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Abstract:

This study identified the inservice education needs of Montana school administrators and determined if
there was a difference between selected variables and their preferred inservice education programs. The
study also identified the instructional delivery system most preferred by the administrators.

The population for the study consisted of all (671) superintendents and principals employed in the State
of Montana fall quarter, 1982. The data were collected using a modified version of a survey instrument
developed by Wayne County Intermediate School District, Wayne, Michigan. Five hundred sixty-six
administrators returned the completed survey, resulting in an 84.3 percent response rate.

The findings were that the inservice education category, Program, Staff and Personnel Improvement,
was identifed as the most important area for inservice education. Also, the data indicated that school
administrators preferred the time limit of one or two days for inservice offerings. They had no
preference for the location. of the inservice education, and were willing to drive a 50 mile radius to
receive it. Educational programs offered through any form of telecommunications, except the use of
videotapes, would not be highly attended.

Chi Square statistics were used to analyze the items that pertain to the demographic variables and the
inservice education topics. The .05 level of confidence was used to determine if there was a
relationship between the responses of the two groups. The analysis indicated that there was a
significant relationship between the variables and the inservice education topics on sixteen items. They
were: Conduct- ing and interpreting district, building, staff and personal needs assessment; Developing
policies; Planning for declining enrollments and school consolidation; Making effective decisions;
Utilizing problem-solving techniques; Initiating effective budgeting procedures; Understanding school
finance and methods and sources of funding; Selecting and orienting staff; Evaluating staff
performance;, Developing position descriptions; Conducting negotiations and implementing contract
provisions; Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating effectively; Establishing trust
relationships; Managing and resolving conflict; Employing effective change strategies; and Initiating
appropriate self-improvement activities.
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ABSTRACT

This study identified the inservice education needs of Montana
school administrators and determined if there was a4 difference between
selected variables and their preferred inservice education programs.
The study also identified the instructional delivery system most
preferred by the administrators. '

The population for the study consisted of all (671) superinten-
dents and principals employed in the State of Montana fall quarter,
1982. The data were collected using a modified version of a survey
instrument developed by Wayne County Intermediate School District,
Wayne, Michigan. Five hundred sixXty-six administrators returned the
completed survey, resulting in an 84.3 percent response rate.

The findings were that the inservice education category, Program,
Staff and Personnel Improvement, was identifed as the most important
area for inservice education. Also, the data indicated that school
administrators preferred the time limit of one or two days for inser-
vice offerings. They had no preference for the location.of the
inservice education, and were willing to drive a 50 mile radius to
receive it. Educational programs offered through any form of
telecommunications, except the use of videotapés, would not be highly
attended.

Chi Square statistics were used to analyze the items that pertain
to the demographic variables and the inservice education topics. The
.05 level of confidence was used to determine if there was a relation-
ship between the responses of the two groups. The analysis indicated
that there was a significant relationship between the variables and
the inservice education topics on sixteen items. They were: Conduct~
ing and interpreting district, building, staff and personal needs
assessment; Developing policies; Planning for declining enrollments
and school consolidation; Making effective decisions; Utilizing
problem-solving techniques; Initiating effective budgeting procedures;
Understanding school finance and methods and sources of funding;
Selecting and orienting staff; Evaluating staff performance; Develop-
ing position descriptions; Conducting negotiations and implementing
contract provisions; Understanding techniques for interacting and
communicating effectively; Establishing trust relationships; Managing
and resolving conflict; Employing effective change strategies; and
Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities.




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Few organizational managers have found it necessary to confront

" the high level of pressure undef which school district administrators
must function daily. The diversity of skills required b§-today’s
school administrators represents a challenge to local school districts
and universities to offer inservice and continuing professional educa-
tionlwhich addresses needs such as goal setting, budgeting, problem
solving, decision making, evaluation, futuristics, pubiic relations,
peréonnel administration and program deﬁglopment.

The value of participation by school administrators in inservice
education has been documented in the professional literature (Wood,
Thompson, Russel, 1981, Harris, 1980). The rapid advancemept of
technical knowledge has played a major part iﬁ the evolution of this
- society and ﬁhe resultant expectatiqns of the schools. School admin-
istratqrs, who in the past were qualified to manage disfricts and
schools, find themselves facing issues and problems to&éy that were
unheard of heretofore. |

Leaders in education have been pressured by their communities to
adminigter their districts and schools in an efficient aﬁd effective
manner. Because of the increasing complexitiés of £he Profession,
superintendents and principéls'are seeking inservice offerings that

will aid them in upgrading their professional competence. Management
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skills in planning, leadership, operations, personnel management,
climate building--as well as program, staff and persomal development--
need to be offered through inservice education programs to assist

-present-day school administrators with their assigned tasks.

Statement of the Problem

This study investigated the percei&ed needs for inservice educa-
tion among échool administrators iq the State of Montana during fall
quarter, 1982. The problem of the study was threefold:

1. to determine the specific needs of Montana school adminis-

trators for inservice education,

2. to determine if there was a relationship between selected
variables and what Moﬁtana school administrators perceived
as their inservice education needs,‘and, |

3. to determine ﬁhe preferred instructional delivery system for

inservice education.

Need for the Study

In a paper presented to the University douncil for Educational
Administration Task-Force Seminar, Robert Howsam (1966) wrote that
there was little need to dwell on the issue of whethgr or not school
. administrators needed inservice education, because "...such a need
arises -universally in coﬁplex societigs,"since those who have.to deal
ﬁith the complexities of the society are never adequatel& prepared for
their responéibiiities" (p. 8). Howsam (1966) expanded on the.thought

by saying that the need for inservice training was recognized t, . .even
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when technology and social institutioﬁs were relatively stéble.
Further, in timés of rapid change, the advan£age of experience tends
A to be lost..." (p. 9).

‘ Cawelti (1982) wés more specific when he addressed the‘issue of
inservice education for school administrators:

...accountabiliéy laﬁs, competency tests, mandates for

equity and a more responsive curriculum, declining enroll-

ments, 1id bills on financing, and collective bargaining

have placed demands on school administrators for skills

unheard of several years ago, much less taught in universi-

ties (p. 326). o
Continuing, Cawelti (1982) described many school districts as being
characterized by precise goals in "short- and long-term planning,
closer teacher supervision, criterion-reférence testing, and tougher
evaluation" (p. 324) of students and personnel. This type of
management, he explained, is not well understood by many school
administrators; and they have rarely been trained in planning,
organizing, dirécting,.controiling and evaluating their school
districts.

Although Howsam (1966) statéd he had no evidence upon which to
base the statement.beybnd a general harvesting of the coqéerns of his
peers, his perception of inservice education for school administrators
was that there.had been an increase in both interest and demand. He
also projected that this would continue to be thé trend. 'This'iﬁter—
est in inservice education arose from two major factors: |

1) | The,increasing ébmﬁlexitieS'of the job causes problems and

anxieties which lead the administrator to sgek to update his

competence.

2) Educational and technological advances present clear signhals
of need for new knowledge skills (Howsam, 1966, p. 10).

-
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Two factors in particular, demand an upgrading of the skills
required by educators: outside pressures placed upon school districts
in general and‘édministrators in particular by individualé and agen-
cies, and the rapid-advancemerit of a complex society. Day (1981)
warned that the “schqol and staff that does not change and grow is
déstined to atrophy, to become obsolete™ (p. vii).

Howsam (1966) reflected on Willis"foresight,,in that the latter
predicted that in the. coming decade, the person who had aiready had
his formal educatiqn would have difficulty dealing with the issues of
the future. He also predicted that cufrently employed administrators
would be employing freshly trained perséns for administrative—level
positioné because of their more current education; and concluded that
it would be vital for universities to offer quality preservice
instruction but of greater significance Wés the inser%ice education
that administrators would receive.

In Megatrends, John Naisbitt (1982), viewed America as movihg
from the "old to the new" (p. 1). This restructuring of the American
society has effécted and will continue to impact education (Tunick and
Holcomb, 1980; Dillon-Peterson, 1981; Cole 1982). - Consequently,
school administrators willlha§e a need to upgrade their technical and
personal skills in order to keep pace with éocietal demands and trends
(Davies, 1978). | .

One trend that school administrators are p;esently facing is the
transition from an industrial society to one based on "the creation

and distribution of information' (Naisbitt 1982, p. 1). Naisbitt

states, "the new source of power is not in the hands of a few, but
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information in the hands of many" (p. 16). For school administrators
this means having current knoWledge in instructional program evalua-
tion techniques, curriculum_development processes, communicétion
skills and the ability.to keep current on school law and legislation
(Culbertson, 1963).

A second'trend‘is the movement in a "dual direction of high
tech/high touch" or "matching each new~technology with a compensatory-
human response' (Naisbitt 1982, p. 1). Prior ﬁo'Naisbitt's study,
Tunick and Holcomb (1980) argued that "The need for professional
renewal reflects the rapidly changing technical society in which
education professionals find thémselﬁes. With this change, knowledge
énd skills can becomé obsolete..." (p. 189).

Another movement in American society is the transitiop from
centralized to decentralized control. Whether in politics, education,
or business and industry, Naisbitt (1982).observes that society has
moved toward a grass roots approach. He states, "Neighbors are using
their new found political power to tackle, at the local level, soci-
e£y's more persistant problem--education..." (p. 113). Hambrick,
Murphy and Davies (1978) all agree tﬁat outside preésures are making
the school édministrators' jobs much more difficult. These authors
concur there is a need for inservice educafion'programs thét prepare
téday's administrators in dealing effectively With the community,
parents and orgénizations.

Inservice education for superintendenfs and principals is éeen to
have an effect upon ;he quality of.educationAstudenfs are receiving

and their success in achieving academic goals. Cawelti (1982),
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érguing the need for human resource development for school adminis-
trators stated: "A growing body of research shows a positive rela-
tionship between. leadership ability of principals and student growth
in basic skills achievement" (p. 328). Agreeing with Cawelti, Olivero
(1982) writes that inservice education for teachers as well as princi-
~pals will improve the quality of education for students far more than
any preservice training. Olivero (1982) was cognizant of -the fact,
however, that ".l.while it is possible for principals to learn how to
do their job better, that does not'guarantee that students wiil learn
more or better" (p. 341). He indicated that the aim of-ingervice
education should be to help ﬁrincipals be @ore effective‘énd'effi¥
cient, to offer programs that benefit students. The bottom line, he
professgd, is ‘that "any inservice ought to be tiedlto desired student
outcomes'" (Olivero, 1982, p. 341).

of pﬁimary concern in the professional development of adminis-
trators and school boards shbuld.be inservice education. According to
Duke (1977), the neglect of continuing inservice education of .the
adults who work with students each day, can be costly. Olivero (1982)
succinctly expressed his hopé for édministrative inservice education
when he wrote: "If there is any chance at all that we can help a good
educational system become even better, attention directed £o leader-
ship development is imperative. Adminiéfrative s£aff developmént is a
first steb on .this long march" (p. 341).

The need is clear. Federal programs, changing pﬁﬁil population,
new technologies, declining resources and new trends emerging in the

American society‘have challenged the role of the school administrator.

W
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If students are to be offered the quality of instruction demanded by
society and if administrators are the educational leaders guiding that
process, superintendents and principals must be given the opportunity
to upgrade their skills through further inservice education. If there
is potential for improvement in -administrative berformance, attention
to leadership and professional deveiopment is imperative. '
An assessment of ;chool gdministrators' needs for inéervice

education alloWS‘uﬁiversities and schpol distriéfs alike to implement

programs of educational offerings which meet those specific needs

identified through the assessment process.

General Questions Answered by the Study

.1. Which of the offered catégories of inservice education did school
administrafbrs perceive as their greatest need: 1) flanning,
2) Leadership Skillé, 3) Operations, 4) Personnel Management, °
5) Climate Building, or 6) Program, Staff.and Personal
Improvemen£? | .

2. 'What topics and/or processes listed ﬁnder the inservice education
categories of 1) Planning, 2) Leadérship Skills, 3) Operations,
4) Persoﬁnel Mgnagément, 5) Climate Building, and 6) Prograﬁ,
Staff and Personal Improvement were perceived by school adminis-
trators as their greatest needs?

3. Were thé positigns of school administrators reiated to the per-
ceived importance of inservice educaiion in the areas of 1) Plan-

ning, 2) Leadership Skills, 3) Operatiéns; 4) Personnel
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Management, 5) Climate Building,land 6) Program, Staff and
Personal Improvement?
Were the district classifications in which‘school administrators
wefe empléyed related to the perceived importance of inservice
education in the areas of 1) Planning, 2) Leadership Skills,
3) Opera£ioné, 4) Personnel Management, 5) Climafe Building, and
6) Program, Staff and Personal Improvement?

Was the highest degree earned by school administrators related

.to the perceived importance of inservice education in the areas

of 15 Planning, 2) Leadership Skills; 3) Operations, 4) Personnel
Management, 5) Climate Building, and 6) Program, .Staff and
Persbnal Improvement?

Were the years of administrative experience of school adminis-
trators rela£éd to the perceived importance of inservice
education in the areas of 1) Planniﬁg, 2) Leadeiship Skills,

3) Operations, 4) Personnel Manégemént, 5) Climate Building, and

6) Program, Staff and Personal Improvement?.

. What was the 1ength of time for inservice education most

preferred by school admiqistratoré?

How far were school administrators willing to travel in order to
partigipate in inservice education programs? ‘

What types of instructional delivery systems.did school adminis-
trators prefer for inservice?

Did Montana school administators eXpErience.iﬁserviée education
through means of telecommunications? If so, what types were

used?
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Procedures

The procedures followed in this study began with a thorough
survey of the literature and existing research related to the inser-
vice education needs of school administrators.

A needs assessment instrument, Assessment of Administrator Inser-

vice Needs, developed by Wayne Counfy Intermediate School District,
Wayne, Michigan, was modified and tested for reliability. As a
result, four inservice education topics were eliminated from the

original instrument and the remaining 23 were used in this study. A

copy of the modified version of this instrument is found in Appendix B.

Demographic information for each respondent Was'gathered by a
questionnaire enclosed with the needs assessment instrument. In
addition, information was requested about eaph respondent's choice of
instructional delivery system (specifically{ preference for on or
off campus instruction) and experience with inservice education via
telecommunications. Respondents were also asked how far they were
willing to travél for their professional insefviqe education.

The entire population of superintendents and principais in the
State of Montana was assessed. Names were taken from the 1982-1983

Administrative Dictionary published by School Administrators of

Montana. Six hundred seventy-one needs assessment instruments were
mailed in October, 1982. Five hundred sixty-six were returned,
resulting in anh 84.3 percent response. Due to the favorable response,

a second mailing was not considered necessary.
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The informati&n and data were analyzed using descriptive statis-
tics .and a Chi Square test. From the reéults, conclusions were drawn
and recommendations made for implemeriting inservice education for

Montana school administrators.

Deliminations

The study was limited to the fall quarter, 1982, and considered
all superintendents, assistant superintendents, principals and assis-

tant principals in the State of Montana.

Definition of Terms

School Administrator -- An individual holding either a position
as superinténdept or principal in a Montana school district.

Principal -- Any pergdn who holds a valid class three Montana
teacher cgrtificate with an applicable'Principal’s endorsement and Whé
is employéd by a district as a principall

For the purposes of this study, principal will refer to any one
of the following categories: elementary principal, middle school
principél, junior high school priﬁcipal, senior high school principal,

secondary principal or assistant principal.

Superintendent -- Any person who holds a valid class .three
Montana teacher certificate with an applicable superintendent's en-
dorsement and who is employed by a district as a superintendent or

assistant superintendent.

Class I School District -- A school district having a population

of more than 6;500 (School Laws of Montana, 1982, 20-6-2-1, p. 205).‘
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Class iI School District -- A school district having a population

of 1,000 or more but less than 6,500 (School Laws of Montana, 1982,

20-6-2-1, p. 205).

Class III Schoql-District -~ A school district having a popula- -
tion of less than 1,000 (School Laws of Montana, 1982, 20—6—2-1, P-
205).

Inservice Education -- Any planned program of learning opportuni-

ties afforded staff members of schools; colleges, or other educational
égeﬁcies for purposes of improving the performance of the individual
in already aséigned'ﬁbsitions-(Harris, 1980, p. 21).

For the purpose of this study, the inservice education needs that
were addressed were subsumed by the following categorieé: Planning;
Leadership Skills; Operétions; Persopnel Management; Climate Building;
and Program, Staff and Pefsonal Improvemgnt; as measured by the

Assessment of Administrator Inservice Negds.

Summary

- Faced with a variety of-proﬁlems and a future requiring increas-
ing professional sophistication, school administrators, particularly
superintendents and principals, have a need to update fheii manageﬁent
skills and further their own éducation. When universities and school
districts are helped to identify school édministrator'inservice educa-
tion needs and their preférred instructional délivery system model,
quality educational programs can be planﬁed and implemented to upgrade

the skills of Montana school administrators.
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This study assessed Montana school adminisfrators' perceptions of
their inservice education needs and identifiéd their preferred in-
structional delivery system. A questionnaire addressing potgntial
inservice éducation needs in six areas was‘sent to all school adminis-
trators in Monténa holding positions of superinfendent, assistant
superintendent, principal and assistant priﬁcipali The questionnaire
also solicited preference for instructional delivery me£hod, and
preferred site and duration of inservice training. Finally, this
‘population was asked ﬁhether telecommunications had ever been a mode
by which.their own inservice education had been delivered. Data were
grouped and analyzed using descriptive statistics and Chi Square

analysis, and conclusions and recommendations derived.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

For the purpose of this study, fhe related 1itEratufe was con-
sidered under four main topics. These topicé were: the need for
inservice educatioﬁ, the present state of ipservice education for
administrators, improving the profession through insérvice.education
and the Qalue.of a needs asséssmen£ in determining inservice education
programs. Preservice education versus inservice education, the need
for préfessional development, énd emerging trenés in American society
were considered within the first topic. The fesponsibility for pro-
viding insefviée education programs aqd a discussion on the pros and
cons of inservice educatién programs were examined in the second. The
third topic area dealt with the subjects to be considered in inservice
education ﬁrograms and part four reviewed the literature pertaining to

participant involvement in the planning of inservice education.

The Need fofllnSerVice,Education

A1l education professionals receive two types of training, com-

monly referred to as preservice, or that taking place before entering

the field, and inservice, or that taking place after certification has

been achieved. The argument could be fowarded that preservice educa-
tion is the logical place to provide school administrators with the

training they need to meet the demands of their profession, but such
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an argument would beyimmediately beset on all gides with céncern for
the accumulation,.variety, complexity and constantly developing nature
of the skills and knowledges required of school administrators. Wood,
Thompson and Russell (1981) promoted continuing inservice education
because they felt that the graduate clésses_offered to school adminis-

trators "...

cannot serve professionals adequately for more than five
to seven years" (p. 59). Willert (1978) made a point for ﬁoth pre-
service and inservice education when he wrote‘"Quality preservice
training is the foundation on which we must build quality inservice
training. Without the former, we can never hopé to achieve ‘the
latter" (p 17). However, Morison (1978) preceived the preservice
fraining that principals acquired "is less than adeéquate, fé put it as
kindly as I can" (p. 11). Explaining his somewhat negative thoughts
on preservice education, Morison (1978) stated, "With few exceptions,
EOurses are largely unrelated to actuallconditions and too often
taught by people who have not been in schools for years'" (p. 18).
Harris and Bessent (1969) put forth an argument for the superi-
ority of inservicé educétion: |
1. Pre-service preparation of professional staff members is
rarely ideal and may be primarily an introduction to professional
preparation-ra;her than.profgssional preparation as such.
2. Social and educational change makes current professional
practices obsolete or relatively ineffective in a very short
petriod of time. This applies to methods and techniques, tools,

and substantive knowledge itself.

3. Coordination and articulation in instructional practices
require changes in people.

4. Other factors argue for inservice education activities of
rather diverse kinds. Morale can be substituted and maintained
through inservice education and its contribution to instruction
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in itself, eVven if instructional improvement of any dynamic kind
does not occur. (p. 3-4)

A similar point of view is expressed by Harris, writing in 1980:

If the present certified personnel who are serving in our schools
had all come through rigorous. four- or five-year programs of
preservice preparation, inservice preparation might be less
urgent. If futurists could assure us that extensive retirements
and withdrawals from tedaching would permit much restaffing of our
schools in the near future, then preservice rather than inservice
education might be the more urgent need.

None of these conditions seems to prevail in the present or is
likely to prevail in the foreseeable future. Significant im-
provement of education cannot be accomplished, it would seenm,

without a major programmatic effort at the inservice education of
personnel... (p. 13).

Educational research studies which focused upon administrative
training needs often'began with the‘premise that "School adminise
trators today face the challenge of an age in which the rate and
magnltude of change impacting education is unprecedented“ (AASA,
1963). This premise has been echoed in a variety of voices over the
past years. Howsam (1966) repeatedly argued for inservice education

with statements such as:

There seems little need to dwell on the need for inservice educa-
tion for educational administrators. Such a need arises univer-
sally in complex societies, since those who have to deal with the
complexities of the society are never adequately prepared for
their responsibilities. (p. 8).

With referenCe to a stable or-a changing society, Howsam (1966)

remarked:

The need for inservice training is recognized even when the
technology and social institutions are relatively stable. In
times of rapid change, the need for continuous learning and
relearning increases dramatically (p. 8, 9).
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Dillon (1974), almost 10 years after Howsam's argument for
inservice education, spoke of the rapidly changing educational scene

as a force for administrative inservice education.

In the rapidly changing educational scene, a school administrator
is frequently forced to abandon old responsibilities and assume
new ones. Often yesterday's top priorities are suddenly re-
placed by others more relevant to constantly shifting educational
demands. In order to manage school improvement, administrators

face the continuous need for acquiring new abilities...(p. i).

Perhaps one of the earliest testimonies for continuing education
comes from John Stuart Mill (1952) in ‘his treatise On Liberty, in
which he wrote:

Human nature is not a machine to be built after a model and set

to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree, which

requires to grow and develop itself on all sides, according to
the .tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing

(p. 295).

A more contemporary statement of the same concept is offered by
the American Association.of School Administrators (1963): '"The
schools that serve individuals and a free society best nurtures this
growth by bringing every individual they touch as near as possible to
the best ‘he can be" (p. 43). Or put more specifically in relation to
school administrators, "Knowledge changes...best practices change...an
educator's education does not end on graduation day, it is only-
beginning. To stagnate is to be a less effective educator..." (Cole,
1982, p. 370).

The opinion that inservice education is more than a high

priority, that it is a necessity if educators are to keep paceAﬁith

their professional development needs, is shared by many writers in the
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field of educational research and development. Xnapik (1981) said
that the "...neglect of morale and continuing education of the adults
who daily work with students can be costly" (p. 63). Tunick~and
Holcomb (1980) assert that "...it becomes imperativé that short-term
training programs be developed which can increase the competencies of
the professionals in the field of educétién" (p. 189).

In promoting inservice éducatioh and delegating tﬁe responsibil-
ity, Dillon (1974) proposed: "To perpetuate effective leadership,. a
school district must provide a program whereby each of its adminis-
trators has an opportunity to participate in an individualized and
continuoﬁs program of self-renewal (p. 1i). Wofford (1978) agreed:
"To be fully'responsive to principals' needs in the current period...
inservice education should provide school leaders the opportunity to
confront and alter obsolete assumptions anut effective leadership"
(p. 55). Identifying who should receive inservice education, Coleman
(1982) suggested training programs shoﬁld be targeted at practicing
and prospective administrators.

Of the five recommendations for iﬁproving the status of education

in America proposed by the National Commission on Excellence in

Education in A Nation at Risk (1983), one pertained to professional
development of school administrators:

Principals and superintendents must play a crucial leader-
ship role in developing school and community support for:the
reforms we propose, and school boards must provide them with
the professional development and other.support required to
carry out their leadership role effectively. The Commission
stresses the distinction between leadership skills involving
persuasion, setting goals and developing community consensus
behind them, and mandgerial and supervisory skills. Although
the latter are necessary, we believe that school boards must
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consciously develop leadership skills at the school and

district levels if the reforms we propose are to be achieved

(p. 11).

"As a society, we have been moving from the old to the new.
Caught between years, we experience turbulence" (Naisbitt 1982, p. 1).
The educational system has ﬁot escaped the turbulence that Naisbitt
described:. As early as 1972, Creamer wrote "The past decade in the
" educational system has been one of pervasive and continuous turmoil at
all levels" (p. 1). Ten years later Cawelti (1982) agreed with this
premise: "Few social institutions could withstand the pressures faced
by schools over the past decade' (p. 324).

What does the turmoil coupled with the pressure mean for

educators and admihistrators in particular? Dillon (1974) in speaking
of the rapidly changing education scene states:
..a school administrator is frequently forced to abandon

old responsibilities and assume new ones. Often yesterday's

top priorities are suddenly replaced by others more relevant

to constantly shifting educational demands. In order to

manage school improvement, administrators face the continuous

need for acquiring new abilities... (p. i)

-In years to follow; Tunick and Holcomb (1980) concurred with
Dillon in that the‘rapid changes seen in the educational system has
required the acquisition of new abilities. "The need for professional‘
renewal reflects in the rapldly changing technlcal society in Wthh
education professionals find themselves. With thls change, knowledge
and skills can become obsolete" (p. 189).

In reviewing the literature, this researcher found very little

written with respect to superintendents, specifically, needing or

receiving inservice education. The majority of the literature
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addressing administrative inservice targeted the principalship.
Salmon (1974) focused on the role of the high school principal and
his" or her need for professional growth.

High school principals have been identified as very busy

executives in charge of complex organizations. In spite of

their lack of time there does appear to be sufficient justi-
fication for principals to become involved in growth and
development inservice programs if they are to continue to

function as effective administrators. (p. 1)

While recognizing the need for all educators to be involved in
inservice education, Olivero (1982) chose to address the principal.
"Of all educators, principals may have greater needs for renewal than
anyone else. For better “or ill, the bulk of educational imprdvements
rests on the shoulders of the principal, the verj person who has been
neglected for so long" (p. 341). Further, Olivero (1982) maintained
that principals and superintendents have different professional growth

. needs.

Principéls appear to be concerned about the Way people in an

organization work together. Superintendents, though, seem

to be more concerned about the areas where they most likely

get a lot of heat, such as management of the master contract

and public concern about declining achievement scores

(p. 342).

Fuirther, Olivero (1982) stressed, most people were not aware of their
professional deficiencies until they were in-a position where the void
in their training was apparent -- an argument for inservice education.

If, then, inservice as opposed to preservice education is a more

appropriate arena for the upgrading of professional skills, what is

the state of the art of inservice education for administrators?
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The Present State of Inservice Education for Administrators

There is both collegial and institutional support for the concept
of inservice education for school administrators. In Montana, seven
days in addition to the 180 pupil contéc£ days may be provided by the
State Superintendént of Public Instruction for what is known as Pupil-
- Instruction-Related days, otherwise kgown as PIR day;'(School Laws of
Montana, 1982). These days are commonly used‘for inservice. Other
states, though not a£ tﬁis point the majority, require or-permit
school districts to set aside inservice days, and thousands. do (Cole,
1982) . |

However suppbrtivg the'insfitﬁtional structure may be, and
howevér suﬁportive the writers of professional educational literature
may be that inservice is necessary, there is less surety that the
inservice provided fulfills the purpose for which it i; désigned.
Hambrick (1978) asked, "When did.you lést take an educational adminis-
tration course, or participate in aﬁ inservice.progfam that really
gave you some practical help?" (p. 11). Other authors have joined
Hambrick iﬁ his thinking. The iiterature repeats the need for par-
ticipant input if the inservice is to.respond to the need of the
participants. Damon (1978) complained that "In spite of specific
suggestions for.improvingﬂboth preservice and inservice training...,
nothing has happened" (p. 45). He further lamented that school
administrators recognize the need for getﬁing help after, rather thén
befo;e, they have an administratiVe contfaqt; and, he notes "there is

no trend toward increased, improved inservice training" (p. 46).




. el Ll 0 15 0 U N

21

Inservice programs in general have suffered from‘the lack of
success of specific programs. St. John and Runkle (1977), in their
observations of the inservice process and impiementation, shared what
they viewed as the reasons for not~so-successful inservice education
programs. First, they suggested tha£ the attention given to preser-
vice programs has slowed down the development and improvement of
inservice programs. Second, they claimed inseryice education,pfograms
in general had received poor publicity because they are.ﬁpoorly ¢con-
ceived and conducted" (p. 48); much more importantly; activities were
advocated as inservice education when they were not. 'Third? inservice
education had been focused oﬁ the district's problem and not the
school administrator's. In conclusion, St. John and Runkle (1977)
asserted; ‘

The most significant reason for not improving iﬁéervice

programs is, simply that there is nothing there to improve..

The majority of districts are not providing pr1nc1pals Wlth

any kind of inservice program... (p. 48).

Commenting on the school districts which suppo;ted inservice edu-
cation, Cole (19821'OBserved "...of the thousands which do, too many
allow insérvice education to be a token effoft, a day set aside here,
a speaker or two brought in there, with all decisions maﬁe by
higher-ups" (p. 370). LaPlant (1979) described inservice experiences
as attgnding unrelated, topic-oriented conferences and,workshops; In
" some districts; observed Damoﬁ (1978), "Schooi board members, superin-
tendents and directors tend to think that holdingdmeetings to resolve
district issueg takes care of-the district’s“inservice requirements"

(p. 48). A negative attitude toward inservice education, concluded
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Roe and Drake (1980), may come from those persons attending programs
that have little relationship to their needs.
A recent California legislative study (1978) on the principalship
concluded that:
Typically, professional development programs operate under a
'top-down' system. The central office or the institution of
higher education determines the format and content of the
training activity. There is heavy reliance on the lecture-
consultant format. Participants are placed in a receptive
" role with little opportunity to identify their training
needs...there are few incentives...to participate...(p. 36).
Despite some of the negativism, inservice,is still seen as

important in assisting the development of school administrators as

educational leaders.

Improving the Profession Through Inservice Education

Can any skilled administrator manage a school or a school system?
Snyder and Peﬁerson (1970) - assert thét those who sdy "yes" would be
willing to hire proven managers from business and governmental
services. Those who believe the answer is '‘mo" would advocate spe-
ciali?ed trainiﬁg fér administrators.

Specific studies have pointed to the need for continuing educa-
tion for building and district,adminisfrators. A task force counvened
by the Califqrnia State Legislature (1978) found that ''because of
increased social pressures and a buréeoning number of mandated pro-
grams, the principal's role tody is much more demanding" (p. 32).

The legislative étudy made the following recommendations:

Major changes need to occur in five areas in order. to ensure

that school principals gain the skills, abilities and aware-
ness necessary for effective leadership. These areas include:
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Pre-service training; recruitment and selection, continuing
professional development; support services and evaluation

(p.‘9).

We recommend that all school districts develop a written
policy to support ongoing professional development (p: 17).

Educational administration is crucial in the continuous develop-
ment and improvement necessary to make schools adequate for the times,
argues the American Association for School Administrators. No leader-
ship role, they assert is more demanding:

If educational administration is to be viewed as an intel-
ligently critical agent of change, the requirements for
continuous study are quite exacting. Those.in administration
must keep up with change, understand its causes and conse-
quences, understand-its proper impact on the schools, and be
- able to evaluate it and make intelligent applications of
this ‘knowledge -and understanding to the schools and their
own work (Report of the AASA Commission on Inservice Educa-
tion for School Administration 1963, p. 44).

What specific topics are recommended for'inservide study? Common
and specialized learnings which should be mastered by administrators
were suggested by Culbertson (1963):

1. Decision maklng, communlcatlon morale building, and coping
with change..

2. Scientific content from such disciplines as psychology,
sociology and political science.

3. Content which illuminates administrative processes...

&, Content to update and give meaning to organlzatlonal purpose
and policies.. '

5. Content Wthh sheds light on educational purposes and
policies..

6. Content Wthh can illuminate organlzatlonal purposes . and
policies..

7. ...technical content for preparing administrators...more
specialized than common.
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8. The content the functions, and the personnel served by an
organization w111 call for different specializations in technical
content on the part of those preparing for differing admlnlstra-
tive positions.

9. All school administrators will need some common learning in
school finance, curriculum, and other technical aspects of
administration.

10. Since it is assumed that administrators should be gen-
eralized, content for preparing principals, superintendents and

assistant superintendents should be more common than specialized .

(p. 35-36).

Continuing, Culbertson (1963) postulatéd that there were four
'_trends affecting, specifically, the principalship: "The increasing
significance of the school principal’é role in education, the develop-
ing interest in thelcontinuing education and preserviée preparatioh of
principals, the growing focus on perfromance objectives for principals
and greater reliance on school system-university partnership..."

(p. 35).

" Snyder and Peterson (1970) commented that at one time, the
master's degree was considered the terminal degree for principals.
Howe§er, the professional needs of administrators no% require '"addi-
tional work...to fulfill individualland societal expeétations” (p.
262). An article entitled "Professional,Dévelopment for Principals:
The Worst Slum-of Al1l?" (St. John and Runkle 1977) was published in
Principal. The authors answered the question posed in the title
”positival& and made'twé cogent points: "Even with the successful
completidn of the‘best doctoral program‘in educational administration,
.no principal can hope to acquire all of the necessary competencies and
skills for effective perfgrmance in a ﬁime of such rapid change.

..professional integrity dictates that administrators accept the
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responsibility for their own professional development" (p. 66). This
need for staff development ié compounded at every administrative level
through the superintendéncy. Davies (1978) commented, '"Most educa-
.tioﬁal administrators feel that outside pressures--as well as those
within the schools--are consuming us" (p. 13). *"In short," added a
cryptic practitioner interviewed about the current status of inservice
education for administrators, "the principal is 'a superhuman" (Nuspl,
1978, p. 15). Presumably, therefore, his or her supervisor is
similarly viewed.

A recent stﬁdy compiled by California site adminis£ratorsﬂasked
principals to consider 91 job-related competencies and to indicate
vhich ones were best suited fof preservice and Which.ones were best
suited for insefvice. The results of that study indicated that the
actual number of compgtencies identified for inservice development
exceeded those at the”brese;vice level by ; ratio of about nine to one
(Olivero, 1982). According to the study, the top five competencies
identified by school administratoré were: ‘''school Climate, personnel
evaluation, team building, internal communication and sgpervision“ (p.
343).

Huntgr (1978), on the other hand wroﬁe'of UCLA analyzing those
skills and behaviors that separated the successful and ﬁot—so—
successful principals. The’resegrchers learned from the study that
thE'succesgful principal must possess six "action pattern" skills.
They were identified as "educational leadership, decision making,
poliﬁical adroitness, adult and student leadefship, organi;apion and

management and the ability to deal with stress" (p. 11). Due to the
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research project, Hunter wrote "We are retraining thousands of
administrators to increase their conscious, deliberate and éystematit
growth in action patterns that are based on theory>and take into
account the specifics of each situation" (. 12).

Practicing administrators are perceived to have a more acute, or
at least mofe practical perception of frofessioﬁal needs than £hose
enrolled in preservice training. Frasure (1966) éxplored‘differing
perceptions, concluding that the more recently the-administrator had
been in the university progfém, the more £heoreticalvhis or her evalu-
ation of the neéeds of the ﬁosition would be. "The more expefience..
the more practical problems..." (p. 18), he concluded.

The National Elementafy Principal (1978) reported the results of

a survey on the efféctiveness of inservice programs for school admin-
istrators, saying that while teaching experience was viewed to be an
“essential'paft‘of the training of an administrator, iﬁternship (or
inservice) programs were méét effective in preparing principals to

handle the actual duties and problems of the job," (p. 3). In short,

F

preservice-education was not considered adequate.  Yet inservice
education? commented Frasure (1968), "has received too little atteﬁ—
tion from universities" (pf i). »

States Gale (1972):

A major movement is underway to reorder preservice and
inservice preparation, certification requirements and on-the-
job performance of public school administrators in terms of
specified competencies. The movement stems from the recog-
nized need for more precision in training programs and more
valid assessment procedures for measuring the performance of
administrative officers (p. 1).
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Understanding the need for inservice education and the blockages
curtailing even meager professional development, Damon (1978)-offered
four suggestions to principals in their quest for quality programs.

First, principals should pressure state and national profes-
sional organlzatlons to work toward developlng nationwide
inservice programs.

Second, principals should band together within and between
communities to develop district and community support for
the concept of inservice programs.

Third, principals should develop a variety of inservice
programs that make sense not only to themselves but also to
the people they work with and the students and parents they
work for.

Fourth, principals should recommend alternative ways to
implement the inservice programs they have planned and for
which they have gained support (p. 49).

The Value of a Néeds Assessment in Determining
' "~ Inmservice Education Programs

A growing body of literature indicated that inservice which was
not based upon perceived needs would not be effective.
Roe and Drake (1980) stated the problem succinctly:

An effective inservice education program is an outgrowth of
perceived needs. It is obvious that the one(s) who perceived
these.needs can be anywhere on the organization chart, but
unless those persons who exercise the competency in question
also perceive the needs, the success of the inservice program
is on shaky ground (p. 273-4).

A number of other theorists in education agreed:

Development of inservice learning programs requires active
participation by principals. If practitioners are not
involved at the outset, the inservice program will have
little lasting impact (Damon 1978 p. 47).

..needs...must directly influence the nature and design of
in-service education programs...studies uneqivocally support
the principle that successful in-service education programs...
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require that their focus is...needs, concerns, problems
(Wilen 1978, p. 394).

According to‘Olivero (1982), learners are more likely to gain
from programs which have been selected and designed by them. "Inser-
vice education programs are defined pfimarily byvthe learners; that
is, inservice options are not 'laid on' by district office personnel
(p. 341). Davies (1978) agreed with this statement saying, "If we are
to consider the nature of preservice and in-service education, then we
must first take a close look at the real needs and problems of princi-
pals" (p. 13).

If inservice.programs are to be, as Somerville (1982) ﬁut it,
based on particifants‘ own needs, these needs must somehow be sur-
veyed, assessed and prioritized.' According to Goldberg and Mangione
(1978), "The techﬁique.of 'needs assessment', by the‘accumqlated
evidence of the last decade, is noﬁ considered a vitallmanagement
tooi" (p. 9).

"Needs assessment surveys,'" stated Davies (1978), "should gather
~ the prefereﬁces-of prospective particpants regarding all modifiable
aspects of an inservice program" (p. 3). Dillon*feterson'(1974)
agreed: '"Needs assessment instruﬁents (are) used most frequently by
professionai personnel...to. allow complete autonomy on the'part of
those for whom the program was designed" (p. 4). "Miuch emphasis,"
according to Harris (1980) '"has Been given to the importance of needs
assessment" (p..134) in determining priorities for inservice education

in an orderly fashion.
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Summary

The demands on and challenges for modern public school adminis-
trators result in consistent support in thé litérature for their
continuing professional educatién. Preservice, according to writers

such as Wood, Thompson and Russell (1981), cannot adequately prepare
| administratO%s far the myriad-and changiﬁg responsibilities they will
assume. Inservice education, which upgrades and augmeﬁts the skills
of the practicing administratoré, is, therefore, -imperative.

Educatioﬁal theoristsVOIive:o (1982) and Salmon (1974) speak for

a broad spectrum of writers who suggest that the position of principal

is a particularly crucial one upon which to focus inservice education, -

calling this the key position in education today.

While many states support inservice education for administrators,
the quality of the inservice delivered is not uniformly high, or even
considered adequate (St. John and Ruﬁkle, 1977; Damon, 1978; Hambfick,
1978; Cole 1982), largely because inservice topics do not correspond
to participants’' needs.

Several writers haveAsuggestéd the most iﬁportant fopics for
administrator inservice (Culbértson, 1963; Snyder -and Peterson, 1970;
and Hunter .1982). Sugh lists-included topics such as change, leadér-
ship skills, scientifié'content, finance and qugeﬁ, curriculum
development and interpersonal relationships. The use of the needs
assessment in .determining inservice education is needed in order .to
select appropriate topics. Writers such as Roe and Drake‘(1980),.

Olivero (1982), and Davies (1978) assert that without needs assessment
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which results in a relafionship between inservice program design and
the perceived praétitioner needs, support for inservice training is

wasted.

Ll

L
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES

The nature of the problems confronting school administrators
today makes it necessary that they be given an opportunity to con-
_tinually upgrade their skills and knoWledge. Identification of pro-
fessional development needs and the planning.of corresponding programs
are the most.apprbpriate methods for planning inservice which will be
well received by practitioners (Cawelti, 1982; Olivero, 1§82). In
planning the implementation of inservice opportunities, school dis~
tricts and universities need to be cognizant of the administators’
preference for the location of inservice training--~on Eampus, off
campus or via technology such as telecommunications.

The problem of this study was threefold: first, to determine
the specific needs of Montana school administrators for inservice
education; second; to determine if there was ayrelationship between
selected'variables and what Montana school administrators perceived as
their inservice education needs; and thixd, to determine the preferred
instructional deliver& system for inservice education for Montana
school administrators.

This chapter describes the procedures used in the study. The
population and investigation categories are defined, statistical

hypotheses asserted, and methods of data collection, organization, and
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analysis presented. Precautions taken for accuracy are described and

summary comments provided.

Population Description

The population for this study consisted of 671 school administra-

tors employed by school districts in the State of Montana during fall
quarter, 1982, “School administrators were defined as those persons

listed in the 1982-83 Aministrative Directory, published by School

Administrators of Montana (Hglena; MT), having the title of superin-
tendent, assistant superintendent, principal or assistaat principal.
The 671 school administrators included 190 superintendents, .18
assistant supérintendents, 111 secondary pfincipals, 54,aésistaﬁt
secondaryvérincipals, 33 junior high principals, 18 assistant junior
high principals, 11 middle schooi principals, 6 assistant middle
school principals, 227 elementary school principals ana 3 assistant

elementary school principals.

. The Investigation

The following areas were assessed for this population of Montana
school adminis%rators:

1. Their perceived level of importance for’inserviceAeducation

in the areas of Pianﬁing; Leadership Skills; Operations;

Personnel Management; ClimatezBuilding; and Program, étaff and

Personal Improvement.
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2. Their preference for instructional deliver§ systems

(identified through locale)--on campus, off campus or via

telecommunications.

3. Their ﬁrevious experience with telecommunications as an

instructional delivery system.
In addition, this study determined if seleétéd variables were related
to the administrators' perceived inservice education needs. Those
variables included administrative position by‘title, district classi-
fication according to the total population of the district, the
highest acgdemic degree earned by the administrator and years of
administrative experience. In selecting the variables for the
investigation, the researchef.identified those variables fhat were
related to the professional characteristics rather than the personal
characteristics of the population.

To collect the data for this study, both descriptive and analy-
tical survey_methods were ﬁsed: The data with reference to the

demographic information as well as the preference for instructional

delivery systems, were descriptive in nature as defined by Ggy‘(1981).

A descriptive study determines and reports the way things ,
are. The descriptive method is useful for investigating a
variety -of educational problems. Typical descriptive studies
are concerned with the ‘assessment of attitudes, opinioms,
demographic information... (p. 153)
The descriptiVe survey allowed the researcher to observe certain
characteristics of individuals and to record the .results of these
observations using nominal data.

The second part of this study, using ordinal data, employed an

analytical survey method to‘obtain administrators' perceptions of
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their inservice education needs and the rglationship‘of the identified

needs to selected variables.
Leedy's (1980) explanation of the analytical survey follows:

In the analytical survey approach, our purpose is...to take
data that are essentially quantitative in nature (numerical
data) and to analyze these data by means of appropriate
statistical tools so that we may infer from them cetain
meanings which lie hidden within them, or at least to
discern the presence of potentials and dynamic forces which
lie within those data that may suggest possibilities of
further investigation. In the analytical survey we are
concerned primarily with the problems of estimation and
situations demanding the testing of a statistically. based
hypothesis (p. 132).

Method of Collecting the Data

The researcher modified a survey instrument developed by the
Wayne County Intérmediate School Districf, Wayne, Mighigan, to collect
the data for this study. The six inservite education categories
assessed by the instrument were Planning; Leadership Skills; Opera-
.~tions; Personnel Management; Climate Building; and Program, Stéff and
Personal Improvement (See Appendix B for instrument).

Within eaéh category assessed, there were three to five inservice
education topics to which administrators respoqded, using a five-point
Likert scale. The scale measured the respondents' perceptions
according to the following descriptions: 1 = should receive no atten-
tion, 2 ; should receive litile attention, 3 = not of high priority,

4 = important, 5 = very important.

Central office administrators, including curriculum specialist

and principals in Wayne, Michigan, created the originai instruﬁent

for assessing the inservice education needs of administrators. The
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instrument had been used on a number of occasions with 1560 school
administrators in 36 -local school systeﬁs in Wayne County, Michigan
(Goldberg and Mangoine, 1978). In order to determine the content
validity, the directions and content of the instrument were reviewed
by a group of five graduate students and two professors at Montana
State University.

The reliability of the instrument was established by the test-
retest method during fall quarter, 1982, at Montana State University.
A total of 25 graduate students in two administration classes com-
pleted the instrument and then completed it a second time two weeks’
later. Ahman and Glock (1981), with reference to the time interval
between testing, stated:

The length of time allowed between test administrations is -

critical and must be selected with care. If it is too

short, students will remember - the answers given at the first

.time when they answer the questions a second time; if it is

too long, the students may change with respect to the charac-

teristic measured. In many cases, a week or two is judged

to be an appropriate compromise. Obviously, there is no

single, widely accepted time-interval suitable for all types

of tests with all varieties of students (p. 242)..

According to Ferguson (1982), the most widely used measure of
correlation is the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.
This measure was used in determining the reliability of the survey
instrument used in this study.

Table 1 is a presentation of the questionnaire items and their

corresponding reliabilities.
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Table 1. Assessment statements and correlation coefficients.
Item Reliability
1. Conducting and interpreting district, building,
staff and personnel needs assessments .83
2. Developing polieies " .83
3. Identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives .79
4. Developing strategies to reach objectives .66%
5. Planning for declining enrollment and school
consolidation .75
6. Making effective decisions .78
7. Utilizing problem solving techniques 77
8. Using time more effectively and learning how and
when to delegate responsibility 77
9. Identifying and working with influence structures
and key individuals A
10. Initiating effective budgeting procedures .83
11. Understanding school finance and methods and
sources of funding T4
12.. Managing facilities and resoiirces : .68%
13." Keeping current with school law and legislation .88
14. Selecting and orienting staff .89
15. Evaluating staff performance 17
16. Developing position descriptions .75
17. Conducting negotiations and implementing contract
provisions .87
18. TUnderstanding techniques for 1nteract1ng and
communicating effectively with staff, parents,
students and community .86
19. Developing group dynamic skills .63%
20. Establishing trust relationships, building staff
morale, and effective work teams .73
21. Managing and resolving conflict .72
22. Employing effective change strategies, including
dissemination and diffusion techniques .86
23. conducting successful inservice programs .81
24, Initiating appropriate self improvement activities .85
25. Understanding and using currculum development
processes 72
26. Evaluating instructional programs .75
27. Applying technology (including computers) to
.87

help .solve problems

*eliminated items

AN
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A correlation coefficent of .70, as suggested by Feréuson (1982),
was required to keep éach statement in the assessment instrument.
Consequently, statements numbered four, nine, twelve and nineteen were
eliminated from the final instfument. They were: Developing
strategies to reach objectives, Identifying and working. with influence
structures and key individuals, Managing facilities and resources and
Developing group dynamic skills.

A cover lgtter describing the study (see Appendix A) and the
survey instrument which included the demographic questionnaire (see
Appendix B) were mailed in October of 1982. AAself—addressed, stamped
envelope was‘included for the respondents' convenience. By Décember
18, 1982, an 84.3 percent response was achieved. As suggested by
Erdos (1970), a response rate of 80 pércéﬁt should be‘éxpected if the
mail survey was to be considered reliable. Partially éompleted,
returned questionnaires were-used in the study. The number of
responses for each specific item was therefore less than the total
number of respondents when calculating that portion of the analysis.

The statistical analysis for the study was done through the

Computer Center at Montana State University.

Method of Data Orgaﬁization

Frequeﬁcy distribution tables were used to illustraté the number
and percentagé of respondents by admiﬁistrative position, by district
élassification, highest degree~earned and years of administrative ex-
perience; the number and percentage of preferred instructional delivery

systems;. and the administrators' previous use of telecommunications
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as an instructional delivery system. Contingency tables display the
data for comparing the inservice education topics to the variables

tested by the Chi Square Test of Independence.

Statistical Hypotheées

Ferguson (1982) stated- that it is conventional to adopt levels of
sigqificance at either .05 or .01. "For most practical purposes it is
usufficiént to designa£e the probability‘as p<.05 or p<.Oi" (p. 162).
He further stated that the investigator may adopt, perhaps arbi-
trarily, a particular level of significance. For the purpose of this
study, the .05 level of significance was adopted b& the researcher.

The null hypotheses for this study were:

1-4. The perception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice education category Planning are independent of

.administrative position.

5-8. The perception of ghe impor;anqe'of the topics under the
inservice education category Planning are independent of
district. classification.

9—12; Thé‘perception of the importance of the topic; undef the
inservice educaﬁion category Planning are'iﬁdependent of
highest degree earned.

13-16. The perception of the importénce of the topics under the
inservice education category Planning are independent of

vears of administrative experience.




17-19.

20-22.

23-25.

26-28.

29-31,

32-34.

35-37.

38-40.

39

The pereeption of the importance of the
insernice education category,ﬁeadership
ent of administranive nosition.

The pexception of the importance of the
inservice education category Leadership
ent of district classification.

The perception of the importance of the
inservice education category ieadership
ent of highest degree earned.

The perxception of the importance of the

inservice education category Leadership

topics under the

Skills are independ-

topics under the

Skills are independ-

topics under the

Skills are independ-

topics under the

Skills are independ-

ent of years of administrative experience.

The perception of the importenee of the
inservice education category Operations
administrative position

The‘pereeption of -the importance of the
ineervice education category Operations

district classification.

‘'The perception of the importance of the

inservice education categoryPOperetions
highest degree earned.

The perception of the importance of the
inservice education category Operations

years of administrative experience.

topics under the

are independent of

topics under the

are independent of

topics under the

are independent of

topics under the

are independent of
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41-44.

45-48.

49-52.

53-56.

57-59.

60-62.

63-65.

66-68.

40

The perception of the importance of the topics under the

. inservice education category Personnel Management are inde-

pendent of aaministrative position.

The perception of the importaﬁce of the toﬁiés under the
inservice education category Personnel Management are inde;
pendent of district classification.

The percéption of the importance of the topics under the

inservite education category Personnel Management are inde-

pendent of highest degree earned.

The perception of the importance of the topics under the

inservice education category Personnel Management are inde-

pendent‘of years of administrative experience.

The perception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice education category Climate Building are independ-
ent of administrative positioﬁ.

The perception of the importance of the topics under the

. inservice education category Climate Building are independ-

ent of district classification.

The percéption of the importance of the topics.under the
inservice education category Cli@ate Building are independ-
ent of highest degree earmed.

The perception of the importance of the topics under the

inservice education category Climate Building are independ--

ent of years of administrative experience.
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69-74. The pérception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice education category Program, Staff and Personal
Improvement are independent of administrative position.
75-80. The perception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice edﬁcation category Pfégram, Staff and Persoﬁal
Improvement are independent of district classification.
81-86. The perception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice education category Program, Staff and Personal
Improvement are independeént of highest degree earned.
87-92. The perception of the importance of the topics under the
inservice education category Progfam, Staff and Personal
Improvement are independent of years of administrative

. experience.

Analysis of the Data

Descriptive statistics were used in this study to summarize the
data with reference to the demographic information, the preference for
instructional deiivery systems and the administrators' past experience
with telecommunications as an inservice education learning mode. The
data were expressed in terms of frequency tables illustrating numbers
and percentages. Engelhart (1972) states:

Means...are descriptive statistics. Also in the realm of
descriptive -statistics are counts and percentages classified

in various ways, distributions of test scores, tables, and

graphs. All of the above are useful in summarizing data so

as to facilitate their interpretation (p. 194).

Analytic statistics, utilizing the Chi Square Test for Indepen-

dence, determined which topics under the six inservice education
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categories (Planning, Leadership Skills, Operations, Personnel Manage-
ment, Climate Building and Program, Staff and Eersonal Improvement)
were indepgndeﬁt of the selected variables (administrative positiom,
district classifiéation, highest degree earned, and years as an
adﬁinistrator) identified in hypotheses.one.through 92.

Siegel (1956) states that the non-parametric text (Xz) has the
advantage éf "enabling data...in ranks (in an ordinal scalej to be
examined for significance" (p. 174).

When frequencies in discrete categories (éither,nominal ox

ordinal) constitute the data of research, the X test may be

used to determine the significance of the differences among
k independent groups (p. 175).

In the contingency tables, the row variables refer to the admin-

istrators' positions,'districf classification, highesf degree earned

or years of administrative experience. The column variables refer to
the level of perceived importance on the Likert scale. Calculations

using the Chi Square formula determined whether or not sufficient

evidence existed to rejeét the null at the .05 level of Sigﬂificante.

Provisions Taken for Accuracy

Each survey'instrument returned was initially haqd checked by an
independent agent. for obvious discrepancies. The data were then
placed oﬁ Fortran coding forms by an independent agent and checked by
the researcher. Under the supervision of Dr. Don Robson, Director,
Bureau of Educational Research and Field Services, Montana State

University, the data were transferred to standard key cards at the
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Montana State University Computing Center. Dr. Robson personally

supervised the various data analyses, which were done by computer.
Summary

This study was conducted in the State of Montana during fall
quarter, 1982. The research foci were three: 1) the perceived needs
of Montana school administrators for inservice education; 2) the rela-
tionship of selected variables to specific inservice education topics;
and .3) the preferred instructional delivery systems for inservice -
education. A cover 1etter, the needs assesément»instrument and the
questionnaire were mailed to school adﬁinistrators listed ie the

1982-1983 Administrative Directory. The population consisted of all

school administrators holding the position of superintendent, assis-
tant superintendent, principal or assistant principal.

The needs assessment instrument used in this study Qas a modified
version of one developed by Wayne_County Intermediate School District,
Wayne, Michigan. The validity and reliability of the original instru-
ment was tested. Reliability was established using the test-retest
method. Four items were eliminated'because correlation coefficients
tested below .70.

Hypoeheses were- tested at the .05 level of significance by the
Chi Square Test of-Independence. Continéency tables.were developed to
summarize the. statistical analysis. The analysis was done at ihe MSU
Computer Center. Frequency diseribution tables displaying numbers and

percentages were used to summarize the information collected from the
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questionnaire with regard to the respondents' demographics and their

preference for instructional'delivéry,systgms.

| W)
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

This study identified the inservice educatioﬁ needs of Montana
School Administrators by assessing their perceptions as to how
important they felt it was that eéfforts be made to increase adminis-
trators' knowledgé about anﬁ competencies in certain processes and/or
topics. Emphasis was placed on whether or not there was a difference
between'the school administratorsf‘perceived level of importaﬁce of
these processes and/or topics and selected variables that might assist
in explaining their choices. The study also determined the adminis-
trators! preferred ingtructibnél delivery systems in order ‘to provide
institutions of higher.edpcation and school districts assistance in
implementing inservice education programs.

The results of this study are présented in five sections. First,
thé‘population used in the étudy and the information relative to the
return rate are diséussed. Second, the data related to the school
administrators' preference for ipservice education are presented.
Third, the results of the study‘concerning the length of time for
inservice education and miles school administrators were willing to
travel for inservice education programs are discussed. foﬁrth,
responses related to telecommunicatibns as an alternate instructional
delivefy system are discussed. ?inally, the results from thé testing

of the 92 statistical hypotheses are presented.
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Respondents

The population used in this study.consisted of 671 éuperinten-
dents, assistant superintendents, principals and assistant principals
employed in the State of Montana during the 1982-1983 schodl year.
The rationale for’ surveying the entire population of school adminis-

trators was to help emnsure that respondents were representative of

each of the variables to be tested. Those variables included adminis-

trative position, district ciassiﬁicétion, ;cademic degree earned and
years of administrative experience.

O0f the 671 school administrétors surveyed, a total of 566
returned the survey instrument and questionnaire. This ﬁas‘a return
of 84.3 percent.- In analyzing the data, administrative positions
having the describtor assistant or vice before the administrative
title were inciuded in the major positioﬁ category (i.e. assistant
superintendent respondents were included with superintendent respon-
dents). Administrative groups were merged to insure a significant
number of regspondents in each of the selected variables.

Table 2 shows the number and Percentage.of respondents by admin-
istrative position. The largest number of respondents (187-33.0%)
were superintendents.

School districts in Montana are classified according to the total
population of the district (see definitions p. 8). Table 3 displays
the number and ﬁercentage of respondents b& diétrict classification.
The largest number of respondents t288—50.9%) came from Class III

districts which are the smallest in size.
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Table 2. Number and percentage of respondents by .administrative

position.
Position Number Percentage
Superintendent 187 33.0
. Secondary Principal 134 23.7
Jr. High Principal 43 7.6
Middle School Principal 29 5.1
Elementary Principal 173 30.6
Total 566 100.0
Table 3. Number and percentage of respondents by distric£
classification.
District Classificatién Number Pércentage
Class 1 106 18.7
Class II 172 30.4
Class III 288 _50.9
Total 566 100.0

Table 4 shows the number and percentage of respondents according

to the highest academic degree earned. Although Montana certification

requires a Master's Degree for persons holding the administrative

positions of superintendent and principal, eight administrators held a

Bachelor's Degree. All eight Bachelor-degreed respondents were

employed in a Class III district.
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Table 4. Number and percentagé of respondents by highest degree
earned. .
Degree A ‘ _ Number A Percentage
Bachelors ' 8 1.4
Masters 495 87.5
Specialist 27 4.7
Doctorate _36 6.4
Total ' o 566 100.0

School édministrators were asked to provide information concern-
ing the number of years they had been employed in an administrative
position. T;ble 5 summarizes that information. The largest number of
respondents '(214-37.8%) had held at administrative positidn,bétween
9.6 and 19.5 years.:

Table 5. Number and percentage of respondents by years of administra-~
tive experience.

" Years of Adminis- . Number Percentage
trative Experience :

6 - 3.5 112 . 19.8

3.6 -~ 9.6 . 150 ’ 26.5
9.6 - 19.5 214 37.8
19.6 - or more ' 90 15.9

Total | | 566 100.0
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School Administrators' Perception of
Importance of Topics for Imnservice Education

The major. emphasis of this study was to determine the inservice
education categories end the specific topics within those categories
that school administrators perceived as important for furfhering their
knowledge and competence. Table 6 preéents the numbef and percentage
" of school administrators that ranked each of the six inservice educa-
-tion categories six or high preference. The category, Program, Staff
"and Personal Improvement received‘the most number six responses.
Tables 42 through 47 (see Appendix C) display the complete ranking

data for each of the categories.

Table 6. Number and percentage of respondents that ranked each cate-
) gory six or high preference

Inservice Education B Number

Category ' Ranked High (6) . Percentage
Planning . 67 11.8
Leadership Skills. 104 18.4
Operations | ‘ 72 12.7
Personnel Management 56 9.9
Climate Building : 78 13.8
Program, Staff and Personél.Improvement‘ 130 23.0

In addition to ranking the six inservice education categories,
school administrators, using a 1-5 scale (1=topic should receive no
attention, 5=topic very important) rated each topic under the inservice

~education categories as -to its importance as an inservice education
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need. Following, is a presentation of the information related to that
part of the study. The inservice education topic receiving the
highest rating,‘under each of the six categories is identified in the
narrative. Accoﬁpanying tables are provided to display the number and
percentage of the respondents rating each of the inservice topics under

the six categories as Very Important.

Planning

The topic, Identifying and prioritizing goals and‘objectives
received more Very Important'respohseé by all administrators than any
other inservice education topic under the category, Planning. Table 7
displays the number and percentage of school administrators' rating as
Very important each of the inservice education topics under Planning.

Table 7. - Number and percentage of school administrators by position
rating each Planning topic as Very Important (5).

Administrative Position
Inservice Education HS ~ JHS Mdl  Elem
Topic Supt Prin Prin Prin Prin

Conducting and inter-

preting district,

building, staff and

personnel needs o
assessments 46(24.6) 32(24.1)  6(14.0) 7(25.0) '55(32.2)

Developing policies 56(29.9) 29(21.6) 3(7.0) 6(20.7) 37(21.6)

Identifying and
prioritizing goals
and objectives: 57(30.5)*% 44(33.1)% 12(27.9)*% 9%31.0)* 63(36.8)%*

Planning for declining
enrollment and - :
'school consolidation 29(15.5) 22(16.5)  7(16.3) 2.(6.9) 37(21.6)

Note: Number'in parentheses indicates percentage of responses
*~ Highest number of responses
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Leadership Skills

Making effective decisions was the inservice educafion.topic
which received the most Very Important responseé by school adminis-
trators under the category of Leadership Skills. Table'8 shows the
number and percentage of responses by school administrators rating
each of the inservice education topics Very Important under the cate~
gory, Leadership Skills.,

Table 8. Number and percentage of school administrators by position
rating each Leadership Skills topic as Very Important (5).

, Administrative Position
Inservice Education ' Hs - JHS Md1 Elem
Topic Supt Prin Prin Prin Prin

Making effective _ :
decisions 71(38.2)* 54(40.3)* 24(55.2)% 12(41.4)* 95(55.6)%

Utilizing problem- | . .
solving techniques  45(24.1) 35(26.3) 12(27.9) 11(37.9) 59(34.5)

Using time more

effectively and

learning how and

when to delegate

responsibility 61(32.6) 41(30.6) 17(39.6) 11(37.9) 68(39.8)

Note: Number in parentheses indicates percentage of responses
* Highest number of responses

Operations
Under the category Operations, the inservice education topic,
Keeping current with school law and legislation received the greatest

number of Very Important responses by all school administrators.
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As’shown in Table 9, all school administrators rated this topic as

Very Important in terms of inservice education.

Table 9. Number and percentage of school administrators by position
rating each Operations topic as Very Important (5).

Administrative Position L
Inservice Education _ HS JHS B Mdl Elem
Topic ] Supt Prin Prin Prin Prin

Initiatiﬁg effective ' ' :
budgetary procedures 66(35.3) 37(27.6) 7(16.3) 8(27.6) 37(21.6)

Understanding school

finance and methods

and sources of

funding ; 80(42.8) 39(29.1) 7(16.3) 12(41.4) 45(26.3)

Keeping current with
school law and legis-
lation - 89(47.6)* 50(37.3)* 17(39.5)*% 17(58.6)*% 75(43.9)*

Note: Number in parentheses indicates percentage of responses
* Highest number of responses :

Personnel Management

Tn this category, the inservice education topic, Evaluating staff
performance, received more Very Important responseé by ali school ad-
ministrators than other topic in this category. Tablello shows the
number and percentage of each inservice education topic under
Personnel Management receiving a rating of five (Very Important) by

school administrators.
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Table 10. Number and percentage of school,administrators'by position
rating. each Personnel Management topic as Very Important

(5).
: . Administrative Position
Inservice Education H JHS Mdl~ Elem
Topic Supt - Prin Prin Prin Prin’

Selecting and
orienting staff 61(32.6) _ 58(43.6) 19(44.2) 13(44.8) 88(51.5)

Evaluating staff -
performance 84(44.9)*% 81(60.4)% 27(62.8)* 20(69.0)* 115(67.3)*

Developing position
descriptions 22(11.2) 24(17.9) 7(16.3) 3(10.3) 20(11.7)

Conducting negotia-

tions and implement-

ing contract .
provisions 43(23.6) '18(13.4)  3(7.0) 6(20.7) 23(13.5)

Note: Number in parentheses indicates percentage of responses
#* Highest number of responses

Climate Building

Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale and
effective work teams was the inservice education topic receifing more
Very Imporfant responses by school administrators except middle school
and junior high ffincipals. Middle schoél pfincipals responded with a
more frequént number of Very Important responses to the topic, Under-
standing techniques and interacting and commuﬁicating.effectively with
staff, parents, students and community. Junior high school principals
gave the same number of Very Iméortantlrésponses to both of these

inservice education topics.
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Table 11 shows the number and percentage of respOQSes by school
administrators rating each of the inservice education topics Very
Important under the category, Climate Building.

Table 11. Number and .percentage of school administrators by position
rating each Climate Building topic as Very Important (5).

: Administréfive Position
Inservice Education HS JHS Mdl Elem
Topic Supt Prin Prin Prin Prin

Understanding techni-

ques for interacting

and communicating

effecitvely with

staff, parents, stu-

dents ‘and community 63(33.7) 52(38.8) 19(44.2)* 14(48.3)*% 92(53.8)

" Establishing trust
relationships, build-

ing staff morale and
effective work teams 68(36.4)% 62(46.3)% 19(44.2)*% 13(44.9) 106(62.0)%*

Managing and
resolving conflict 58(31.0) 52(38.8) 18(41.9) 10(34.5) 82(48.0)

Note: Number in parentheses indicates percentage of responses
* Highest number of responses

Program, Staff and Personal Improvement

The tofic, Evaluating insﬁructional prograﬁs, was.rated Very
Important By more school administrators than any other topic in this
category. Table 12 displays the number énd percentage of each inser-
" vice education.topic within the category,. Program, -Staff .and Personal
Improvement, receiving a rating of Very Important by échool

administrators.
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Table 12. Number and percentage of school administrators by position
rating each Program, Staff and Personal Improvement topic as
Very Important (5).

Administrative Position
Inservice Education s JHS Mdl Elem
Topic Supt Prin =~ Prin Prin Prin

Employing effective

change strategies,

including dissemina-

tion and diffusion

techniques. 14(7.6) 14(10.5) 6(14.0) 8(27.6) 37(21.6)

Conducting successful ‘
inservice programs .  45(24.1) 33(24.6) 16(23.3) 9(31.0) 39(28.7)

Initiating appropriate
self improvement
activities 27(14.4) 25(18.7) 10(23.3) 9(32.1) 49(28.7)

Understanding and using
curriculum development '
processes 48(25.7) 28(20.9) 7(16.3) 9(31.0) 49(28.7)

Evaluating instruc- i
tional programs 70(37.4)% 61(45.5)% 15(34.9)% 13(44.8)*% 79(46.2)%

Applying technology
to help solve
problems 43(23.0) 37(27.6) 13(30.2) 12(41.4) 45(26.2)

NQEEF Number in parentheséé indicates percentage of responses
* Highest number of responses

In summary, school administrators were asked to rank the inser-
vice.edﬁcation categories from one being of low Preference to six
being of high preference. The inservice education category,:Program,
Staff and Personal Improvement received the greatest number of six
(high preferen;é) rankings. The category receiViﬁg the next greatest
number of six rankings was Leadership Skills, followed respectively by

Climate Building, Operations, Planning and Personnel Management.
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In rating the topics within each of the inseryice:education
categories, the respondents weré asked to-determine £he level of
importance they perceived for the inservice education topics. The
following topics received the most frequent Very Important responses:
Ideﬁtifying and prioritizing goals and objectives; Making effective
deciéions; Keeping current with school law and 1egisiation, Evaluating
staff performance; Understanding techniques for interacting and com-
municating effectively with staff, parents, studenfs'and community,
Establishing trust'relétionships, building staff morale and effective
work teams, and Evaluating insfructional programs.

School Administrators' Preference for Inservice
Education Offered On and Qff Campus

The information collected related to the 1éngth bf time for
inservice education offered on campus, indicatéd that 61 percent of
the school administratofs preferred to attend one or two day work-
shops. As their second preference, 20.1.percent chose to attend the
one or two week workshop. Third, 1.5 perceﬁt indicated that they
preferred to a£tend a regular summer session, while only 4.8 percent
of the respondents selected-attendance at weekly night classes oﬁ
campus.

~Sixty-four percent of the school administrators selected one or
"two day workshops as the preferred off campus offering for inservice
education. Attending weekly night classes was the;second choice with
a 14.8 percent response; while attending weekend classes within their

-own school distriet received a 11.1 percent response. The one or two
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week workshop offered off campus was the least preferred by 81
percent.
Table 13‘summarizes the information collected for this. part of-
the stﬁdy and shows that the most preferred timé frame for both on and
off campus inservice was the one or two day workshop.

Table 13. Number and percentage. of respondents' preference for length
of time for inservice education offered on and off campus.

Location ]
Length of Time , : Number Percentage
On Campus
one or two day workshop 345 61.0
weekly night classes ' 27 4.8
regular summer session 65 11.5
one or two week workshops 114 20.1
Total n=551° 97.5
0ff Campus .
one or two. day workshops 362 64.0
weekend classes in district 63 11.1
one or.two week workshops 46 8.1
weekly night classes : 84 14.8
b 98.0

Total n=555

215 missing observations
11 missing observations
 Another aspect of the study asked school administrators to give
information related to the numbér'of round trip miles £héy Qere will-
ing to drive to receive inservice education. In summarizing the
information presented in Table 14, 26.9 percent of the fespondents
indicated they would drive 50'miles round trip, while an additional

26.3 percent were willing to drive 100 miles round trip.
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Table 14. Number and percentage of respondents indicating number of
round trip miles willing to drive to receive inservice

education.
Number of
round trip miles Number Percentage.
50 miles 142 26.9
100 miles 149 26.3
150 miles 75 13.3
200 miles 79 14.0
250 miles 90 _15.9
Total 540% 96.4

a - .
26 missing observations

School Administratqrs' Use of Telecommunications

As. an alternative for receiving inservice education in the tradi-

tional classroom setting, school administrators had the opportunity to

provide information pretaining to their use of telecommunications as

an instructional delivery system. Table 15 displays the information

showing that the use of videotapes played at the local facility was

the most preferred instructional delivery system. The least preferred

was the use of the education telephone.
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Table 15. Number and percentage of responses by school administrators
as to their choice of telecommunications as an instructional
delivery system. )

Tyﬁe'of Telecommunication | , Number Percentage

Use of videotapes played at local facility
(one way video, one way audio) 174 30.7%

Use of education telephone (two‘way audio) 52 N 9.2

Program offered through educational TV -
at home viewer (one way video, one way audio) 68 12.0

Use of live video at local facility or at .
home (one way video, two way audio) 112 19.8

Use of video. tapes with two way audié
(one way video, two way audio) 124a
. Total 530

[
—
(o]

e}
w
(=)

230 missing observations
*Highest percentage of responses

Of -the three instructional delivery sysfem methods assessed for
providing inservice educétion-—on'campus, off campus and telecommuni-
cations, the study provided information showing that both on and
off camﬁus locations received the greatest npmber of most preferred
respénses. Table 16 provides thg data indicating the respondents'
preferences for instructional delivery systems. In order to obtain
additional information concerning the use of telecommunica£ions as an
instrucgional delivery system, administfators were asked to indicate
the types of telecommunications they had experiepced as a medium for
receiving inservice education. Of the 556 respoﬁdents, 188 had
experience with video tapes (6ne w;y'video and audio); 141 ﬁad used

the telephone (two way audio); 125 had instruction via educational TV




Li&

60 -
(one way video and audio); only 41 had experience with live video

(one way video, two way audio).

Table 16. Responses by school administrators indicating their prefer—
ences for 1nstruct10nal dellvery systems.

1 ; ) . . 3

Type of o least - most

deliyery system preferred . preferred
on campus 169(29:9) .- 162(128.6) .201(35.5)%
off campus 106(18.7) © 238(42.0) 201(35.5)%

telecommunications 254(44.9)% 135(23.9) . 144(25.4)

Note Number in parentheses indicates number of responses.
* Highest number of responses in least and most preferred categories.

Statistical Hypotheses

The.92 statistical hypotheées that were tested in this study were
tested using the Chi Square Test of Independence. The level of signi-
ficance used for all tests was a = .05.

A summary statement and tabie displaying the data are.presented
for each hypothesis. Contingengy tables used to produce the figures
for each summar& table may be found in Appendix D. Each‘Chi Square
value that was significant at the .05 level is~identifigd in these

tables.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 1-4: The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Planning are independent

of administrative position.
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Table 17 presents the inservice edu¢ati0n‘topics under the
category. of Planniﬁg that were tested for sigﬁificance relative to
admini§trative position and summarizes the results of the Chi Square
-analysis. The inservice education topic, Developing policies, was
found to be related to administrative ﬁosition when tested at the .05
level of significance.

Table 17. Summary of Chi Square analysis for Planning inservice educa-
tion topics related to administrative position.

Qaiculated Value

Topic ’ - for Chi Square
Conducting and interpreting district, building,

staff and personnel needs assessment .18.28
Developing policies 33.20%
Identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives .16.23
Planning for declining enrollment and school

consolidation , C 12.55
Critical X° = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Tables 48 through 51 (éee Appendix D) are contingenéy”tables used
to produce the figures found in Table 17. in each case, the critical
value of the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of
significance is 26.30. The - Chi Square value that was significant

at the .05 level is identified in Table 49.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 5-8: The perception of the importaﬁce of the

topics under the inservice education category Planning are independent

of district classification.
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The inservice eJUCation topics within the category of Planning
that were tested for significance relative to district classification
are presented in Table 18. ' The table also summarizes the re;uits of
the Chi Square analysis. The inservice education topic, Cdnducting
and interpfeting district, building, staff and personngl needs assess-
ment, was found to be related to district classification when tested
at the .05 level of significance.
| The contingency tables used to produce figurés in Table 18 are
displayed in Tables 52 through' 55 (see Apﬁendix Dj. For each £able,
the critical value of the Chi Square with 8 degrees of freedom at the
.05 level of significance is 15.51. The Chi Square value that was
significant at the .05 level is identified in Table 52;

Table 18. Summary of Chi Square analysis for Planning inservice
education topics related to district classification.

Calculated Value

Topic ) for Chi Square
‘Conducting and interpreting district, building, staff

and personnel needs assessment ' 15.96%
Developing policies 7.54
Identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives 12.66
Planning for declining enroliment and school

consolidation 12.89
Critical X* = 15.51 - - df

I
o

*Significant at the .05 level
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Null Hypotheses Nos.. 9-12: The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Planning are independent
of highest degree earned.

Table 19 lists the inservice education topics under the category

of Planning that were tested for significance relative to the'highest"

degree earned by the respondents and summarizes the results of the Chi
Square analysis. This study did not find sufficien£ eéidence to
reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, the researcher cannot conclude
that the'importénce of any inservice éducation topic within thé
category of ?1anning depends on the highest degree earned.by school
administrators.

Tables 56 through 59 (see AppendiX.D) are the contingency tables
uéed to produce the figures in Table 19. In eacﬂ case, the critical
‘valué of the Chi Square With 20 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of
significance is 35.02.

Table 19. Summary of Chi Square anaiysis for Planning-inservice
education topics related to highest degree earned.

o . - Calculated Value
Topic ‘ : ) _for Chi Square

Conducting, interpreting district, building, staff

and personnel needs assessment 27.73
Developing policies 22.36
Identifying and prioritizing ‘goals and objectives ‘ 13.44

Planning for declining enrollment and school '
consolidation _ 12.31

Critical X2 = 35.02 . df = 20
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.Null Hypotheses Nos. 13-16: The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Planning are independent
of years-of édministrative experience.

Table 20 presents the inservice educatioq topics under - the
category of Planning that were tested for significance relative to the
number of years of administrative experience. The table also sum;
marizes the results of the Chi Square analysis. When tested at the
.05 level of significance, the”insérvice education topic, Planning for
declining enrollment'énd school consolidation was found to be ‘the only
topic related to the vears of administgative experience.

Tables 60 through 63 (see Appenﬂix D) are éontingency tables used
to produce the figures in Table 20. The critical value of the Chi
Square with 12 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance is
21.03. The Chi Square value that was significant af the .05 level is
identified as significant in Table 63.

Table 20. Summary of Chi Square analysis for Planning inservice educa-
tion topics related to years of administrative experience.

Calculated Value

Topic | - ) ' ’ for Chi Squa?er
Cohducting,.interpreting district, buildiﬁg, staff ‘

and personnel needs assessment 18{94
Developing policies . ' 14.02
Identif&ing and prioritizing goais'and objectives 10.38

Planning for declining enrollment and school consolidation 28.36%

Critical X% = 21.03 . df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level
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Null Hypotheses Nos. 17-19: The perception of the importance of the

© topics under the inservice education category Leadership Skills are

independent of administrative position.

Table 21 lists the inservice education topics under the category -

of Leadership Skills that were tested for significance relative to
administrative position and summarizes theé results-of the Chi Square
analysis. When tested at the .05 level of signifiéance, the inservice
education topics, Making effective decisions and ﬁtilizing problem--
solving techniques were found to be related to administrative
position.

Tables 64 through 66 (see-AppeﬁdiX D) are contingency tables used
to produce the figures found in Table 21. The critical value of the
Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance
is 26.30. Each Chi Square value that was significant at the .05 level

" is identified as significént in Tables 64 and 65.

Table 21. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Leadership Skills inser-
vice education topics related to administrative position.

Calculated Value

Topic ‘ _ . for Chi Square
Making effective decisions | . 30.70%
Utilizing problem-solving techniques g 30.50%
Utiiizing time‘mofe effectively and learning how and

when to delegate responsibility- ' : 13.00
Critical X* = 26.03 df = 16

*Significant .at the .05 level
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Null Hypotheses Nos. 20-22: The perceptioﬁ of the importance of the
‘topics under the inservice education category Léadefship Skills are
iﬁdependent of diétrict classification. |

The inservice education topics within the category of Leadefship
Skills that were tested fbr significance‘relativé to district classi-
fication are listed in Table 22. When tested at the .05 lével of
significance; Making -effective decisions, was found to be the only
topic related to district classification.

Tables 67 through 69 tsee Appendix D) are fhe'contingéncy tables
.used to produce the figures found in Table 22. The critical value of
the Chi Square with 8 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of signifi-
Hcance is 15.51. The Chi Square valuexthét was significant at the .05
level is identified as significant in Table 67.

Table 22. Summary of Chi Square analysis'of Leadership Skills inser-
vice education topics related to-district classification.

" Calculated Value

Topic ‘ . for Chi Square
Making effective decisions _ 17.54%
Utilizing problem—solving techniques ' 6.44
Utilizing time more effectively and learning how and

when to delegate responsibility 12.44
Critical X* = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Null Hypotheées Nos. 23-25: The perception of the impo;tance of the
topics under the inservice education category Leadership Skills are

‘independent of highest degree earned.
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Table 23_presents the inservice educatiog topics under Leadership
Skills that were tested for significance ;elative to the highest
degree earned by the respondents and summarizes the results of“the Chi
Square analysis. This~study‘did not find suffi&ient evidence to
reject the null hypothesis. Therefbré, based on the evidence
gathered, the researcher cannot conclude that the importance of the
inservice education £opics listed within Leadership Skills depends on
the highest degree earned by school administrators. |
| Tables 70 through 72 (see Appendix D) are the contingency tables
used to produce the figures in Table 231 The c?itiéal value of the
Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of significance
is 26.30.

Table 23. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Leadership Skills inser-
vice education topics related to highest degree earned.

Calculated Value

Topic | ) for Chi Square
Making effective decisions 14.77-
Utilizing problem—solving"techﬁiques 19.43
Utilizing time more éffectively and learning how and

when to delegate responsibility ‘ 17.34
Critical X2 = 26.30 df = 16

Null Hypotheses Nos. 26~28: The:perqeption of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Leadership Skills are

independent of years of administrative experience.
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Table 24 lists the inservice education topics under theé category
of Leedership,Skills'that were tested for significance-felative to
years of administrative experience and summarizes the results of the
Chi Squafe analysis. This stedy did not find sufficient evidence to
‘reject the null h&pptﬁesis. On this basis the reseafeher cannot
conclude.that the .importance for inservice education topics iisted
under Leadership Skills depends on the years of administrative
experience.

" Tables 73 through 75 (see Appendix D) are the contingency tables
used to produce the figures found in Table 24. - In each case, the
critical value‘of the Chi Square with 12 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 21.03.

Table 24. Summery of Chi Square analysis of Leadership Skills inser-
vice education topics related to years of administrative

experience..

' Calculated Value
Topic : . ] for Chi Square
Making effective decisions 15.49
Utilizing problemesolving techniques 12.43
Utilizing time more effectively and learning how and
when to delegate responsibility , 15.15
Critical X* = 21.03 | daf = 12

Null Hypotheses Nos. 29-31: The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Operations are inde-

pendent of administrative positiom.
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Table 25 lists the inservice education topics under the category
of Operafions that were tested for significance relative to admin-
istrative position and summarizes the regults of the Chi Square
analysis. Since this study‘did not find sufficignt evidence to réject
the null hypothesié, the researcher cannot conclude that the impor-
tance forrinsgrvice education topics listed under Operations depends
on administrative position. |

Tables 76 through 78 (see Appendix D) are £he contingency tables
used to produce the figures found in Table 25. The critical value of
the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of signifi-
cance ig 26.03 for each case. |

Table 25. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Operations inservice
education topics related to administrative position.

Calculated Value

Topic | ) . for Chi Square
Initiating effective budgeting'pfocedureé _ 25.45
Understanding school finance and methods and .sources ‘

of funding - o 25.53
Keeping current Qith school law and legislation 16.10
Critical X* = 26.03 ' af = 16

Null Hypotheses Nos. 32-34: The perception of thé importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Operations are indepen~
‘dent of district classification.

Tablé 26 lists the inservice education topics under the category
of Operations that were tested for significance relative to district

classification and summarizes the results of the Chi Square analysis.
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When testgd on the iOS.level of significance, the inservice education
topic; Understanding school finance and methods and sources and
funding was found to be related to district classification.

Table 26. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Operations inservice
education topics related to district classification.

Calculated Value

Topic ) ‘ for ‘Chi Square
Initiating effecfivenbudgeting procedures ‘13,46
Undersﬁanding school finaﬁce and methods aﬁd éources .

of funding . . ‘ 28.82%
Keeping current Qith school‘law and legislation 13.97

Critical X* = 15.51 if = 8
*Significant at the .05 level :

Tables 79 through 81;(see Appendix D) are cOntingency‘tables used
to produce the figqres found in Table 26. 1In each case, the critical
valu; of the Chi‘Square with 8 degrees éf freedom at the .05 level of
significance is 15.51. The Chi Square value that was significant at

the .05 level is identified in Table 80.

Null Hypotheses Nos..35-37: The perception of the importance of the
topics under the inservice education category Operations are indepen-
dent of highest degree earned.

Table.27.lists the inservice education topics within the category
of Operations that were tested for significance relative to the
- highest degree earned by the respondents and summarizes the results of

the Chi Square analysis. Based on the evidence gathered by the study,
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the researcher cannot conclude that the importance for inservice
education topics listed under Operations depends'on the highest degree

earned. Therefore, the null hypothesis cannot be rejected.

Table 27. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Operations inservice
education topics related to highest degree earned.

Calculated Value

Topic ) _ : _ - for Chi Square
Initiating effective‘budgeting ﬁrocedures 13.78
Undefstanding school finance and methods and sources

of funding 7.01
Keeping current with school law and legislation . 15.20
Critical X2 = 26.30 o df = 16

3

Tables 82 through 84 (see Appendix D) arelthe-contingency'tables
used to produce the figures shown in Table 27. Tested at the .05
level of significance, the critical value of the Chi Square with 16 ’

degrees of freedom is 26.30 fof each case.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 38-40: .The perception of the iﬁportance of the
topics under the 1inservice education category Operations aré indepen-
dént of years of administrative experience.

The inservice education topics under the category of Operations
that were testéd for significance relative to years of édministrative
experience are listed in Table 28 which also summarizes the results of
the Chi Square analysis. The inservice education topic, Initiating
effective budgeting procedure was found to be significant at the .05

level when related to years of administrative.
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Tables 85 through 87 (see Appendix D) are the contingency tables
used to produce the figures found in Table 28. In eacﬁ case, the
critical value of the Chi Square with 8 degrees of freedom af the .05
Alevel of significance is 21.03. 'The Chi Square value that was signi-
ficant at the .05 level is identified in' Table 85.

Table 28. Summary of Chi Square analysis of'Qperations inservice educ-
ation topics related to years of administrative experience.

Calculated Value

Topic 7 ' | ;>- . » : for Chi Square .
Initiating effective budgeting procedures : 22.56%
Understanding school finance and methods aﬁd sources

of funding ’ 19.09
Keeping current with'schqol law and iegislatioﬁ . 6.64
Critical X = 21.03 . df'= 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Null Hypotheses Nos. 41-44; The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category PerSonnél Management are
independent éf administrative position.

Table 29 lists the inservice education topics under the category
of Personnel Maﬁagement that were tested for significaﬁce'rélative to
administrative fosition. When tested at the .05 level of signifi-
cance, three of the four topics tested were found to be significantly
related to administrative position. These topics were: Selecting and
orienting staff, Evaluating staff performance and Conducting negotia-

tions and implementing contract provisions.
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Table 29. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Personnel Management in-
service education topics related to administrative position.

Calculated Value

Topic | ' : for Chi Square
Selecting and orienting staff 35, 93%
Evaluating staff performance . 33.19%
Developing position descriptioﬁs 17.27

Conducting negotiations and implementing contract
provisions ‘ : 35.03%

Critical X2 = 26.30 | . af =16
#Significant at the .05 level

Tables 88 through 91 (see Appendii D) are the'contingency tables
used to produce ﬁhe figures shoﬁn in Table 29. In-each case, the
critical value of the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 26.30. The Chi Square values that were
significant at the .05 level are identified as significant in Tables

88, 89 and 91.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 45-48: The perception of the importance of the
topics under the inservice education.category Personnel Management are
independént of district classification.

-Table 30 lists the inservice education topics within the category
of Personnel Maﬁagement thét were tested.for significance relative to
district classification and summarizes the results of the Chi Square
analysis. The topic, Selecting and orienting staff was found to be
signifiéantly related to district classification the .05 level of

significance.
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Table 30. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Personnel Management in-
service education topics related to district classification.

M-Calculated Value

Topic' 7 : for Chi Square
Selecting and orienting staff 16.10%
Evaluating-staff‘performance_ ( "14.63
Developing position.deScriptions ‘ 2.33

Conducting negotiations, and implementing contract
provisions ' _ _ , 13.13

Critical X> = 15.51 : | df = 8
*Significant at the .05 level

Tables 92 through 95 (see Appendix D) are éontingency tables used
to produce the figures shown in Table 30. 1In each.case, tﬁe critical
value of the Chi Square with 8 degreesvbf freedom .at the .05 level of
significancévis 15.51. The Chi Square Qalue that was significant at

~the .05 level is identified as significant in Table 92.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 49-52; The perception of the importanée of the
topics undér the inservice education cdtegory Personﬁel Management are
independent of highest degrée earned. |

The inservice education topics .under the category of Personnel
Management that were tested for significance relatife to #he highest
degree earned are shown in Table 31. This table also summarizes the
results of the Chi Square analysis. This study did'not find suffi-
éient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, based on the
evidence gathered by the study, the researcher cannot cqnclude that
the importance for inservice education topics listed under Personnei

Management depends on the highest degree earngd.
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Table 31. Summary of Chi Square énalysis of Personnel Management
inservice education topics related to highest degree earned.

Calculated Value

Topic » ) for Chi Square
Selecting and orienting staff - 22.22
Evaluating staff performance ’ : 10.69
Develoﬁing,position desc;iptions‘ ' '10.38

Conducting negotiations and implementing contract
provisions .24 .47

Critical X* = 26.30  afr=38

" Tables 96 through 99 (see Appendix D) are contingeﬁcy tables used
to produce the figures shown in Table 31. In each case, the critical
value of the Chi Square with 8 degrees of freedom at the .05 level of

significance is 26.30.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 53-56: The perception of the importance of the

-topics gnder the inservice education category Personnel Management are
independent of yeérs of administrative experience.

The inservice educatiorn topics under the category of Personnel
Management that were tested for significance relative to‘the years of
admiﬁistrative experience and the results of thehChi Square anélysis
are presented in Table 32. At the .05 level, the topic, Developing
position descriptions, was found to be significantly related to years

of administrative ‘experience.
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Table 32. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Personnel Management
inservice education topics related to years of administra-
tive experience.

Calculated Value

Topic . . 7 for Chi Square
Selecting and orienting staff ‘ 13.14
Evaluating staff performance 17.55
Developing. position déscriptions _ . ‘ 22.56%

Conducting negotiations and implementing contract
provisions ' _ ' 10.01

‘Critical X* = 21.03 ‘ df = 12
#Significant at the .05 level
The contingency tables used to produce the figures showﬁ in Table
32 are presented in Tables 100 through 103 (see Appendix,Dj. "In each
case, the critical value of the Chi Square with 12 degrees of freedom
at the .05 level of significance is 21.03. The Chi Square value that
was significant at the .05 level is identified as significant in Table

102.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 57-59: The perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Climate Building are
“independent of administrative position.

Table 33 presents the inservice education topics uﬁdér the cate-
gory of Climate Building that were tested for siénificance relative to
administrative position‘and summarizeé the results of the Chi Square
analysis. When tested at the .05 letél of signifibance,'all three
topics were found to be significantly relatéd to administrative posi-

tion. The topics were: Understanding techniques for interacting and
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communicating effectively with_staff; parents, studenté and community;
Establishing trusf relationships, building staff morale and effective
work teams; and Managing and resolving conflict.

Table 33. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Climate Building inservice
education topics related to administrative position.

- ‘ Calculated Value
Topic ' . for Chi Square

Understanding techniques for interacting and
. communicating effectively with staff, parents,
students and community 46.48%

Establishing trust relationships, building staff

morale and effective work teams 41.12%

Managing and resolving conflict ‘ : , 31.53%

Critical X* = 26.30 df = 16
*Significant at the .05 level

‘Tables 104 through 106 (seé Appendix D) are the contingency
tables used to produce the figureé éhownlin Table 33. . In éach case,
the critical value of the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the
.05 level of significance is 26.30.  The Chi Square values that were
significant at the .05 level are identified in Tables 104, 105 and

106.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 60-62: The perception of the importance of the

tobics under the inservice education‘category Climate Building are
independent of district claséification.

Table 34 lists the inservice education topics. within the category
of élimate Building that were tested for significance relative to

district classification and summarizes the results of the Chi Square
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analysis. At the .05 level, all three topics were found to be sig~
nificantly related to administrative position. The topics were:
Understanding techniﬁues for interacting and communicaping effectively
with staff, parents, students and community; Es£ablishing trust rela-
tionships, building staff morale and effective work teams; and
Managing and resolving conflict.

Table 34. Summary of Chi Square analysis bf.CIimate Building inservice
education topics related to district classification.

o ' A Calculated Value
Topic . . for Chi Square

. Understanding techniques for interacting and
communicating effectively with staff, parents,
students and community , , 21.33%

Establishing trust relationships, building staff

morale and effective work teams 17.57%
Managing and resolving conflict 19.37*
Critical X* = 15.51 | df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Tables 107 through 109 (seé Appendix D) are the contingency
tables used ta produce the'figures shown in Table 34. In each case,
the critical value of the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the
.05 level of significance is~15.51. The Chi Square v;lues that were
significant at the .05 levei are identifiéd in Tab1e5.107, 108 and
109,

Null Hypotheses Nos. 63-65: The perception of the.importance of. the

topics undexr the inservice education category Climate Building are

independent of highest degree earned.
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The‘inéervice education topics under the category of Climate
Building that were tested for significance relative to highest degree
earned and the resqlting Chi Squére analysis are displayed in Table
35. The toﬁic, Establishing trust relationships, buildingvstaff
morale and effective work teams, was found to be significantly related
to highest degree earned when tested at the .05 levél of significance.

Table 35. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Climate Building inservice
education topics related to highest degree earned.

- Calculated Value
Topic ' ) for Chi Square’

Understanding techniques for ‘interacting and
communicating effectively with staff, parents, _
students and community _ 15.82

"Establishing trust relationships, building staff

morale and effective work teams 26.70%
Manéging and fesolving conflict 22.33
Critical X° = 26.30  4f = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Tables 110 through 112 (see Appendix D) are contingency tables
used to produce the figures shown in Table 35. In éach case, the
critical value of the- Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 26.30. The Chi Séuare value that was signi-
ficant at.the .05 level is identified in Table 111. |

Null Hypotheses Nos. 66-68: The perception of the importancé of the

topics under the inservice education catégory Climate Building are

independent of years of administrative experience.
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Table 36 lists the inservice education tofics under the categorj
of Climate Building that were tested for significance relative to
years of administrative experience and summarizes the results of the.
Chi Square analysis. Based on the evidence géthered in this study,
the researcher cannot conclude that the importance for inservice
education topics listed under Climate Building depends on years of
~administrative‘experience. ‘Therefore, the null hypothesis cannot be
rejected.
Table 36. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Climate Building inservice

education topics related to years of administrative
experience. ‘

. . , Calculated Value
Topic : . ) for ‘Chi Square

Understanding technigues for interacting and
communicating effectively with staff, parents,
students and community 18.30

Establishing trust relationships, building staff

morale and effective work teams , 14.85
Managing énd resolving conflict 11.48
Critical X* = 21.03 df = 16

Tables 113 through 115 (see Appendix_D) are contingency tables
used to pfoduée the figures shown in Table 36. In each case, the
criticai value of the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at tﬁe .05
level of significance is 21.03.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 69-74: The perception of .the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Program, Staff and

Personal Improvement are independent of administrative position.
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‘Table 37 lists the inservice education topics under the category
of Programs, Staff and Personal'Improvement that were tested for
significance relative to administrative position and summarizes the
results of the Chi Square anaiysisi When tested at the .05 level of
significance, the topic, Employing effective‘change‘strategies,
including dissemination and diffusion techniques was found to be
significantly related to administrative position earned.
Table 37. Summary of Chi_Séuare analysis of Program, Staffyand Per-

sonal Improvement inservice education topics related to
administrative position. -

Calculated Value

Topic ' . for Chi Square
Employing effective change strategies, including

dissemination and diffusion techniques : 33.66%
'Conducting successful inservice programs 23.45
Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities 26.01

Understanding and using curriculum development

. processes ‘ 16.98
Evaluating instructional programs 116.79
Applying technology to help solve problems 22.27
Critical X° = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Tables‘116 through 121 (see Appéndiva) are contingency tables
used to produce the figures shown in Table 37. In each case, the
critical value of Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 26.30. The Chi Square value that was signi-

ficant at the .05 level is identified in Table 116.

2
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Null Hypotheses Nos. 75-80: The perception of'the importance of the
topics unde; the inservice education category Program;.Staff and
Personal Imﬁrovemeﬁt are independent of district classification.
Table 38 lists the inservice edpcation topics undér.the category
of Programs, Staff and Personal Improvement that were tested for
significance related to district classification. This stud§'did not
find sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore,
based on the evidence collectgd,‘the researcher cannot conclude that
the importance for inservice édﬁcation topics 1isted under Program,
Staff and Personal Improvement depends on district classification.
Table 38. Summary of Chi Square'analysis of Program, .Staff and Per-

sonal Improvement inservice education topics related to
district classification.

Calculated Value

Topic ) : ] o ' for Chi Square
Employing effective change strategies, including ‘
dissemination and diffusion techniques 12.18
Conducting.successful inservice programs 13.09
Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities 11.06

Understanding and using curriculum development

processes . 12.98
Evaluating instructional programs C 5.54

. Applying technology to help solve problems 6.36
Critical X* = 15.51 ' dE=8

Tables 122 through 127 (see Appendix D) are contiﬁgency tables

used to produce the figures shown in Table 38. In each case, the
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critical value of the Chi Square with 8 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 15.51.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 81-86: The perceptibn of the imporﬁance of the

topics under the inservice education category Program, Staff and
Personal Improvément are independent of highest degree earned.

| Table 39 lists the inservice educatiop topics under the category
of Programs, Staff and Personal Improvement thét were tested for
significance relative to highest degree earned and presents the re-
sults of the Chi Square analysis. When tested at the -05 level of
significance, the topic, Employing effective change strategies,
including aissemination and diffusion techniques was found to be
significantly related to highest degree earned.

Table 39. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Program, Staff and Per-
sonal Improvement inservice educatlon tOPlCS related to

hlghest degree earned.

Calculated Vélue

Topic | A . ' for Chi Square
Employing effective Ehange strategies, iﬁcluding |
dissemination and diffusion technigques 28. 44k
Conducting successful inservice programs ' 11.94
Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities 33.00%

Understanding and using curriculum development

processes ' 23.65
Evaluating instructional programs . 9.87
Applying technology to help solve problems ‘ 5.04
Critical X* = 26.30  daf =16

*Significant at the .05 level
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Tables 128 through 133 (see Appendix D) dre contingency tables
used to produce the figures shown in Table 39. In each case, the
critical value of.the Chi Square with 16 degrees of freedom at the .05
level of significance is 26.30. The Chi Square Vaiues that were
significant at the .05 level are identified in Tables 128 and 130.

Null Hypotheses Nos. 87-92: Tﬁe perception of the importance of the

topics under the inservice education category Program, Staff and
Personal Improvement are independent of years of administrativé
experience. |

Taﬁle 40 liéts the inservice education topics under the category
of Programs, Staff and Personal Imprbvémenp that were tested for
significance rglated to years of administrative experience and
summarizes the results of the Chi Square analysis. The study did not
find sufficient evidence to reject the null hypotheéis. Therefore,
the ;esearcher cannof-conélude that the importance for inserﬁice
education topics listed under Program, Staff and Peréonal Improvement
depends on years of administrative experience.

Tables 134 through 139 (see Appendix D) are contingency tables
used to produce the figures shown in Table 40. In -each case, the
critical value‘of the Chi Squaré with 12 degrees of freedom at the .05

level of significance is 21.03.
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Table 40. Summary of Chi Square analysis of Program, Staff and
Personal Improvement related to years of administrative

experience.
Calculated Value
Topic , : for Chi Square
Employing effective change strategies, including .
.dissemination and diffusion techniques 5:93
Conducting successful inservice programs 6.16
Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities 11.48

Understanding and using curriculum development

processes 14.91
Evaluating instructional programs - 13.32
Applying technology to help solve problems ' 17.89
Critical Value = 21.03 ' df = 12

Summary

The researcher first determined the inservice education category
that was rankea high preference by the greétest number of respondents;
that category was Program, Staff and Personal Improvement. . The inser-
vice education category that ranked the lowest, or received the least
number of responses was Personnel Management. Second, the topics
listed under each of the six inservicé education categories were rated
by administrative position as to their importance as an inservice
education need. In five of the six categdries; all respondents,
regardless of administrative position, gave the highést.rating to the
same topic in each category. Only in one category was~there a differ-

ence in the rating responses by the school administrators.
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The topigs receiving the greatest number of high rating responses
by admipistrgtive position in each of the six inservice education
categories ‘are as follows:
1. Planning: identif&ing and prioritizing goals and
objectives. |

2. Leadership Skills: Making effective decisions.

3. Operations: "Keeping current with school law and
legislation.
4, Personnel Management: Evaluwating staff performance.

5. Climate Building: Establishing trust relationships,
building staff morale and effective work team. (Rated high
by all administrators except middle sqhool principals.)
Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating
effectively with staff; parents, students and community
(Rated high by junior high school and middie school
principals.)

6. Program, Staff and Personnel Improvement: Evaluating
instructional programs.

The researcﬁer next collected information regarding the time
frame school administrators' preferred for attending inservice educa-
tion pregrams on and off campus. The one or two day workshop offered
on or off campﬁs_was the most preferred. 1In addition, 26.9 percent of
the respondEﬁts were willing to drive 50 miles round trip for inser-
vice education and 26.3 percent of the'resppndenté were willing to

drive 100 miles round trip for inservice education.
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In reporting the results of the tested hypotheses, Table 41

presents a summary of those topics by category which were significantly

related to-one or more of the variables.

The information in parentheses

" under each topic indicétes.the'particular group which gave the highest

percentage of Very Important ratings to'that topic.

Table 41. Inservice education topics found to be significéntly related

" to selected variables.

Inservice education topics

Adminis~-
trative
Position

District Degree
Class Earned

Years of
Exper-
ience

Planning

1. Conducting and interpreting
district, building, staff
and personal needs assessment
(District Class II)

2. Developing policies
(Superintendent)

3. Identifying and prioritizing
goals and objectives

4. Planning for declining enroll-
ments and school consolidation
(19.6% years)

Leadexship Skills

1. Making effective decisions
(Junior High School Principal,
District Class I)

2. Utilizing problem-solving
techniques
(Middle School Principal)

3. Using time more effectively -and
learning how and when to dele-
gate responsibility

Operations

1. Initiating effective budgeting
procedures
(19.6+ years)

2. Understanding .school finance and
methods and sources of funding
(District Class III)

3. Keeping current with school
law and legislation
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Table 41. Continued

Adminis-

Inservice education topics tra
Pos

tive District Degree
ition ’Clasg Earned

Years of
Exper-
ience

Personnel Management

1. Selecting and orienting staff X X

(Elementary Principal,
District Class II)

2. Evaluating staff performance X

(Middle -School Principal)

3. Developing position descriptions
(19.6+ years)

4. Conducting negotiations and imple-

menting contract prov151ons X

(Superlntendent)

Climate Building

1. Understanding techniques for inter-
acting and communicating effec-
tively with staff, parents,

students and community X X

(Elementary Principal,
District Class I)

2. Establishing trust relationships,
building staff morale and effec-

tive work teams X X X

(Elementary Principal, District
Class I, Educational Specialist)

3. Managing and resolving conflict X X

" (Elementary Principal,
District Class I)

Program, Staff and Personal Improvement

1. Employing effective change strate-
gies, including dissemination and
diffusion.
(Middle School Principal,
19.6+ years)

2. Conducting successful inservice
programs

3. Initiating appropriate self-
improvement activities
(19.6+ years)

4. Understanding and using curricu-
lum development processes

5. Evaluating instructional programs

6. Apply technology to help solve
problems

X

X = Significant at the .b5 level
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter summarizes the study and presents conclusions drawn
from the}analysis of data. Recommendations for further study and for

action are also presented.
Summary

The problem éf this study was‘thfeefold: (1) to detérmine the
inservice education needs of Montana school administrators; (2) to
determine if there was a relationship between selected variaﬁles and -
what Montana school administrators perceived as their inservice educa-
tion needs; and (3) to determine the preferred instructional delivery
system for inservice education.

Related literéture was reviewed in Chapter 2 under four main

topics. These topics were: The need for inservice education; The

present state of inservice education for administrators; Improving the

profession through inservice education; and The value of a needs
assessment in determining inservice education programs. Agreement
that inservice, or continuing professional education, is necessary for
educational administrators is virtually unanimous among scholars in
the field (Wood, Thompson and Russell, 198&; Willert, 1978; Harris,
1980). Factors affecfing this need a?e the rapidly changing tech-

nological milieu in which education is now taking place, with the
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resultant pressure on school administrators to effect the needed
upgrading of educational institutions (Howsam, 1966; Cole, 1982;
Damon, 1978). Second is the documented belief that preservice, or
university educétion has not adequately prepared new administrators
for the challenges they will meet (St. John énd Runkle, 1977;
Culbertson, 1963)..

Presently, inservice education is nét seen as.fulfilling the
needs of practicing school administrators. Not enough inservice is
offered, and much of that which is, is seén as having little appli-
cability and value to the participants (Hambrick, 1978; Damon, 1978).
.Most inservice education has been chosen by supervisors and delivered
primarily in a mode which does not éncourage the administrators'
active involvementr Nevertheless, the belief that inservice is the
mode by which the profession can be improved is stronglﬁ supported,
and studies have attempted to define the content which is needed in
order fér the training provided to better serve the counstituency (Roe
and Drake, 1980; California Legislative Study, 1978). The use of a
needs assessment is seen as the fashion in which inserviée can be
iﬁitiéted which will define the appropriate content (Olivero, 1982;
Somerville; 1982). ' |

| The needs assessment instrument used in this study was a modified
version of an instrument developed and used by the Wayne County
_ Intermediate School District, Wayne, Michigan. The original instru-
ment was tested for reliability and four items were eliminated. The
major inservice education categories tested were Planning; Leadership

Skills; Operations; Personnel Management; Climate Building; and
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 Program, Staff and Personal Improvement. Respondents were asked to

determine their perceived level of importance for topics in each of the

six inservice education catego;ies._ Under Planning, respondents rated
four key areas utilized in projecting program and instructional needs.
Undér Leadership Skills, dééiSion—making; problem-solviﬁé and time
management were considered. .Budgeting, law and finance wefe topics
included in Operations. The Climate category was'concerﬁed with
interpersonal relationships; and the Program,'Staff and Personal
Development category subsumed both pefsonél and professiomal growth
and implementatibn strategy. The survey also included a section on
instructional delivery systems. Information pertaining to preferences
for mode of instruction including locale, as well as the administra~
tor's previous experience with telecommunications as a learning medium,
was collected. Demographic information requested from the respondents
included administrative position; district class size in which they
were employed; the highest'degree earned and years of administrative
experience. |

The population used in the study consigted of the 671 school
administrators employed in.the State of Montana during the 1982-1983
school year. Iﬁ October, 1982, a cover letter describing the study
and the importance of returning the completed survey was mailed along
with the survey instruments and a self-addressed stamped envelope.
The respondents reprgsented“administrators employed in various adminis-
trative positions within each of the three district classifications,
and had earned different academic degrees and experienced a wide range

of years of administrative-level work.
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The general questions were answered using descriptive and statis-
tical analysis. Statistical hypotheses were tested using thé Chi
Squére Test of Independence at the .05 level of significance. Fol-
lowing is a recap of the research findings.

The category most often raﬁked by the respondents as being a high
preference for inservice education was Program, Staff and Personal
Improvement. This.category was followed in frequency of reééonses by
Leadership Skillé, Climate Building, Operations, Planning and least
preferred, Personnel Managemeﬁt. |

In addition to ranking the six inservice education categories,
respondents were asked to réte each;of the topics under the categories
as to the importance as an inservice education need. The topic(s) re-
ceiving the most Very Important ratings in each of the six categories
were: Planning-Identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives;
‘lLeadership Skills-Making effective decisions; Operations-Keeping cur-
rent with school law and legislation; Personnel Management-Evaluating
‘staff performance; Climate Building-Understanding techniques for
interacting and communicating effectively with staff, parents) stuaents
and community and Establishing trust relationships, building staff
morale and effective teams; Program, Staff and Personal Improvement-
Evalnating instructional programs;

The'information collected from the rating of the topics under the
six inservice education categories was tested by the'éhi Square Test
of Independence to determiné whether or not the responses were

significantly related to the selected variables: administrative
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position, district classification, highest degree earned and years of
administrative experience. |
The fbllowing topics were found to be significantly related to
administrative position.

Developing policies

Making effective decisions

Utilizing problem-solving techniques

Selecting and orienting staff -

Evaluating staff performance

"Conducting negotiations and implementing contract provisions

Understanding techniques for .interacting and communicating effec-
tively with staff, parents, students and community

Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale and
effective work teams

Managing and resolving conflict

Employing effective change strategies, 1nclud1ng dissemination
and diffusion techniques

In terms of inservice education topics related to district clas-
sification, the following were significant.

Conducting and interpreting district, building, staff and
" personnel needs assessment
Making effective decisions _
Understanding school finance and methods and sources of funding
Selecting and orienting staff
Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating effec~
tively with staff, parents, students and community
Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale and
effective work teams
Managing and resolving conflict

The only topic significantly related to the variable, highest
degree earned, was Establiéhing trust relationships, building staff
morale and effective work teams.

_ Five topics were significantly related to'years of administrative
experience. These were:

Planning for declining enrollment and school consolidation
Initiating effective budgeting procedures
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Developing position descriptions
Employing effective change strategies, including dissemination

and diffusion techniques

Four of ‘the 23 inservice education topics tested were signifi-

. cantly related to two of the variables--administrative position and

district classification. These were Making effective decisions,
Selecting and orienting 'staff, Understanding techniques for inter-
acting and comﬁunicating effectivel§ with staff, parents, students and
community, and Managing and resolving conflict. One tépic, Establish—
ing trust. relationships, building staff morale and effective work
teams, was related to the three variables of'administrative position,
district classification -and highést degree earned.

Another aspect of the study dealt with school administrators'
preference for inservice education instructional delivery systems.
Analysis of the information indicated that it made no difference to
the administrators if the inservice education was presented on or off
campus, but their preference was for one or ‘two day workshops. This
was followea by one or two weék-workshqps on campus and weekly night
éléSSes off campus. In any case, 26.9.percent of the administrators
were willing to drive a total of 50 round trip.miles to receive their
instruction and an additional 26.3 percent were willing to drive 100
miles round trip for inservice education.

| The use of telecommunications was the least preferred as an
instructional delivery-sﬁstem, and few of the respondents had exper-
ienced any form of telecommunications as an instruction medium for

receiving inservice education.
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. Conclusions

The researcher has reached the'following conclusions based on
-analysis of the data and information collected in this study.

1. . Inservice education programs implemented By universities
and/or school districts should be restricted to one or tﬁp day work-
shops. The location for the insefQice education program would most
likely draw administrators who could drive 10d.miles round trip for the
inservice. |

2. Inservice education programs delivered through some means of
telecommunications would not attract high numbers of‘participanté.
However, if universities andjor séhobl districts wished to present an
" inservice e&ucation program via a telecommﬁnication mediuﬁ, the use of
videotapes played at the adminsitrator‘s own faciiity would.be more
appropriate.

3. Workshops developed in the-area of Program, Staff and
Personal Improvement Woﬁld most likely attract a high nﬁmber’of school
gdministrators, independent of their position, thé<district classifica-
tion in‘wﬁich they are emﬁlo&ed, their academic dégreé,or yegfs they
have served as an administrator.

4. The following inservice education topics were significantly
reiated to-administratiﬁe position. The bositioﬁ idenﬁifigd in the
parentheses indicates the particular group of administrétors who gave
the highest percentage of Very Important ratings'to that‘topic:

Developing policies (Superintendents)

Making effective decisions (Junior High School Principals)

Utilizing problem~solving -techniques (Middle School Principals)
Selecting and orienting staff (Elementary Principals)
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Evaluating Staff Performance (Middle School Principals)

Conducting negotiations and implementing contract provisions
(Superintendents)

Understanding techniques for 1nteract1ng and communicating effec-
tively with staff, parents, students and community
(Elementary Principals) :

Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale and
effective work teams (Elementary Prificipals)

Managing and resolving conflict (Elementary Principals)

Employing effective change strategies, including dissemination
and diffusion (Middle School Principals)

5. - The following inservice education topics were significantly
related to the size of the district in which the administrators were
employed. The district classification identified in the parentheses
indicates the particular group of administrators who gave the highest
percentage of Very Important ratlngs to that topic:
,Conductlng and 1nterpret1ng district, bulldlng, staff and personal
_ need assessment (Class II)
Making effective decisions (Class I)
Understanding school finance and methods .and sources of funding
(Class III)

Selecting and orienting staff (Class II)

Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating effec-
tive with staff, parents, students and community (Class I)

Establishing trust relationships, bulldlng staff nmorale and
effective work teams (Class I)

‘Managing and resolving conflict (Class I)

6. The inservice education topic, Establishing trust relation-
ships, building staff morale and effective work teams was the only
topic significantly related to the highest degree earned by adminis-
trators. The particular group having earned the degree of Educational
Specialist gave the topic the highest percentage of'Very Important
ratings.

7. The following inservice education topics were significantly

related to the number of years of administrative experience. Each of

the topics was given‘the‘highest percentage of Very Important ratings
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by the group of administrators having 19.6+ years of administrative
experience.

Planning for declining enrollments and school consolidation
_Initiating effective budgeting procedures
Developing position descriptions
.Employing effective change strategies, including dissemination
and diffusion
In1t1at1ng appropriate self- 1mprovement activities.

Recommendations for Further Study

The researcher recommends the following additionalAreséarch:

1. This study should be replicated on an annual basis in order
to keep the data updated.

2. Studies 'using variables different from those presented in
this study should be‘conducted. Those variables might include sex,
age, length of time since the highest degree was earned and the
academic areas in which previous degrees were éarned.

3. A study should be conducted that identifies leadership
and/or management topics and their relationship té-variables selected
by the researcher.

4. A‘study should be conducted to deteiminé which agency and/or
institution is most appropriate for delivering inservice éducation to
school administrators.

5. Additional research needs to be conducted to further inves-

tigate telecommunications as an instructional delivery system.

Recommendations for Action

Based on the findings of this study, the researcher recommends

that the following actions be taken:
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1. The Bureau for Educatiénal Research and Field Services at
Montana State ﬁniversity should consider marketing administrative
needs assessment as a service to schools in Montana, and should pro-
pose and implement inservice education programs that reflect the
identified needs.

2. The two universitieé within the.Montana University System
shouid offer one .or two day workshops throughouf the sfate for school
administrators in the areas of Program, Staff and Personal Improvement,
and core subject matter such as curriculum, school law, and evaluating
staff performance.

3. An assessment center for current and potential school
administrators should be studied, planned and developed. ’The Center
Qould offer individuals--by means of self-assessment, interviews and
skill testing--a personalized evaluation of his/her frofessional
knowledge and skill level. Recommendations for further study for the
individuals could be recommended based upon the assessment.

4, Local school boards need to develop polic& which supports
the educational developmen£ of school administrators through inservice

. education.
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m g @1 . ~ OFFICE OF THE DEAN

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION MONTARA STATE UNIVERSITY, BOZEMAN 59717

October 25, 1982

Dear School Administrator:

As part of the requirements for the Doctorate of Education and in conjunc-
tion with the College of Education at Montana State.University, I am
involved in a study to determine the inservice educational needs of
Montana School Administrators and their preferred inservice educatlon
delivery system. ,
Due to the many changes seen in the public schools today, it is necessary
for MSU to update their inservice training offerings in order to address
.-the needs of the present school administrator and the future school admini-
strator.

To assist us in this study, please take a few minutes of your’ time to
respond to the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the self-addressed
stamped envelope. It is important that you respond to this survey so
that MSU can develop inservice training offerings that truly speak to the
needs of school administrators in the state of Montana. We also want
inservice education to be delivered in a way that would be convenient for
administrators.

We would like to thank you for your cooperation. . If you are interested
in the results of the study, please fi-ll out the address portion on the
last page of your questlonnalre and we will be happy to send you a copy
of the abstract.

Sincerely,
AT/ ":;;Q§§€_~_ 7 i
d/é;@ 4 %’nﬁ el
John Kohl, Dean of kducation Tedd Kessel, Graduate Student
e

TELEPHONE {406)994 - 4731
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND QUESTIONNAIRES
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ASSESSMENT OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR INSERVICE NEEDS
1982

This assessment of school administrator inservice needs was modified
from an instrument developed by the curriculum directors of Wayne
County Intermediate School District in Michigan. = Its purpose is to
provide information to help make district and university sponsored
inservice programs for administrators as relevant as possible.

Your careful attention to the inétructions will facilitate accurate
and rapid processing of the data.
PROFESSIONAL INFORMATION

Please enter the number in the box that most accurately describes
your professional demographics.

POSITION

1. Superintendent

2. _ Secondary Principal

3. Junior High Principal
4. Middle School Principal
5. Elementary Principal

DISTRICT CLASSIFICATION

1 Class I (population more than 6,500)
2. Class II (population between 1,001 and 6,500)
3 Class III (population less than 1,000)

HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED

Bachelors Degree
Masters Degree
Specialists Degree
Doctorate Degree
Other (please specify)
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INSERVICE PREFERENCES:

Part A
Instructions:

Please indicate your opinion of how important it is that efforts
‘be made to increase administrators' knowledge about and competence

in the processes and/or topics listed below:

Please check only one box for each item using the rating scale below:

1. Should. receive no attention
2. Should receive little attention
3. Not of high priority at this time
4, Important
5. Very important

1. PLANNING

a) Conducting and interpreting district,
building, staff, and personnel needs
assessments

b) Developing policies

c¢) Identifying and prioritizing goals and
objectives

d) Planning for declining enrollment and
school consolidations

2. LEADERSHIP SKILLS

a) Making efféctive decisions

b) Utilizing problem-solving techniques

c) Using time more effectively and
learning how and when to delegate
"responsibility




LU N

110

1. Should receive no attention
2. Should receive little attention
3. Not of high priority at this time
4. Important
5. Very important

OPERATIONS

a) Initiating effective budgeting
procedures

b) Understanding séhool finance and
methods and sources of funding

c) Keeping current with school law

and legislation

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

a)

b)

‘C) ’

d)

Selecting and orienting staff

.Evaluating.staff performance

Developing position descriptions

Conducting negotiations and imple-
menting contract provisions '

CLIMATE BUILDING

a)

b)

c)

Understanding techniques for inter-
acting and communicating effectively
with staff, parents, students and
community

Establishing trust relationships,

" building staff morale and effective

work teams

Managing and resolving conflict
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Should receive no attention
Should receive little attention
Not of high priority at this time
Important

Very important

(SN S FUR R

6. PROGRAMS, STAFF, AND PERSONAL IMPROVEMENT

a) Employing effective change strategies,
including dissemination and diffusion
techniques ]

b) Conducting successful inservice
programs

c¢) Initiating appropriate self-
improvement activities

d) Understanding and using curriculum
development processes

e) Evaluating instruction programs

f) Applying technology (including
computers) to help solve problems

Instructions:

Please rank each of the six areas below as defined by the substatements

above in order of your personal preference for inservice education. Use
a scale from 1 to 6 with 1 being of low preference and 6 being of high
preference. .
Planning
Leadership Skills
Operations
Personnel Management
Climate-Building

‘Program,‘Staff and Personal Improvement
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Part B
Jnstructions:

Please indicate in each category below your choice of inservice education
delivery systems by placing the number in the box that best describes your
preference.

1. ON CAMPUS - select only one

a) Attend one or two day workshops
b)  Attend weekly night classes

c), Attend regular summer session

d) Attend one or two week workshops

2.  OFF CAMPUS - select only one

a) Attend one or two day workshops

b) Attend weekend classes at your local district
c) Attend one or two week workshops

d) Attend weekly night. classes

Distance you would drive round trip to attend
classes or workshops: Select only one

a) 50 miles
b) 100 miles
c) 150 miles
d) 200 miles
e) 250 miles

3. TELECOMMUNICATIONS: An alternative delivery
system to on and off campus inservice education. -
Select the one in which you would be most apt
to participate in.

a) Use of video tapes played at local facility
(one way video, one way audio)
b)  Use of educational telephone
(two way audio)
<) Programs offered through educational TV-
at home viewing
(one way video, one way audio)
d) Use of live video at local facility or at home
. (one way live video, two way .audio)
e) Use of video tapes with two way audio
(one way video, two way audio)
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4. Please rank each of the three delivery system categories below
in order of your personal preference for inservice education.
Use a scale from one (1) to three (3) with'1 being the least
preferred delivery system and 3 being the most preferred dellvery
system.
a) ON CAMPUS
b) OFF CAMPUS
c) TELECOMMUNICATIONS
5. If you have had expérience with inservice education
programs presented through some form of telecommuni-
cations, mark (X) in each box to the right that
indicates that experience.
a) Video tapes (one way video, one way audio)
b) Educational telephone (two way aﬁdio) 3
¢) ~ Educational TV (one way video, one way audio)
d) Live video (one way video, two way audio)
e) Video tapes (one way video, two way audio)
THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP AND COOPERATION IN PROVIDING THIS IMPORTANT

INFORMATION. WHEN COMPLETED, PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE ACCOM-
PANYING ENVELOPE.

If you would like to receive a copy of the dissertation abstract,
please write your name and address below. This will in no way identify
you as a respondent in the study.

Name

Address

City State Zip
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APPENDIX C

TABLES DISPLAYING NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF ADMINISTRATORS
RANKING THE INSERVICE EDUCATION CATEGORIES
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Table 42. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the
inservice education category, Planning.

Rank : Number ) . Percentage
1 (lowest) ‘ 79 14.0
2 93 .- 16.4
3 97 i7.1
4 87 15.4
5 83 14.7
6 (highest) : Y : 11.8

Total 5062 , 89.4

a . .
60 missing observations

Table 43. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the
inservice education category, Leadership Skills. -

Rank Number Percentage

1 (lowest) 49 8.7

2 94 14.8

3 87 15.4

4 93 16.4

5 89 15.7

6 (highest) 104 18.4
Total 506° 89.4

a s .
60 missing observations

Table 44. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the
inservice education category, Operations.

Rank : Number Percentage

1 (lowest) . 180 . 31.8

2 90 15.9

3 62 11.0

4 47 8.3

5 55 9.7

6 (highest) 72 ’ 12.7
Total 506° : 89.4

a . .
60 missing observations
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Table 45. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the-
inservice education category, Personnel Management.

Rank ' ‘Number ] Percentage

1 (lowest) 36 . 6.4

2 94 - 16.6

3 111 19.6

4 94 - 16.6

5 115 20.3

6 (highest) . 56 . 9.9
Total 506° 89.4

a . s
60 missing observations

Table 46. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the
inservice education category, Climate Building.

Rank “Number ' Percentage

1 (lowest) 96 17.0
2 - 90 15.9
3 72 12.7
4 99 17.5
5 ’ 71 12.5
6 (highest) 78 13.8

. Total 506 89.4

a . .
60 missing observations

Table 47. Number and percentage of administrators ranking the
inservice education category, Program, Staff and Personal

Improvement.
Rank Number ‘ .. . Pefceﬁtage
1 (lowest) 65 11.5
2 54 9.5
3 77 13.6
4 . 86 15.2
5 . 94 ’ 16.6
6 (highest) 130 23.0
89

Total 5062

a . .
60 missing observations
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APPENDIX D

TABLES DISPLAYING CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF INSERVICE
- EDUCATION TOPICS AND VARTABLES
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Table 48. Conducting and interpreting district, building, staff and
personnel needs assessments and administrative position.

Tevel of Importance

Not of .
~ No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important TImportant

Superintendent 4 13 43 81 46
Principal

Secondary 0 5 27 .69 32

Jr. High 2 1 12 22 6

Middle School 0 2 7 12 7

Elementary 2 7 31 76 55
Calculated X> = 18.28 N = 562
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

Table 49. Developing policies and administrative position.

Level of Importance

o Not of . ‘
No - Little - High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 2 11 43 75 56
Principal

*Secondary 0 6 29 70 29

Jr. High 2 A 10 24 3

Middle School 0 3 _ 8 12 6

Elementary 0 17 51 66 37
Calculated X = 33.206 N = 564
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 50. Identifying and prioritizing goals ‘and objectives and
administrative position.

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High Very
» __Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 7 34 ‘85 57
} Principal
Secondary 1 5 19 64 44
~Jr. High 1 2 8 . 20 12
Middle School 0o . 2 .9 9 ‘ 9
Elementary 0 2 27 79 63
Calculated X = 16.23 N = 563
Critical X~ = 26.30. df = 16

Table 51. Planning for declining enrollments and administrative
position. ‘ -

Level of Importance

’ Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 12 . 25 69 52 . 29
Principal
Secondary 3 15 48 45 22
Jr. High 2 4 15 15 7
Middle School 1 6 11 9 2

Elementary 10 25 54 - 45 37

Calculated, X> = 12.55 N = 563
Critical X° = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 52. Conducting and interpreting district, building, staff and
personnel needs assessments and district classification.

Level of TImportance

) Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 0 ' 5 22 49 30
Class 1II 6 6 28 76 53
Class III 2 17 69 135 . .63
Calculated X = 15.96% N.= 561
Critical X© = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 53. Developing policies and distri;t.classification.

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class 1 0 9 28 42 27
Class II 3 10 - 47 : 71 34
Class III | 1 22 65 128 70
Caleulated X° = 7.54 N = 563
Critical X™ = 15.51 df = 8




L3l

121

Table 54. Identifying and prioritizing goals and objectives and
district classification. :

LeVei of Importance

Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority - Important Important

Class 1 0 4 14 46 42
Class II - 4 4 23 84 55
Class III 2 10 61 127 86
Calculated X* = 12.66 N = 562
Critical X™ = 15.51 df = 8

Table 55. Planning for declining enrollment and school consolidation
and district classification.

Level of Iﬁportanqe

Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
~Class I 2 i5 33 37 19
Class II _ 10 21 . 58 41 40
Class III 16 39 106 87 38
Calculated X® = 12.89 N = 562
Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 56. Conducting and interpretihg district, building, staff and
personnel needs assessments and highest degree earned.

Level of Importance

‘ Not of .
No - Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 2 3 0 0
. Master 6 21 106 234 122
Ed. Specialist 1 3 2 11 6
Doctorate 1 2 9 11 18
Other 00 0 0 3 5
. Calculated X’ = 27.73 N = 565
Critical X© = 35.02 df = 20
Table 57. Developing pdlicies and highest degree earned.
Level of Importance
- Not of )
No Little ~ High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor ' 0 0 2 6 0
Master 4 35 126 216 110
Ed. Specialist 0 2 3 6 12
Doctorate 0 4 10 17 5
Other 0 0 1 3 4
Calculated X° = 22.36 N = 564
Critical X© = 35.02 df = 20
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Table 58. Identifying and prioritizing goalé and objectives and
highest degree earned. ’

Level of Importance

‘Not of
No Little High Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 1 13 3
Master 6 13 - 87 230 154

Ed. Specialist 0 1 b 6 12
Doctorate 0 3 5 16 12
Other 0 0 A 1 3 . 4
Calculated,X> = 13.44 N = 565

Critical X© = 35.02 df = 20

Table 59. Planning for declining enrollment and school consolidation
' and highest degree earned.

Level of Importance

Not of

.No Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 0 3 . 3 2
Master 21 66 173 143 87
Ed. Specialist 3 4 6 7 3
Doctorate 4 4 14 10 4
Other 0 1 2 4 1

Calculated2X2 = 12.31 N = 565
Critical X2 = 35.02 df = 20
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Table 60. Conducting, interpreting district, building, staff and
personnel needs assessments and years of administrative

experience. .
Level of Importance
’ Not of

Years of No - Little - High ' < Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 1 2 23 62 24
3.6 = 9.5 1 9 33 . 14 32
9.6 - 19.5 ' /A 13 48 . 89 60
19.6+ 2 4 16 - 37 30
Calculated X° = 18.94 N = 565

Critical X™ = 21.03 df = 12

Table 61. Developing policies and years of administrative experience.

Level of Importaﬁcé

: . Not of

Years of No Little - High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention .Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 0 5 29 54 24

3.6 - 9.5 0 15 37 70 28
9.6 - 19.5 3 18 56 85 : 52
19.6+ 1 3 20 39 27
Calculatedez = 14.06 N.= 566

Critical X™ = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 62. Identifying and prioritizing goals and obJectlves and
years of admlnlstratlve experience. :

Level of Importance

Not of .

Years of No Little - - High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
¢ - 3.5 0 3 21 55 33

3.6 ~ 9.5 . 1 6 28 68 46

9.6 - 19.5 4 9 - 36 96 69
19.6+ 1 0 13 39 37
CalculatedZX = 10.38 N = 565

Critical X 21.03 df = 12

Table 63. Planning for decllnlng enrollments and school consolldatlon
and years of admlnlstratlve experience.

Level of Importance

’ . Not of

Years of No - Little . High ’ ' Very
Admin. Exp. , Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 5 13 33 41 20

3.6 - 9.5 10 24 . 63 37 16

9.6 - 19.5 8 29 76 68 32
19.6+ 5 9 ’ 26 21 29
Calculated X* = 28.36% N = 566

Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 64. Making effective decisions and administrative position.

Level of Importance

. Not of
"No Little - High . Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 4 - 10 26 75 71
Principal

Secondary 0 1 17 62 54

Jr. High 1 1 4 13 24

Middle School 0 1 4 12 12

Elementary 0 8 10 58 95
Calculated2X2_= 30.70% N = 563
Critical X° = 26.30 : df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level -

Table 65. Utilizing problem-solving techniques and administrative
position. ‘

Level of Importance

. Not of .
. No Little High . Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 10 55 73 45
Principal
Secondary 0 6 31 61 35
Jr. High .0 2 : 7 22 12
Middle School 0 2 2 14 11
Elementary 0 8 22 82 59
Calculated X = 30.58% - N = 563
Critical X” = 26.30 df = 16

#Significant at the .05 level
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Table 66. Utilizing time more effectively and learning how and when to
delegate responsibility and administrative position.

" Tevel of Importance

Not of )
No - Little . High Very
_ Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 2 12 - 40 72 61
Principal
Secondary 0 3 32 58 ' 41
Jr. High 0 . 3 6 17 17
Middle School 0 1 5 12 i1
Elementary 1 . 8 25 69 68
Calculated,X” = 13.00 N = 564
- Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

Table 67. Making effective deqisions aﬁd}district classification.

Tevel of Importanﬁe

' Not of
No Little | High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important 'Important

Class I 1 4 7 35 59
Class II 3 4 14 64 - 86
Class III 1 | 13 40 121 110
Calculated2X2 = 17.54% N = 562

Critical X” = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 68. Utilizing problem-solving techniques and district

classification.
Lévél of Importance
: Not of )
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 0 4 18 52 32
Class II 1 8 32 75 55
Class III 3 16 68 125 73
Calculated X2 = 6.44 N = 562
Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8

Table 69. Utilizing time more effectively and learning how and when to
delegate responsibility and district classificatiom.

Levél-of Importanéé

. . Not of - _
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class I 0 7 15 41 43
Class II 1 6 27 68 69
Class III 2 14 67 119 84
Calculated X* = 12.24 N = 563
Critical X© = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 70. Making effective decisions and highest degree earned.

Level of,Imporﬁance

Not of ‘
No Little High Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 0 2 2 : 4
Master 5 16 53 202 214

Ed. Specialist 0 2 2 5 14
Doctorate 0 3 4 11 18
Other 0 0 0 2 6
Calculated X* = 14.77 N = 565

Critical X™ = 26.30 df =16

' Table 71. Utilizing problem-solving techniques and highest degree

earned. .
1_-Levél of Importance
. Not of

No Little - High 4 Very
Degree , Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 1 3. 4 0
Master 4 23 ~ 110 218 136
Ed. Specialist 0 1 1 13 8
Doctorate 0 3 3 16 _ 14
Other . 0 0 1 2 5
Calculated2X2 = 19.43 N'= 566
Critical X® = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 72. Utilizing time more effectively and learning how and when
to delegate responsibility and highest degrée earned.

Level of Importance

_ Not of

' , No . - Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 1 4 1 2
Master 3 23 98 200 167
Ed. Specialist 0 2 4 9 8
Doctorate 0 1 3 17 15
Other 0 0 1 1 6
Calculated X* = 17.35 N = 566
Critical X~ = 26.30 df = 16

Table 73. Making effective decisions and years of administrative

experience.
Tevel of Impoitance
‘ _ Not of .

Years of No Little High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 -°3.5 1 C b4 12 50 45

3.6 - 9.5 0 5 23 57 65

9.6 - 19.5 4 9 23 79 98

19.6+ 0 | . 3 3 36 , 48
Calculated X* = 15.49 N = 565
Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 74. Utilizing problem-solving techniques and.years of
administrative experience.

Level of Importance

Not of .

Years of No .Little High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 2 4 20 52 34

3.6 - 9.5 0 5 30 69 4o

9.6 - 19.5 2 16 49 92 55
19.6+ -0 3 19 | 40 28
Calculated X* = 12.43 N =566
Critical X~ = 21.03 df = 12

Table 75. Utilizing time mofe‘effectiveiy and learning how and when
to ‘delegate responsibility and years of administrative

experience.
Level of Impdrtance
. ' Not of

Years of _ No Little High' o Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attentiqn Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 1 6 ' 23 41 41
3.6 - 9.5 1 - 9 33 54 53
9.6 - 19.5 110 47 90 66 -
19.6+ 0 2 7 43 38
Calculated,X> = 15.15 © N =566

Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 76ﬂ'Initiating_effective budgeting procedures and administrative
position. :

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 6 3 75 66
Principal
Secondary 1 9 29 58 37
Jr. High ‘ 3 2 13 18 7
Middle School 0 2 7 12 8
Elementary 3 16 48 67 37
CalculatedZX2 = 25.45 N = 564
~Critical X™ = 26.30 _ df = 16

Table 77. Understanding school finance and methods and sources of
funding and administrative position.

Level of.Importance

Not of
No Little High Very’

‘ Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 6 34 63 80
Principal

Secondary 1 7 31 56 39
Jr. High 2 3 13 18 7
Middle School 0 2 5 10 12
Elementary 3 12 47 64 45

Calculated X” = 25.53 N =564
Critical X2 = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 78. Keeping current with school law and legislation and adminis-
trative p031t10n

Tevel of Importancé

Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 1 6 16 75 .89
Principal

Secondary 0 2 14 68 50

Jr. High 0 2 9 15 17

Middle School 0 0 3 9 17

Elementary 1 5 17 - 73 75
Calculatede = 16.10 N = 564
Critical X 26.30 df = 16

Table 79. Initiating effective budgeting procedutres and district

classification.
Level of Importance
~ Not of ]
No - Little High - : Very
Attentlon Attention Priority Important Important
Class I d 9 34 42 . 21
Class II © 5 10 42 65 49
Class IIT 6 16 55 123 86
Calculated X =-13.40 N = 563
Critical X = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 80. ﬁnderstanding school finance and methods and sources of
funding and district classification.

_Level of Tmportance

Not of
No Little High - : - Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I ' 0 7 32 49 18
Class IIX 5 10 45 63 48
Class 1II 5 13 51 99 118
Calculated, X> = 28.82% N = 563
Critical X™ = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 81.

Keeping current with school law and legislation and district

classification.
Level of Importance
' Not of
No Little - High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class I (4] 6 16 49 35
Class II 1 4 17 76 73
Class IIT 1 5 25 114 141
Calculated X* = 13.97 N =563
Critical X = 15.51 df = 8

Ll | -
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Table 82. Initiating effective budgeting procedures and highest
degree earned.

Tevel of Tmportance

) Not of
No - Little High Very

Degree Attentipn Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor . 0 0 1 -5 2
Master 11 31 123 195 .. 131
Ed. Specialist 0 2 2 8 11

" Doctorate 0 2 6 19 9
Other 0 0 1 4 3
Calculated X2 = 13.78 N = 566
Critical X~ = 26.30 daf = 12

Table 83. Understanding school finance and methods and sources of
funding and highest degree earned.

.Level of Importance

Not of _

No Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 0 2 3 3
Master 10 28 115 180 158
Ed. Specialist 0 1 3 10 9
Doctorate 0 , 1 8 17 10
Other 0 0 2 2 4

Calculated2X2‘= 7.01 N = 566
Critical X© = 26.30 df = 12
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Table 84. Keeping current with school law and legislation and highest
degree earned. '

- Level of Importance

. Not of :
No Little High - Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor . 0 S 1 4 3
Master 2 12 50 211 216

Ed. Specialist 0 0 3 5 15
Doctorate 0 . 3 4 19 10
Other 0 : 0 L1 2 5
Calculated X* = 15.20 N = 566

Critical X* = 26.30 df = 12

Table 85. Initiating effective budgeting procedures and years of
administrative experience.

Level of Importance

g ‘ Not of

Years of ' No Little High : "~ Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5: 3 3 . 25 44 37

3.6 = 9.5. 1 11 33 79 , 26

9.6 - 19.5 6 15 56 75 62
19.6+ ' 1 6 19 33 31
'CalculatedZXZ = 22.56% N = 566

Critical X™ = 21.03 df = 12

*Significant at .05 level
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Table 86. Understanding school finance and methods and .sources of
funding and years of administrative experience.

Level of Importance

- } ' , - ~Not of
Years of No Little High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 2 3 21 40 46
3.6 -~ 9.5 0 10 36 58 46
9.6 -~ 19.5 7 15 47 86 59
19.6+ 1 2 26 28 33
Calculated,X” = 19.09 N = 566
Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12

Table 87. Keeping current with school law and legislation and years
of administrative experience.

Level of Tmportance

. Not of

Years of No Little High - Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention,K Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 1 T 9 47 : 54

3.6 - 9.5 0 4 17 62 67

9.6 ~.19.5 1 8 24 95 86
19.6+ _ 0 | 2 9 37 42
Calculated X* = 6.64 N = 566

Critical X™ = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 88. Selecting and orienting staff and administrative position.

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High : - Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 4 6 . A 72 61
Principal

Secondary 1 2 15 57 ~ 58

Jr. High 3 2 8 11 19

Middle School 0 1 6 9 13

Elementary 0 .5 29 49 - 88
Calculated X = 35.23% N = 563
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level

.Table 89. Evaluating staff performance ‘and administrative position.

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High ‘Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 5 - 6. 16 76 ' 84
Principal

Secondary 0 2 6 45 81

Jr. High 2 1 _ 2 11 27

Middle School 0 : 0 2 7 20

Elementary . 0 .3 6 47 115.
Calculated X* = 33.19% = ° N = 564"
Critical X~ = 26.30 df = 12

*Significant at the. .05 level
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Table 90. Developing position descriptions and administrative
position. )

" Level of Importance

_ Not of
No Little High Very
_Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 3 - 16 67 79 .22
Principal
Secondary 0 7 45 58 24
Jr. High 2 2 16 16 . 7
Middle School 0 0 12 . 1 3
Elementary '3 18 51 79 20

Calculatedez = 17.27 N = 564
Critical X% = 26.30 d

Table 91. Conducting negotiations and implementing contract provi-
sions and administrative position. '

Level of Importance‘

- . Not of ‘
No Little High Very
Attention Attention ' Priority Important Important

Superintendent ‘10 12 39 83 43
Principal

Secondary 5 15 46 50 18

Jr. High 1 4 20 15 3
' Middle School 0 5 8 10 6

Elementary ;11 24 61 52 23
Calculated X = 35.03% N = 564
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 92. Selecting and orienting staff and district classification.

Tevel of Importance

' Not of
No " Little ~° High- Very
Attention Attention Priority _Important Important

Class I 3 5 18 30 50
Class II 2 2 © 26 55 86
Class III - 3 ' 9 57 114 102
Calcul_atedzx2 = 16.10% N = 562

Critical X® = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 93. Evaluating staff performance and district classification.

,immloflmmﬁmme

: Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 1 3 3 27 72
Class II 2 4 6 51 108
Class ITI 4 5 23 106 148
Calculated X* = 14.63 N = 563

Critical X% = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 94. Developing position descriptions and district classification.

Level of Importance

s Not of "
No Little High : Very
Attentiqn Attention Priority Important Important

Class 1 1 8 37 47 | 13
Class II 1 14 58 74 24
Class III 6 21 97 124 38
Calculated X> = 2.33 " N = 563

Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8

Table 95. Conducting negotiations and implementing contract provi-
sions and district classification.

" Level of Importahce

Not of
No Little - High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 4 11 - 46 30 . 15
Class II 11 17 52 62 29
Class III 12 32 75 119 48
Calculated X’ = 13.13 N = 563

Critical X% = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 96. Selecting and orienting staff and highest degree earned.

tével’of Importance

: Not of
_ No Little High . Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor . 0 | 0 1 3 4
Master 7 13 92 178 200

Ed. Specialist .0 3 2 5 13
Doctorate 1 0 6 14 15
Other 0 0 1 0 7
Calculated X = 22.22 N = 565

Critical X = 26.03 df = 16

Table 97. Evaluating staff performance and highest degree earned.

Level of Importance

" Not of -

No Little High Very
Degree ] Attention »Attgntion Priority TImportant Important
Bachelor 0 0 1 3 4
Master 6 11 26 166 - 282
Ed. Specialist 0 1 2 6 14
Doctorate 1 0 3 11 21
Other 0 0 0 0 8

Calculated2X2 = 10.69 N = 566
Critical X© = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 98. Developing position descriptions and highest degree earned.

Level of Importance

Not of . '
No - Little . High Very

Degree Attention Attehtionr Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 2 2 2 2
Master 7 34 169 214 67

Ed. Specialist 0 2 8 10 3
Doctorate 1 5 11 16 . 3
Other 0 0 C 2 5 1
Calculated X2 = 10.38 N = 566

Critical X™ = 26.30 df =.16

Table 99. Conducting megotiations and imﬁlementing contract provisions
and highest degree earned.

Tevel of Importance

. Not of
No "Little . High . _ Very

.Degree Attention Attention Priority Important. Impo;tant
Bachelor 0 1 . 3 3 1
Master 24 54 152 187 74
'Ed. Specialist 0 2 5 5 11
.Doctorate 2 3 13 14 4
Other 1 0 1 3 3
Calculated,X* = 24.47 N = 566

Critical X* = 26.30 ' df = 16
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Table 100. Selecting and orlentlng staff and years of administrative

experience.
Level of Imﬁortande
Not of .

Years of No Little. High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important

0 - 3.5 1 2 21 49 -39

3.6 - 9.5 1 4 26 54 64

9.6 - 19.5 6 8 41 - 69 90
19.6+ 0 2 14 28 46
Calculated X = 13.14 N = 565

Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12

Table 101. Evaluating staff performance and years of administrative

experience. '
<\Levellof Importance
Not of .

‘Years of No Little: High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important

0 =~ 3.5 1 0 8 33 70

3.6 - 9.5 0 4 11 47 . 88

9.6 ~ 19.5 6 7 10 78 113
~19.6+ 0 1 3 28 58
Calculated X? = 17.55 N = 566,

Critical X© = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 102. Developing position descriptions and years of administrative

experience.
" Level of Importance
Not of

Years of No Little High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important

0 - 3.5 3 5 29 62 13

3.6 - 9.5 0 19 47 60 24
9.6 - 19.5 4 15 82 89 24
19.6+ ' 1 4 34 36 15
Calculated X? = 22.56% N = 566

Critical X" = 21.03 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 103. Conducting negotiations and implementing contract provi-
sions and years of administrative experience.

Level df Importarice

Not of .
~ Years of No Little High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 . 4 10 41 41 16
3.6 -~ 9.5 11 18 40 55 26
9.6 - 19.5 10 23 64 . 86 _ 31
19.6+ 2 9 29 30 20
Calculated X* = 10.01 N = 566
‘Critical X" = 21.03 df = 8
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Table 104. Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating
effectively with staff, parents, students and community and
administrative position.

Tevel of Importance

' : : Not' of
. No Little High . Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 6 35 79 63
Principal
Secondary 0 0 19 63 52
Jr. High 2 2 -9 11 19
Middle School 0 ' 0 2 13 14
Elementary 0 10 13 56 92
Calculated X* = 46.48% N = 564
Critical X" = 26.30 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 105. Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale and
effective work teams and administrative position.

“Tevel of Importance

: Not of
No . TLittle High , o Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 4 5 25 85 68
Principal
Secondary 0 3 16 53 62
Jr. High 2 1 ' 6 15 19
Middle School 0 0 ’ &4 . 12 13
Elementary 0 9 14 42 ‘ 106
Calculated X* = 41.12% N = 564
Critical X" = 26.30 . df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 106. Managing and resolving conflict and administrative position.

Level of Importance

: Not of
No Little High Very
Attention‘ Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 3 7 39 80 58
Principal

Secondary 0 0 19 63 52

Jr. High 1 3 3 18 18

Middle School 0 0 4 15 10

Elementary 0 7 19 63 82
Calculated X* = 31.53% N = 564
Critical X = 26.30 df = 12

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 107. Understanding techniques for interacting and ‘communicating
effectively with staff, parents, students and community and
" district classification. .

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High - Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 1 4 9 © 34 58
Class II 3 4 14 75 75
Class III 2 10 54 114 . 106
Calculated X? = 21.33% N = 563
Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 108. Establishing trust relationships, building staff morale
and ‘effective work teams and district classification.

Level of Importance

Not of
No Little High + Very
Attention ' Attention Priority Important Important
Class I 1 2 10 31 62
Class 1T 2 5 10 69 85
Class III 3 o1 45 107 120
Calculated X = 17.57% N = 563
‘Critical X™ = 15.51 df = 8

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 109. Managing and reéblving conflict and district classification.

Level of’Iﬁportance

Not of
No Little High . Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class I 0 5 14 .36 51
Class II 2 3 15 77 74
Class III 2 9 55 - 126 94
Calculated X’ = 19.37% N = 563
Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8

*8ignificant at the .05 level
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Table 110. Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating
effectively with staff, parents, students and community and
highest degree earned.

Tevel of Importance

Not of
No Little High Very

Dggree Attention Attention Priority Important Importgnt
Bachelor 0 0 4 : 2" 2
Master 6 15 68 198 204

Ed. Specialist 0 2 2 8 11
Doctorate 0 1 4 13 18
Other 0 0 0 3 5
Calculated X” = 15.82 N = 566

Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 12

Table 111. Establishing trust
" and effective work

relationships, building staff morale
teams and highest degree earned.

- Level of Importance

. -Not of -
No Little’ - High C Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important . Important
Bachelor , 0 0 ' 4 3 1
Master 5 13 58 182 233

Ed. Specialist 0 3 ’ 2 5 13
Doctorate 1 2 2 14 17
Other 0 0 0 3 5
Calculated, X2 = 26.70% N = 566

Critical X~ = 26.30 df =-12

*Significant at the .05 level
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Table 112. Managing and resolving conflict and highest degree earned.

Level of Importance

. ' Not of '
No Little High Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 0 4 3 1
Master 4 14 72 - 215 186

Ed. Specialist 0 2 2 7. 12
Doctorate 0 1 6 15 14
Other 0 - 0 0 1 7
Calculated X = 22.33 . N =566

Critical X~ = 26.30 daf = 12

Table 113. Understanding techniques for interacting and communicating
effectively with staff, parents, students and community
and years of -administrative experience.

Tevel of Importance

, Not of S
Years of No Little High ' ) Very
Admin. Exp. . .__Attention . Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 1 5 19 37 50
3.6 - 9.5 0 3 28 54 65
9.6 - 19.5 5 8 23 95 . 83
19.6+ 0 2 8 38 42

Calculated, X% = 18.30 ‘ N = 566
LCritical X~ = 21.03 df = 12
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Table 114. Establishing trust relationships, building, staff morale
and effective work teams and years of administrative

experlence
Level of'Impbrtance
Not of

Years of No Little High Very
Admin. Exp. __Attention Attention Priority Important Important

0 -~ 3.5 1 3 17 . 45 46

3.6 -~ 9.5 0 6 21 49 74

9.6 - 19.5 5 8. 20 - 82 99
19.6+ .0 1 8 31 50
_Calculatede = 14.85 : "N = 566

Critical X 21.03 , df = 12

Table 115. Managlng and resolving confllct and years of admlnlstratlve

‘experience.
- Level of importance
Not of

Years of No Little - High Very
Admin. Exp. Attention Attention Priority Important Important
0 - 3.5 1 o1 : 15 55 40

3.6 -~ 9.5 0 5 27 54 64

9.6 - 19.5 3 8 32 93 78
19.6+. o 3 10 39 38
CalculatedZX = 11.48 N = 566

Critical X 21.03 df = 12
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Table 116. Employing effective change strategies, including dissemina-
tion and diffusion techniques and administrative position.

Level of Importance

Not of o ‘
No Little High - Very
_Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Superintendent 8 12 71 80 ’ 14
Principal
Secondary 1 9 48 61 14
Jr. High 1 1 17 18 6
Middle School 0 0 8 13 8
Elementary 1 11 46 76 37
Calculated X° = 33.66% N = 561
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 117. Conducting successful inservice programs and administrative

position.
‘Level of Importanée
Not of -
No - Little. - - High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important . Important

Superintendent 2 7 40 93 45
Principal

Secondary 0 2 30 .. 69 33

Jr. High 1 4 8 20 10

Middle School 0 1 3 16 9

Elementary 0 1 25 96 49
Calculated,X® = 23.45 N = 564
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 118. Initiating appropriate self-improvement activities and
administrative position.

.7'-Level of‘Importance

Not of
_ No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent - 2 11 34 113 27
Principal

Secondary 0 3 35 71 25

Jr. High 1 3 9 20 10

Middle School 0 1 5 13 9

Elementary 1 7 22 92 49
Calculated,X* = 26.01 N =563
Critical X = 26.30 df = 16

_Table 119._Undeistanding and using curriculum development processes
and administrative position.

Level of Importance

C _ Not of -
No Little ~High . Very
Attention -Attention Priority Important Important
Sﬁperintendent 0 | 9 39 ‘ 91 48
Principal
Secondary.l 0 3 35 68 28
Jr. High | 1 2 10 23 7
' Middle School 0 1 4 15 9
Elementary 2 6 .25 89 49 .

Calculated,X> = 16.98 N = 564
Critical X° = 26.30 df = 16
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Table 120. Evaluating instructional programs and administrative
position.

" Level of Importance '

A Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Superintendent 4 4 21 88 70
Principal.

Secondary 0 1 17 55 61

Jr. High 2 ' 1 6 19 15

Middle School 0 0 3 13 13

Elementary 0 b4 19 69 79
Calculated X* = 16.79 N = 564
Critical X™ = 26.30 “df = 16

Table 121. Applying technology 1o help solve problems and administra-
tive position.’

Level of Importance’

. Not of :
No Little High ~ Very
Attention Attention Priority  Important Important

Superintendent 2 10 34 98 43
Pripcipal

‘Secondary 0 5 22 70 | 37

Jr. High 1 5 é 16 13

Middle School 0 1 . 4 12 12

Elementary 1 1 34 : 90 45
Calculated X = 22.27 N = 564

16

Critical X* = 26.30 df
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Table 122. Employing effective change strategies, including dissemina-
tion and diffusion techniques and district classification.

‘rLevél ofVImportance

. Not of
No Little High - Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class I 0 b 30 54 18
. Class II 3 8 53 76 28
Class III ' 8 21 107 117 33
-CalculatedZXZ = 12.18 N = 560

Critical X~ = 15.51 df = 8

Table 123. Conducting successful inservice programs and'distribt

classification. .
Level of'Impottance
' Not of ‘
No Little High Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class 1 0 3 - 18 56 29
Class II 1 5 ' 22 105 - 38
Class III 2 7 66 132 - 79
Calculated X = 13.09 N = 563
Critical X© = 15.51 df = 8
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Table 124. Initiatiﬁg appropriate self-improvement activities and
! district classification.

Level'of'Importance

Not of ' '
No Little High : Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class I 0 7 15 55 29
Class IT . 1 4 29 97 40
Class 111 3 14 . . 62 155 51
Calculated,X* = 11.06 N = 562

Critical X* = 15.57 df = 8

Table 125. Understanding and using curriculum development processes.
and district classification.

Tevel of Importance

Not of '
No Little High - Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Class .I 0 8 16 54 : 28
Class II 1 5 29 97 39
Class III 2 8 69 . 133 74
Calculated X° = 12.98 N = 563

Critical X" =1

5.51 df = 8
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Table 126. Evaluating instructional programs and district
classification.
Level of Importance
Not of
No thtle High . Very
Attention Attention Priority Important Important

Class 1 1 2 . 13 44 46
Class II 3 3 13 76 76
Class III 2 5 40 124 - 115
Calculated X = 5.54 N = 563
Critical X 15 51 df = 8

Table 127. Applying technology to help solve problems and district

c1a351f1cat10n
Level of Importance
. ) Not of
No Little High Very
Attention Attentlon Priority Important Important
Class I 0 3. 15 58 30
Class II 1 7 31 94 38
Class III 3 12 56 134 81
Calculated X = 6.36 N = 563
Critical X~ = 15.51. df = 8
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Table 128. Employing effective change strategies, including dissemina-
‘tion and highest degree earned.

" TLevel of Importance

’ _ Not of

No Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor , 1 2 2 2 1
Master 10 28 177 209 64
Ed. Specialist 0 1 5 15 2
Doctorate 0 2 8 17 9
Other 0 0 ‘ 0 -5 3-
Calculated X* = 28, 44% N = 566
Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 129. Conducting succéssful inservice programs and highest
degree earned.

Level of Importance

Not of .
No Little High Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important TImportant
Bachelor 0 1 3 2 2
Master 3 13 95 258 122
Ed. Specialist 0 , 0 4 11 8
Doctorate 0 - 1 4 19 12

Other 0 0 0 5 3

Calculated X = 11.94 N = 566
Critical X© = 26.30 df = 16




159

Table 130. Initiating appropriate curriculum development processes
and highest degree earned.

Lével of Importance

Not of
No Little High ' Very

Degree Attention Attention Priority TImportant Important
Bachelor 0 3 2 2 1
Master b 20 94 273 99

Ed. Specialist. 0 1 4 13 ' 5
Doctorate 0 1 5 19 11
Other 0 0 1 2 5
CalculatedZX2 = 33.00% . N = 565

Critical X™ = 26.30 df = 16

*Significant at the .05 level

Table 131. Understanding and using curriculum development processes
and highest degree earned. '

tevel of Importance

Not of

No Little High - . Very
Degree Attention Attention Priority Important Important
Bachelor 0 1 1 5 1
Master 3 18 105 254 111
Ed. Specialist 0 1 3 6 13
Doctorate . 0 1 3 18 14
Other | 0 6 2 3 3

Calculated X2 =.23.64 - - N =566
Critical X° = 26.30 df = 16



















