to some extent. 26.4% were only moderately
prepared to deal with student discipline issues.

TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy

Perceptions of the Principal Academy
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Manner info was presented ‘ ‘ ‘ “3.94
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One area of the survey that received considerable positive feedback was perceptions of
instruction provided by the academy. As depicted in the chart above, a majority of the
respondents rated their perceptions of these areas as very good to excellent. More
specifically, the average score for organization and presentation of information as well as
the development of Learning Community Culture (LCC) was rated as very good.
Although relatively high, perceptions that the time allowed for meetings, and overall
perception received the lowest ratings.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy

My knowledge and Understanding of Technology Standards for Administrators
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One of the key components of the Aspiring Principal Academy is the Technology
Standards for School Administrators (TSSA). These standards provide the core
knowledge and skills required of every P-12 administrator regardless of specific job role.
As depicted from the average scores in the graph above, there exists a need for improving
this area. More specifically, the ability to use technology to assess performance of staff,
advocate for support services and the ability to access data were rated lowest by the

responding academy participants.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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Of the respondents, 27.5% report that their ability to develop a collaborative, technology-rich
school improvement plan was either not addressed at all or only to some extent. Over 33.3%
indicated moderate ability in this area.

TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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Another technology area that indicated a lack of confidence was the respondent’s ability to
promote highly effective practices in technology integration among faculty and other staff. In
this case, 13.6% responded that they were not at all prepared, while 21.6% felt that they were
only prepared to some extent. 39.3% reported a great or very great ability to promote effective
practices among staff.

TPS Aspiring Principals Survey, 2006 Page 7



TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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21.6% of the respondents reported they were not at all prepared to provide campus-wide staff

development on technology related issues. 13.7% were prepared to some extent and 33.3% were
moderately prepared to perform this function. 31.4% reported this ability as great or very great.

TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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Only 33.3% of the respondents felt positive about their ability to assist teachers in using

technology to appropriately design, assess, and modify student instruction. This is in contrast to
the 37.2% who reported they were not at all or to some extent prepared for this task.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy

Ability to Maximize Technology to Improve Student Learning
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As shown in the graph above, 22% report they had no knowledge to maximize technology to

access, analyze, and interpret data to improve student learning and productivity. Further, 46%
responded they were only knowledgeable to some extent or a moderate extent regarding the task.

TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
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34% of the respondents reported their ability to complete the role specific task of using current
technology-based management systems to access records under the TSSA as being at a moderate
extent. 38% considered themselves as either not at all or to some extent capable of completing
the task. Finally, 28% reported their capability a great or very great extent.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy
Ability to Advocate Technology Support Services

| | |
Not at all | 196 l
| | |
| |
| |
To some extent - 21.6, |
| |
‘ |

To a moderate extent 276
|
‘ |
| |
To a great extent 235 ;
| | | : :
| | | | |
To a very great extent | 7.8 | | | |
| | | | |
i i i i i i

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Percent Responding

Based Upon 51 Respondents

As a task under Support, Management, and Operations of the TSSA, 19.6% rated their ability to
advocate for technology support services as “not at all”. 21.6% rated their ability to execute this
task to some extent, while 27.5% rated themselves as having only a moderate extent of ability to

perform the task.

TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy

Ability to Use Technology to Assess Teacher Performance
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As a role specific task of TSSA, 39.2% of the respondents reported their ability to
effectively use technology in assessing performance of instructional staff was non-existent or to
some extent. 31.4% considered they were moderately capable of performing the task. 29.7%

rated their ability as great or very great.
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TPS -- Aspirant Principal Academy

Based on My Experience at the Academy
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One area of the survey that also garnered positive feedback encompassed individual
experiences at the academy. Most notable is the positive response to the value of the
required readings supporting learning objectives. The value of the shadowing experience
was likewise viewed positively with an average score of 3.6. The small group process at
the academy also received positive responses with an average score of 3.12. The value of
the portfolio and the role it played in the individual’s development had the lowest level of
agreement with an average score of 2.83.

Summary:

In summary, the survey responses regarding the perceptions of the Aspiring Principals
Academy provided insight to strengths and weaknesses of the academy. The survey
questions regarding the Technology Standards for School Administrators and the related
knowledge and skills revealed the greatest weakness based on the survey results.
Operational skills pertaining to areas such as student discipline, budget preparation,
creating partnerships, and understanding ELL issues were also identified as areas of
concern. Although not specifically addressed in the survey, the issue of mentor and
mentee selection surfaced as a concern during the focus group (See Appendix C). The
issue of mentor selection and the process of matching the mentor and mentee warrant
further study.

The areas that indicated positive satisfaction with regard to relationships and social
environment included creating positive and safe environments, creating a professional
learning community, and being a reflective practitioner. Another area of the survey that
also reflected positive feedback encompassed specific areas such as the value of the
required readings and the shadowing experiences indicating that the basic course
structure is meeting many of the stated goals.
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Open-Ended Responses from Aspiring Principal Graduates

All respondents were asked to provide suggestions to improve the academy for future
participants. A complete listing of the verbatim comments is contained in Appendix D.
A review of the comments revealed a number of emerging themes that were consistently
addressed by the respondents. A listing of those themes and supporting comments are
provided below:

Shadowing

“It would be greatly helpful if we were allowed more shadowing days. | gained most of
my information from these experiences. Each school is different and has its own
problems and successes. It was informative to see how each principal handled the issues
that arose.”

“Shadowing experiences are great but it is just observation. Why not let participants
work with administrators in different schools each quarter? Participants would help with
the ‘paperwork’ and ‘people’ aspect of the job.”

“Continue and expand shadowing experiences (including visits to other departments for
example).”

“Shadowing experiences are a must!”

“The shadowing was also a great experience for me even though one experience left me
no feeling like I gained anything.”

“When academy members are participating in shadowing experience each experience
principal could have a pre-arranged area of concentration to share. For example the first
experience you might be informed about techniques for classroom observations and
teacher evaluations, the next discipline issues, and management, the next effective staff
development strategies/curriculum planning, the next time management, etc.”
“Shadowing the principals was the best hands on experience.”

“Shadowing experiences were excellent.”

“The shadowing component served as the most effective piece of the training.”

“The most meaningful aspects to me was the chance to meet collegially with other
participants in the academy and the job shadowing experience.”

“Shadowing experience can be more involved.”

“The shadowing experience should have a reflection piece and a longer time (2 days).”
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Experiential (Hands On)

“Academy needs to incorporate hands-on practice of tasks that are routinely expected of
principals.”

“More hands-on experience-above and beyond shadowing.”
“The academy needs to offer more “hands on” experiences.”

“Address and provide mock hands on training for effective budget management (Title
funds, etc).”

“More hands on activities are needed. Example: A person showed us how to create a
budget. After the demonstration, we should have been given mock information about a
school and create our own budget. Discuss our budgets, assess and see what we did right
or wrong. “

“More practicality, less theory.”

Technology

“Technology was not widely emphasized during the 2004-2005 academy.”

“Technology integration (i.e. data, how to use in faculty meeting).”

“More time needs to be devoted to technology and perhaps field trips to the service center
to see what each department does.”

“The academy lacked in the instructional technology area.”
“There were no technology issues presented. |, as a discipline dean, was never exposed
to the technology that would have allowed me to answer in the positive to questions

above.”

“More hands on tech use, where to find, how to use Walker System and mainframe- do it
not just hear it.”

“Use of Excel, PowerPoint, and Word as well as use of Outlook.”

“We learned things like completing the Walker System, but if you never do it, you forget.
But we were exposed.”

Role Playing

“More role playing of situations that are likely to come up.”
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“The role playing was practice for real life.”
“More role play of real situations — for example the defensive parent.”

“More role playing of situations that are likely to come up. Better linkage between
theory and practice.”

“Role playing interview process would be helpful. Each time | have interviewed has
been a different format with no feedback.”

Peer-to-Peer Interaction
“Provide time and opportunity for networking and learning from peers.”

“Opportunities to meet the following year to discuss accomplishments, new strategies,
with previous graduates would help us continue to develop our leadership skills.”

“Our monthly meetings were a great way to learn new information and develop
meaningful relationships with others who share common goals.”

“I enjoyed meeting like minded people throughout the district-give the participants more
time together.”

“The academy provided opportunities to collaborate, get fresh perspectives, and build
valuable team resources.”

“Use former participants.”

Portfolio

“More time and information on the portfolio (framework).”
“Keep the portfolio and presentations- this was valuable!”

“Portfolio plans for school improvement should have been created in cooperative groups
during the academy. The portfolio was not very well explained.”
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Appendix A
Survey
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Tulsa Public Schools — Principal Aspirant Academy Questionnaire
This survey is being used to assist the Superintendent of the Tulsa Public Schools determine strengths and weaknesses in
the selection and training of potential administrative leaders. Your responses to this survey are anonymous and will be
used to maintain or improve the Principal Aspirant Academy.

Section 1: Demographic Characteristics

1. What is your gender? Female Male 2. Whatis your age in years?

3. Race/Ethnicity: 4. What best describes your school?
American Indian Caucasian Elementary Alternative School
African American Hispanic Middle School Charter
Asian Other: High School Other:

Positions you have held at TPS:

5. Teacher No Yes How many years?
6. Asst. Principal No Yes How many years?
7. Principal No Yes How many years?
8. Other: How many years?

9. Education (Circle the highest number of years of formal education)
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 >20

10. Date that you completed the Principal Aspirant’s Academy:

(DD/MM/YR)
Section 2: Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities

To a very great extent
To a great extent

To a moderate extent
To some extent

Not at all

The Principal Aspirant Academy prepared you:

11. To lead the school improvement process (goal setting, research based interventions,
and staff development).

12. To lead staff to make AYP goals in No Child Left Behind Program.
13. To effectively lead staff development.
14. To create a professional learning community for the staff and other stakeholders. -------—
15. To follow Board of Education policy/regulations and know laws impacting schools.----
16. To prepare and manage a budget.
17. To create a positive and safe school environment.
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To a very great extent

To a great extent

To a moderate extent

To some extent

Not at all

The Principal Aspirant Academy prepared you:

18. To evaluate staff on effective instructional practices.
19. To conduct interviews and hire staff.
20. To lead curriculum planning and development initiatives.
21. To understand diversity, ethnicity, and human relations in a school environment. ---------
22. To create business and community partnerships to support goals and objectives.-----------
23. To deal with student discipline issues.
24. To understand English Language Learning (ELL) issues.
25. To utilize, facilitate, and encourage the use of technology by staff and students. -----------
26. To interview for internships and principal opportunities.
27. To be a reflective practitioner.
Excellent
Please rate your perceptions of the Aspiring Very Good
Principal Academy. Good
Poor
Very Poor
28. The extent to which the Academy met your expectations.
29. The time allowed for the Academy meetings.
30. The usefulness of the information presented.
31. Overall delivery of the Academy.
32. The delivery of information seemed well organized.
33. Resources available to participants during the Academy.
34. The Academy’s ability to develop a “Learning Community Culture.”
35. The content of the materials used in the Academy.
36. The manner in which the information was presented.
37. Overall perception of the Principal Aspirant Academy.
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Section #3: Technology Standards for Administrators

To a very great extent
As a graduate of the Principal Aspirant’s To a great extent
Academy how would you rate your knowledge To a moderate extent
and understanding of the following areas: To some extent

Not at all

38. Ability to develop a collaborative, technology-rich school improvement plan. ------------

39. Ability to promote highly effective practices in technology integration among faculty
and other staff..

40. Ability to assist teachers in using technology to appropriately design, assess, and
modify student instruction

41. Ability to use current technology-based management systems to access records.----------
42. Ability to provide campus-wide staff development on technology related issues. ---------
43. Ability to advocate for technology support services.

44. Ability to maximize technology to access, analyze, and interpret data to improve
student learning and productivity.

45. Ability to effectively use technology in assessing performance of instructional staff.----

Strongly agree
Based on your experience at the Academy Agree
How much do you agree with the Disagree
following statements? Strongly disagree

46. The portfolio from the academy played an important role in my development as a leader. --
47. The small group process at the academy was essential to my development as a leader-------
48. The length of time allocated for the course of instruction at the academy was sufficient. ----
49. The shadowing experience at the academy was a valuable learning experience. -------------
50. The “action research project” strengthened my professional knowledge -----------====--=----
51. The required readings at the academy supported the learning objectives of the course. ------

Please provide any suggestions to improve the Academy for future participants:

Thank you for taking the time to help us better understand and improve the Academy.
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Appendix C
Focus Group Summary
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Focus Group Summary

To gain more insight to the results of the survey, a focus group was conducted at the OU-
Tulsa Schusterman Center on May 31, 2006. The focus group consisted of five Aspiring
Principal Academy graduates filling intern positions. Dr. Chan Hellman led the focus
group. During the course of the discussions, the five participants provided input that
further supported strengths and weaknesses identified in the survey results.

One of the survey questions that received an overwhelmingly positive response was the
value of the shadowing experience. The focus group also expressed a positive attitude in
regards to the shadowing experience. However, one issue that the group raised was the
inconsistency in the methods used to assign mentors. Some students were allowed to
choose their mentors while others were assigned a mentor. Many reported that some of
the mentors either were surprised by the initial presence of the mentee or exhibited a
sense of being “bothered” by the presence of the mentee. The group expressed the
importance of a positive mentor to mentee relationship. When a positive mentor/mentee
activity took place a continued relationship was established with mentee remaining in
contact with the mentor for professional advice.

Supporting the results of the survey questions regarding Technology Standards for
School Administrators, the group generally reported that training on technology seemed
to be conducted on a trial and error basis.

The focus group also indicated that the use of role-playing and specific hands-on training
exercises would be beneficial. Areas suggested included teacher evaluations, student
discipline issues, and budget preparations.

Principal panels were viewed as an excellent method to gain insight and knowledge.
Panels were broad based and provided a multitude of perspectives for the academy
students.

Portfolios carried a great deal of emphasis during the academy however it was felt that
little attention was paid to the final product by the academy leaders. The group reported
that a critique of the portfolio would be of value to the learning process.

Throughout the focus group, it was obvious there were commonalities in the structure of
the academy however there were a number of differences in the syllabus for each class.
The group represented at least three different classes and it was obvious that the structure
was different for each. Nonetheless, a common core of subjects and learning objectives
were reported. The focus group suggested that the leadership at the academy was a factor
in the differences noted between the classes.

One area that warrants further consideration is the selection process of mentors and the
methodology used to match mentor and mentee. Research in the field indicates three key
areas must be addressed in establishing mentoring programs. The first is the critical
importance of a proper match of the mentor and mentee. Second, is the need for mentors
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to have the desire to act as a mentor. Third, the mentor must possess the necessary skills
required to be an effective mentor. Based on the feedback of the focus group, mentors
were selected from a pool of volunteers within the district. Although TPS attempted to
use the most experienced and best qualified mentors from this pool, there did not seem to
be an established methodology for selecting, training, identifying, or assigning mentors to
aspiring principal candidates.
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Survey Comments
Open-Ended Responses From Academy Graduates:

The following are verbatim comments made by respondents to the survey. Respondents
were asked to provide any suggestions to improve the Academy for future participants

“Use case studies more.”

“Encourage current principals to make it a personal mission to develop at least one leader
in their building.”

“Have principals turn-in names and track leadership development in these individuals.”

“Have the academy participants further develop the academy including a detailed training
notebook with specific outcomes, objectives, and assessments for the areas addressed in
this survey (development is best teacher).”

“Support materials and surveys could be online and self-paced.”
“Research other district leadership practices and adopt best practices.”
“Make sure there is adequate funding and resources for further development.”

“Academy needs to incorporate hands-on practice of tasks that are routinely expected of
principals. Ideas should include but not limited to:
Creating a master schedule for all 3 levels with a limited allocation for specific
demographic group that reflects TPS average school.
Understanding No Child Left Behind, Title I, 11 and API/AP and how to achieve
AYP.
How attendance impacts achievement and AYP, how it is marked, excused vs.
unexcused, 9 days absent rule, etc.
Use of Excel, PowerPoint, and world as well as use of Outlook, Leadership
Packet, OK Department of Education, and the web pages.
How to create SIP and other management plans (budget, facility, staffing, and
school safety).
Funding (Sources, Grants, What can be funded by what, Howe to order materials
and equipment, Career Tech Funding Programs).
Graduation requirements, course credits, College/career plans.
Athletic program management (MS, HS).
Communications (Newsletters, as well as speaking to the media).
Professional dress and behavior.”

“It would be greatly helpful if we were allowed more shadowing days. | gained most of
my information from these experiences. Each school is different and has its own
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problems and successes. It was informative to see how each principal handled the issues
that arose.”

“l would also have appreciated it if we were given interview opportunities with TPS. It
was surprising to most of us in the academy that a computer generated test was used to
determine who would make a better principal. | scored below the “median”. We were
not given any information as to how the determination was made. Those of us who
didn’t score well were shocked as we have been in the top ten percent of our classes and
done well in any principal intern opportunity.”

“We feel that aspirants should be given first chance at any jobs. Otherwise, why are we
going through this?”

“The Academy was a wonderful experience. Unfortunately there is never enough time in
the year to accomplish what we set out to achieve. There was a lot more to learn.
However, our district does offer so many resources that moving into the principalship has
been relatively easy transition. | feel like the academy was an essential tool in
developing my leadership skills. 1 truly feel it was as valuable learning experience as my
master’s program.”

“The purpose of the academy was not clear. There is a lot of distrust and competitive
thinking when a person enters this group. Two or three days of meetings at the beginning
of the academy would alleviate this type of anxiety and help the participants build
relationships.”

“I could understand how someone without an admin. Degree would benefit from the
academy but it was review for me. My graduate studies at OU did more to prepare me to
use the administration standards.”

“The academy needs to offer more “hands on” experiences. Portfolio plans for school
improvement should have been created in cooperative groups during the academy. The
portfolio was not very well explained.”

“Shadowing experiences are great but it is just observation. Why not let participants
work with administrators in different schools each quarter? Participants would help with
the “paperwork™ and “people” aspect of the job.”

“Continue and expand time spent with leaders in various departments.”

“Continue and expand shadowing experiences (including visits to other
departments/etc.).”

“Provide time and opportunity for networking and learning from peers.”

“Expand experiences involving reflection.”
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“Shadowing experiences are a must! Opportunities to meet the following year to discuss
accomplishments, new strategies, with previous graduates would help us continue to
develop our leadership skills.”

“Technology was not widely emphasized during the 2004-2005 academy. The use of
principal panels at each meeting was a valuable experience. Each principal brought
something different to the panel, and the fact that every time brought a new group of
leaders offered a wide array of advice, information, and opportunity for questions.”

“The shadowing was also a great experience for me even though one experience left me
no feeling like | gained anything.”

“Our monthly meetings were a great way to learn new information and develop
meaningful relationships with others who share common goals.”

“Work through elements of a site plan.”

“Organize first days of school (i.e. schedules, floor plan, contacting teachers, welcome
back event for community, etc.)”

“Technology integration (i.e. data ... on should drive ...how to use in faculty meeting).”
“Prioritizing time (time management class).”
“Follow-up sessions or class (next year) support.”

“Address and provide mock hands on training for effective budget management (Title
funds, etc).”

“When academy members are participating in shadowing experience each experience
principal could have a pre-arranged area of concentration to share. For example the first
experience you might be informed about techniques for classroom observations and
teacher evaluations, the next discipline issues, and management, the next effective staff
development strategies/curriculum planning, the next time management, etc.”

“Motivating staff to accept change. How to motivate older members to increase their
knowledge of technology. How do you bring them on board? E-mail is still foreign to
some educators.”

“More time needs to be devoted to technology and perhaps field trips to the service center
to see what each department does.”

“I enjoyed meeting like minded people throughout the district-give the participants more
time together.”
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“The role playing was practice for real life. Shadowing the principals was the best hands
on experience.”

“The academy provided opportunities to collaborate, get fresh perspectives, and build
valuable team resources. If we are going to read the books, we could spend more time
connecting the reading to the District Policies.”

“Shadowing experiences were excellent. Making sure that the Tulsa Model is explained
in detail and its importance should be done at the beginning of the academy. Carol did an
excellent job of directing the academy. She gave us a great idea of the role of the
principal through required readings, group activities, presentations by principals, and
district leaders.”

“The academy was an informative experience. The shadowing component served as the
most effective piece of the training. If the academy could focus more on leadership
development both in the areas of instruction and operations, the aspirant will gain more
prior to becoming an administrator.”

“The academy lacked in the instructional technology area as well as the importance of
understanding budgets, discipline and teacher evaluations. More practicality ...less
theory.”

“Disappointed in the academy. Most of the time there were discussions, lectures or
demonstrations.”

“More hands on activities are needed. Example: A person showed us how to create a
budget. After the demonstration, we should have been given mock information about a
school and create our own budget. Discuss our budgets, assess and see what we did right
or wrong.”

“Because | have an advanced degree in educational leadership | found most of the
material presented in the short time frame of the Principal’s Academy superficial and
repetitious.”

“The most meaningful aspects to me wee the chance to meet collegially with other
participants in the academy and the job shadowing experience. | enjoyed visiting the
other schools and the opportunity to meet the principals of each school.

Principal Academy was excellent; however, we only spent one day a month, not
including December, March, and May for academy days. We just didn’t have enough
time to complete all the information on being a principal. However, on the job training is
perhaps best. We learned things like completing the Walker System, but if you never do
it, you forget. But we were exposed.”

“Most of the learning | experienced was through the Master’s program at NSU. This is

my second masters degree but | felt it necessary to get this degree to supplement the
secondary principal certificate | have held since 2001.”
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“The academy did offer some valuable insights, particularly into the Tulsa Model for
School Improvement that has been in a current state of implementation since my arrival
to the district in 2000.”

“There were no technology issues presented. I, as a discipline dean, was never exposed
to the technology that would have allowed me to answer in the positive to questions
above. | felt the academy was based on the need to prepare educational leaders to the
ways, methods, and operations that were specific to this district. | feel that | gained more
knowledge through the program at NSU-BA. There were several things that | had
learned through the program at NSU that were somewhat augmented by the discussions
in the academy and vise versa.”

“The Principal Insight survey/exam that was issued as part of the district’s evaluation
plan for future educational leaders was an instrument that, based on my learning style,
was a poor measurement of my “insight”. Due to retirement, the academy changed
leaders with only three sessions remaining. | feel the former was more geared to
preparing leaders for this district based on the district needs and goals. There has not
been sufficient opportunity to critique the new academy felicitator. If the academy used
this survey as a measure of what should be covered, at least future participants would be
able to gain more knowledge in these areas.”

“Please expand on the necessary skills to hire and retain an excellent staff. More
information on the interview process and screening procedures is necessary for gaining a
working understanding of the human resources part of a principal’s responsibilities.”

“Use former participants. Once you graduate, it is as if you get lost in the system. You
start to think what was the purpose of the program when you have been constantly
overlooked.”

“Waiting until April to provide examples for the members just to look at is unacceptable.
Examples should be provided at the beginning and examples should be the same for
everyone so that no plagiarism occurs.”

“Meeting more than once per month maybe more conducive to getting the needed
information delivered to the participants.”

“The overall experience was very informative. | just regret not being able to finish all of
the projects in time.”

“Role playing interview process would be helpful. Each time | have interviewed has
been a different format with no feedback. District should look at job performance.”

“More hands on tech use, where to find, how to use Walker System and mainframe- do it
not just hear it.”

TPS Aspiring Principals Survey, 2006 Page 29



“More role play of real situations — for example the defensive parent.
“Provide classes where the candidates could work within the buildings they are serving to
use their leadership skills (special projects, activities, etc.).”

“Shadowing experience can be more involved. Keep the portfolio and presentations- this
was valuable!”

“Keep bringing guest speakers for all areas of the district. Keep the principal panels
coming and going. Keep it small.”

“Provide more time for group discussions and presentations. Keep it positive and
organized.”

“More role playing of situations that are likely to come up. Better linkage between
theory and practice.”

“More training needs to be given on how to evaluate teachers and how to develop plans
of improvement for teachers. The district wants to hold us accountable for these issues
during the interview, but correct procedures for handling ineffective teachers are not
being practiced by principals. The district does nothing in the area of teacher
improvement except to send the teachers to another site.”

“Fill in for absent principals as exposure. Staff development should be provided. More
flexible scheduling in our own school- to use time for “being there” experiences- to get
around more for additional classes and exposure. Many hire an assistant for people in the
academy. Follow-up on week of the principalship at our school. Facilitators should visit
and follow-up on us.”

“More hands-on experience-above and beyond shadowing.”

“The action research project needs a journaling component. What each day constituted in
the journey of bringing this research to detailed paperwork.”

“I know some people in my group had their children put their research together. They
even had their PowerPoint completed by their son. These people received an assistant
principal position the following semester.”

“More opportunities to utilize what has been learned if the teachers were not accepted as
an intern principal. Participants need a chance to utilize knowledge. Summer is a better
time for the academy because there is less stress on the participants.”

“More time and information on the portfolio (framework).”

“The shadowing experience should have a reflection piece and a longer time (2 days).”
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Gender

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Female 44 83.0 84.6 84.6
Male 8 15.1 15.4 100.0
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Race/Ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid American 1 1.9 20 20
Indian ' ' '
African 13 24.5 255 275
American
Caucasian 32 60.4 62.7 90.2
Hispanic 4 75 7.8 98.0
Other 1 1.9 2.0 100.0
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
Describe your school
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Elementary 27 50.9 52.9 52.9
Middle 13 24.5 25.5 78.4
School
High School 9 17.0 17.6 96.1
Charter 1 1.9 2.0 98.0
Other 1 1.9 2.0 100.0
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
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Position: Teacher

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid No 1 1.9 2.2 2.2
Yes 45 84.9 97.8 100.0
Total 46 86.8 100.0

Missing System 7 13.2

Total 53 100.0

Number of years
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1.00 2 3.8 4.3 4.3
2.50 1 1.9 2.2 6.5
3.00 4 7.5 8.7 15.2
4.00 2 3.8 4.3 19.6
5.00 2 3.8 4.3 23.9
6.00 2 3.8 4.3 28.3
6.50 1 1.9 2.2 30.4
7.00 2 3.8 4.3 34.8
9.00 3 5.7 6.5 41.3
10.00 6 11.3 13.0 54.3
11.00 1 1.9 2.2 56.5
12.00 2 3.8 4.3 60.9
13.00 4 7.5 8.7 69.6
14.00 3 5.7 6.5 76.1
15.00 1 1.9 2.2 78.3
16.00 1 1.9 2.2 80.4
18.00 1 1.9 2.2 82.6
20.00 2 3.8 4.3 87.0
23.00 1 1.9 2.2 89.1
25.00 2 3.8 4.3 93.5
28.00 1 1.9 2.2 95.7
29.00 1 1.9 2.2 97.8
33.00 1 1.9 2.2 100.0
Total 46 86.8 100.0

Missing System 7 13.2

Total 53 100.0
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Position: Asst. Principal

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 12 22.6 100.0 100.0
Missing System 41 77.4
Total 53 100.0
Number of years
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid .58 1 1.9 8.3 8.3
1.00 6 11.3 50.0 58.3
1.50 1 1.9 8.3 66.7
2.00 2 3.8 16.7 83.3
4.00 1 1.9 8.3 91.7
6.00 1 1.9 8.3 100.0
Total 12 22.6 100.0
Missing System 41 77.4
Total 53 100.0
Position: Principal
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 9 17.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 44 83.0
Total 53 100.0
Number of years
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid A7 1 1.9 11.1 111
1.00 2 3.8 22.2 33.3
2.00 2 3.8 22.2 55.6
3.00 1 1.9 11.1 66.7
4.00 3 5.7 33.3 100.0
Total 9 17.0 100.0
Missing  System 44 83.0
Total 53 100.0
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Other

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 28 52.8 52.8 52.8
Central Office 1 19 19 547
Admin ’ ' '
Counselor 2 3.8 3.8 58.5
Counselor/Dea 1 1.9 1.9 60.4
n . . .
Curriculum
Coordinat 1 1.9 1.9 62.3
Dean 2 3.8 3.8 66.0
Discipline 1.9 1.9 67.9
Dean ' ' '
Interim 1 1.9 1.9 69.8
Principal
Intern Principal 1 1.9 1.9 71.7
Learning 3 5.7 5.7 77.4
Director ' ' '
Literacy Coach 2 3.8 3.8 81.1
Principal Intern 6 11.3 11.3 92.5
Reading 1 1.9 1.9 94.3
Facilitator
Resource 1 1.9 1.9 96.2
teacher ‘ ' '
Resource 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
Teacher
Teacher in 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Charge
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Number of years
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid .08 1 1.9 4.3 4.3
17 1 1.9 4.3 8.7
1.00 5 9.4 21.7 30.4
2.00 4 7.5 17.4 47.8
2.50 1 1.9 4.3 52.2
3.00 2 3.8 8.7 60.9
3.50 1 1.9 4.3 65.2
4.00 2 3.8 8.7 73.9
6.00 2 3.8 8.7 82.6
8.00 1 1.9 4.3 87.0
9.00 1 1.9 4.3 91.3
10.00 1 1.9 4.3 95.7
15.00 1 1.9 4.3 100.0
Total 23 43.4 100.0
Missing System 30 56.6
Total 53 100.0
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Other

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid 51 96.2 96.2 96.2
Academic 1 1.9 1.9 98.1
Dean ' ’ '
Reading 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Specialist
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Number of years
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 4.50 1 1.9 50.0 50.0
6.00 1 1.9 50.0 100.0
Total 2 3.8 100.0

Missing System 51 96.2

Total 53 100.0

Education level
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid 14.00 1 1.9 2.1 21
16.00 2 3.8 4.2 6.3
17.00 1 1.9 2.1 8.3
18.00 22 41.5 45.8 54.2
19.00 3 5.7 6.3 60.4
20.00 6 11.3 12.5 72.9
21.00 13 24.5 27.1 100.0
Total 48 90.6 100.0

Missing System 5 9.4

Total 53 100.0
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Date completed academy

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid SEP 2001 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
SEP 2001 1 1.9 1.9 3.8
MAY 2002 5 9.4 9.6 13.5
JUL 2002 1 1.9 1.9 15.4
MAY 2003 10 18.9 19.2 34.6
MAY 2004 3 5.7 5.8 40.4
JUN 2004 4 7.5 7.7 48.1
MAY 2005 15 28.3 28.8 76.9
MAY 2005 1 1.9 1.9 78.8
MAY 2006 10 18.9 19.2 98.1
MAY 2222 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Lead school improvement
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
To some 8 15.1 15.1 17.0
extent
To a moderate 11 20.8 20.8 37.7
extent ’ ’ '
To a great 22 415 415 79.2
extent
Toavery 11 20.8 20.8 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Lead staff -- AYP goals
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 4 75 7.5 7.5
To some 14 26.4 26.4 34.0
extent
To a moderate 15 28.3 28.3 62.3
extent ’ ’ '
To a great 10 18.9 18.9 81.1
extent
Toavery 10 18.9 18.9 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
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Lead staff development

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
To some 6 113 113 132
extent
To a moderate
extent 15 28.3 28.3 41.5
To a great 18 34.0 34.0 75.5
extent
To a very 13 24.5 24.5 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Learning community for all
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
To some 4 75 75 9.4
extent
To a moderate 13 24.5 24.5 34.0
extent ’ ) '
To a great 19 35.8 35.8 69.8
extent
To a very 16 30.2 30.2 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
BOE policy and laws
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid To some extent 9 17.0 17.3 17.3
To a moderate 19 35.8 36.5 53.8
extent ’ ’ '
To a great 13 245 25.0 78.8
extent
To a very great 11 20.8 21.2 100.0
extent ) ’ '
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
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Evaluate staff

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 4 75 7.5 7.5
To some 9 17.0 17.0 245
extent
To a moderate
extent 14 26.4 26.4 50.9
To a great 17 32.1 32.1 83.0
extent
To a very 9 17.0 17.0 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Interview and hire staff
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 9 17.0 17.0 17.0
To some 6 113 113 28.3
extent
To a moderate 18 34.0 34.0 62.3
extent ' ' '
Toagreat 12 226 226 84.9
extent
Toa very 8 15.1 15.1 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Curriculum planning
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 2 3.8 3.8 3.8
To some 12 226 226 26.4
extent
To a moderate 14 26.4 26.4 52.8
extent ’ ’ '
Toagreat 18 34.0 34.0 86.8
extent
Toavery 7 13.2 13.2 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
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Understand diversity

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 2 3.8 3.8 3.8
To some extent 11 20.8 21.2 25.0
To a moderate 18 34.0 34.6 59.6
extent ’ ’ '
Toagreat 9 17.0 17.3 76.9
extent
To a very great 12 22.6 23.1 100.0
extent ’ ' '
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Create partnerships
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 11 20.8 20.8 20.8
To some 10 18.9 18.9 39.6
extent
To a moderate 17 321 321 717
extent ’ ) '
To a great 7 13.2 132 84.9
extent
To a very 8 15.1 15.1 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Student discipline issues
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 6 11.3 11.3 11.3
To some 19 35.8 35.8 47.2
extent
To a moderate
extent 14 26.4 26.4 73.6
Toagreat 7 13.2 132 86.8
extent
Toavery 7 13.2 132 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
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Understand ELL issues

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 18 34.0 34.6 34.6
To some extent 13 24.5 25.0 59.6
To a moderate 15 28.3 28.8 88.5
extent ’ ’ '
To a great 5 9.4 9.6 98.1
extent ’ ’ '
To a very great 1 1.9 1.9 100.0
extent ) ’ '
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Use; encourage technology
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 7 13.2 13.2 13.2
To some 18 34.0 34.0 47.2
extent
To a moderate 11 208 20.8 67.9
extent ’ ) '
To a great 11 20.8 20.8 88.7
extent
To a very 6 113 113 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Interview internships
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 10 18.9 18.9 18.9
To some 10 18.9 18.9 377
extent
To a moderate
extent 15 28.3 28.3 66.0
Toagreat 11 20.8 20.8 86.8
extent
To a very 7 13.2 13.2 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
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Be reflective practitioner

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 2 3.8 3.8 3.8
To some 4 75 75 113
extent
To a moderate 16 30.2 30.2 415
extent
To a great 15 28.3 28.3 69.8
extent
Toavery 16 30.2 30.2 100.0
great extent
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Academy met expectations
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Very 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
Poor
Poor 8 15.1 15.1 17.0
Good 20 37.7 37.7 54.7
Very
Good 17 32.1 32.1 86.8
Excellent 7 13.2 13.2 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Time allowed for meetings
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Poor 5 9.4 9.4 9.4
Good 21 39.6 39.6 49.1
Very
Good 20 37.7 37.7 86.8
Excellent 7 13.2 13.2 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Usefulness of information
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Poor 5 9.4 9.4 9.4
Good 14 26.4 26.4 35.8
Very
Good 20 37.7 37.7 73.6
Excellent 14 26.4 26.4 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
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Overall delivery at academy

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 4 7.5 7.5 7.5
Good 19 35.8 35.8 43.4
Very
Good 17 32.1 32.1 75.5
Excellent 13 245 245 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Information well organized
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 4 7.5 7.5 7.5
Good 10 18.9 18.9 26.4
Very
Good 17 32.1 32.1 58.5
Excellent 22 415 415 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Available resources
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 6 11.3 11.3 11.3
Good 15 28.3 28.3 39.6
Very
Good 18 34.0 34.0 73.6
Excellent 14 26.4 26.4 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Development of LCC
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Very Poor 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
Poor 5 9.4 9.6 11.5
Good 9 17.0 17.3 28.8
Very
Good 18 34.0 34.6 63.5
Excellent 19 35.8 36.5 100.0
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
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Content of materials

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 5 9.4 9.6 9.6
Good 15 28.3 28.8 38.5
Very
Good 16 30.2 30.8 69.2
Excellent 16 30.2 30.8 100.0
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Manner info was presented
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 5 9.4 9.4 9.4
Good 14 26.4 26.4 35.8
Very
Good 13 24.5 24.5 60.4
Excellent 21 39.6 39.6 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Overall perception
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Poor 3 5.7 5.7 5.7
Good 23 43.4 43.4 49.1
Very
Good 14 26.4 26.4 75.5
Excellent 13 245 245 100.0
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Ability to develop tech
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 8 15.1 15.7 15.7
To some extent 6 11.3 11.8 275
To a moderate 17 32.1 33.3 60.8
extent
To a great 13 24.5 255 86.3
extent
To a very great 7 132 137 100.0
extent ’ ' '
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
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Ability to promote tech

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 7 13.2 13.7 13.7
To some extent 11 20.8 21.6 35.3
To a moderate 13 245 255 60.8
extent
Toagreat 14 26.4 275 88.2
extent
To a very great 6 113 11.8 100.0
extent
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
To assist using tech
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 10 18.9 19.6 19.6
To some extent 9 17.0 17.6 37.3
To a moderate 15 28.3 29.4 66.7
extent
Toagreat 12 22.6 235 90.2
extent
To a very great 5 9.4 9.8 100.0
extent
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
Ability to access data
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 10 18.9 20.0 20.0
To some extent 9 17.0 18.0 38.0
To a moderate 17 32.1 34.0 72.0
extent
Toagreat 8 15.1 16.0 88.0
extent
To a very great 6 113 12.0 100.0
extent
Total 50 94.3 100.0
Missing System 3 5.7
Total 53 100.0

TPS Aspiring Principals Survey, 2006 Page 45



Staff development with tech

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 11 20.8 21.6 21.6
To some extent 7 13.2 13.7 35.3
To a moderate 17 32.1 333 68.6
extent
Toagreat 10 18.9 196 88.2
extent
To a very great 6 113 118 100.0
extent
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
Ability to advocate tech
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 10 18.9 19.6 19.6
To some extent 11 20.8 21.6 41.2
To a moderate 14 26.4 275 68.6
extent
To a great 12 226 235 92.2
extent
To a very great 4 75 7.8 100.0
extent
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
Ability to max technology
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 11 20.8 22.0 22.0
To some extent 9 17.0 18.0 40.0
To a moderate 14 26.4 28.0 68.0
extent
Toagreat 9 17.0 18.0 86.0
extent
To a very great 7 132 14.0 100.0
extent
Total 50 94.3 100.0
Missing System 3 5.7
Total 53 100.0
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Use tech to assess staff

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Not at all 13 245 25.5 255
To some extent 7 13.2 13.7 39.2
To a moderate 16 30.2 31.4 70.6
extent ' ’ '
To a great 12 22.6 235 94.1
extent
To a very great 3 5.7 59 100.0
extent ' ' '
Total 51 96.2 100.0
Missing System 2 3.8
Total 53 100.0
Value of portfolio
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly 3 5.7 58 58
disagree ' ’ '
Disagree 13 24.5 25.0 30.8
Agree 26 49.1 50.0 80.8
Strongly 10 18.9 19.2 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Value of small group
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly
disagree 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
Disagree 10 18.9 19.2 21.2
Agree 23 43.4 44.2 65.4
Strongly 18 34.0 34.6 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
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Allocation of time

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 14 26.4 26.9 26.9
Agree 21 39.6 40.4 67.3
Strongly 17 32.1 327 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Value of shadowing
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
Agree 19 35.8 36.5 38.5
Strongly 32 60.4 61.5 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Value of action research
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Strongly 2 3.8 38 3.8
disagree ' ' '
Disagree 13 24.5 25.0 28.8
Agree 18 34.0 34.6 63.5
Strongly 19 35.8 36.5 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
Value of required readings
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Agree 21 39.6 40.4 40.4
strongly 31 58.5 59.6 100.0
agree
Total 52 98.1 100.0
Missing System 1 1.9
Total 53 100.0
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Appendix F
SPSS Descriptive Statistics
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Question Std. Negative Positive

Survey Question # N Minimum | Maximum Mean Deviation [ Satisfaction Satisfaction
h}i’ggoigrrfeor'n 11 53 1.00 5.00 3.6415 | 1.03950 388 62.3
Lead staff -- AYP goals 12 53 1.00 5.00 3.1509 1.23095 62.2 37.8
Lead staff development 13 53 1.00 5.00 3.6792 1.03354 41.5 58.5
Learning communtty for 14 53 1.00 5.00 38401 | 100759 | 339 66.1
BOE policy and laws 15 52 2.00 5.00 3.5000 1.01942 53.8 46.2
Prep/manage budget 16 53 1.00 5.00 2.6226 1.14735 75.5 24.5
Safe environment 17 53 2.00 5.00 3.8679 1.01976 35.8 64.2
Evaluate staff 18 53 1.00 5.00 3.3396 1.17577 50.9 49.1
Interview and hire staff 19 53 1.00 5.00 3.0755 1.28376 62.3 37.7
Curriculum planning 20 53 1.00 5.00 3.3019 1.08459 52.8 47.2
Understand diversity 21 52 1.00 5.00 3.3462 1.16963 59.6 40.4
Create partnerships 22 53 1.00 5.00 2.8302 1.32630 71.8 28.2
Student discipline issues 23 53 1.00 5.00 2.8113 1.20984 73.5 26.5
Understand ELL issues 24 52 1.00 5.00 2.1923 1.08535 88.5 115
t‘éi%ﬁ;g‘;‘;rage 25 53 1.00 5.00 2.8302 | 1.23625 68 32
Interview internships 26 53 1.00 5.00 2.9057 1.30479 66.1 33.9
Be reflective practitioner 27 53 1.00 5.00 3.7358 1.09458 41.5 58.5
Academy met 28 53 1.00 5.00 33962 | 96754 | 7 453
expectations
Ere“eetiﬁgg""ed for 29 53 2.00 5.00 35472 | 84503 49 51
Usefulness of information 30 53 2.00 5.00 3.8113 .94170 35.8 64.2
gg’:(;g'r'nge“very at 31 53 2.00 5.00 3.7358 | .92302 433 56.7
Infomation well organized 32 53 2.00 5.00 4.0755 .95774 26.4 73.6
Available resources 33 53 2.00 5.00 3.7547 97873 39.6 60.4
Development of LCC 34 52 1.00 5.00 3.9423 1.05558 28.8 71.2
Content of materials 35 52 2.00 5.00 3.8269 198461 38.4 61.6
mgzmégfo was 36 53 2.00 5.00 3.9434 | 1.02685| 08 64.2
Overall perception 37 53 2.00 5.00 3.6981 191115 49.1 50.9
Ability to develop tech 38 51 1.00 5.00 3.0980 [ 1.25307 60.8 39.2
Ability to promote tech 39 51 1.00 5.00 3.0196 1.24081 60.7 39.3
To assist using tech 40 51 1.00 5.00 2.8627 1.26522 66.7 33.3
Ability to access data 41 50 1.00 5.00 2.8200 1.27279 72 28
tset;f]f development with 42 51 1.00 5.00 28627 | 1.29645 68.6 314
Ability to advocate tech 43 51 1.00 5.00 2.7843 1.23796 68.7 31.3
Ability to max technology 44 50 1.00 5.00 2.8400 1.34559 68 32
Use tech to assess staff 45 51 1.00 5.00 2.7059 1.25370 70.6 29.4
Value of portfolio 46 52 1.00 4.00 2.8269 .80977 30.8 69.2
Value of small group a7 52 1.00 4.00 3.1154 .78350 21.1 78.9
Allocation of time 48 52 2.00 4.00 3.0577 77746 26.9 73.1
Value of shadowing 49 52 2.00 4.00 3.5962 .53356 1.9 98.1
Value of action research 50 52 1.00 4.00 3.0385 .88476 28.8 71.2
Value of required 51 52 3.00 4.00 35062 | .49545 1.9 98.1
readings
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