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ABSTRACT 

NAVELLA JEAN WALKER 
THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRINCIPAL LONGEVITY AND SCHOOL 
PERFORMANCE IN A LARGE URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Under the direction of DR. OLIVIA M. BOGGS, DR. JOSEPH BALLOUN AND DR. 
CARL DAVIS 

The purpose of the study was to determine if there is a relationship between 

principal longevity and five measures of school performance: student achievement, 

initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management 

and overall school performance. The growing number of principal vacancies in large 

urban school districts has increased the need to use great care when reassigning principals 

and filling new positions as they occur. 

The study was guided by a non-experimental correlational design to address 15 

research questions and related hypotheses. Pearson r correlations were calculated with 

significance set atp < .05. The target population consisted of 98 schools and principals in 

a large urban school district during the 2006-2007 year. School performance data were 

collected from the district's school evaluation instrument. 

The findings from the study revealed that principal longevity in the current school 

is not predictive of school performance. However, principal longevity in the district or in 

other locations is significantly related to four of five measures of school performance: 

student achievement, customer satisfaction, initiatives to improve student achievement, 

xii 



and overall school performance. These findings suggest that large school districts may 

want to consider including principal longevity in the development of building level 

succession planning and policies. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Introduction 

This chapter discusses the background of the study, statement of the problem, 

definition of terms, purpose of the study, research questions and the null hypotheses, the 

conceptual framework, limitations delimitations, significance of the study and a 

summary. 

Research suggests that successful and improving schools have highly effective 

principals. Additionally, research has shown that the quality of the principal is the most 

important school effect factor, second only to teachers, for driving student achievement 

(Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005; New Leaders for New Schools Report, March 

2008; Tucker & Codding, 2002). The school principal is one of the most important and 

influential individuals in any school because he or she is responsible for all activities that 

occur in and around the school building. Such activities include, but are not limited to, 

setting the direction, positive tone and climate of the school that nurtures teaching and 

learning and establishing the level of professionalism and morale of the teachers. 

Furthermore, the principal serves as the essential link between the community and the 

school which can determine the attitudes of parents and students about the school (Davis, 

Darling-Hammond, Lapointe & Meyerson, 2005). 

1 
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The climate of heightened expectations for principals to improve teaching and 

learning has increased. According to Stephen Davis, lead author of the review and an 

associate professor of education at Stanford University, their responsibilities and roles 

have expanded to educational visionaries, instructional and curriculum leaders, 

assessment experts, disciplinarians, community builders, public relations experts, budget 

analysts, facility managers, special programs administrators, and expert overseers of 

legal, contractual, and policy mandates and initiatives. He goes on to state that principals 

are expected to broker conflicts between interests of parents, teachers, students, district 

office officials, unions, and state and federal agencies, and they need to be sensitive to the 

widening range of student needs (Davis et al., 2005). 

The nature of the principal's role has changed significantly in the past two 

decades, from mostly managerial to a greater focus on instructional and transformational 

leadership (Lashway, 2002; Leithwood & Sleegers, 2006; Tucker & Codding, 2002). 

Suzette Lovely, author of Staffing the Principalship (2004) observed: 

"Twenty - first century principals are beacons for student and adult learning. Their 

positions require that they comprehend academic content and pedagogy, strengthen 

the instructional practices of teachers, collect and analyze data, rally a broad 

constituency around a single objective of raising student achievement, and deal with 

the social and political pressures of competing factions. Principal as plant manager, is 

no longer good enough" (p. 138). 

Principals are being asked to do more with less time and resources. The expectations 

placed on principals by state and local policymakers, parents, and the public have 
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continued to increase (Gurr, Drysdale, & Mulford, 2006). According to Williams, 2001 

factors that drive people away from the principalship are time and overload, increasing 

responsibilities, work-related stress, pressure to meet achievement standards, demands for 

school improvement, school safety, drug use, inadequate salary, teen pregnancy, teen 

suicide and institutional interference. 

The increased accountability, along with a daunting list of the roles, 

responsibilities, and expectations are coming at a time when fewer teachers and assistant 

principals are pursuing the principalship and at a time when more principals are retiring 

at an earlier age. This has led to a shortage of qualified principal candidates and has many 

districts desperately searching to find strong leaders (Winter, Rinehart, & Mufioz, 2002). 

Nearly 40% of all public school principals will retire or leave the position for 

other reasons before 2010 (Mitgang, 2003). Similarly, in 2002-2003, the state of 

Washington summoned 34 retired principals back to work to fill in as districts 

desperately sought new prospects (Lovely, 2004). Additionally, in July 2001, the Los 

Angeles Times reported that California was producing 2,000 to nearly 3,500 newly 

licensed administrators each year, yet only 38% actually assume leadership positions in 

California schools (Orozco & Oliver, 2001). 

School district leaders are working to fill principal vacancies with the best 

candidates possible. Large urban districts have an additional challenge of not only filling 

principal vacancies due to retirement but also the vacancies created when new school 

buildings are opening due to growth. Principal recruitment, selection, and succession 

planning become critical to sustaining a school's success or improving the performance 
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of a school. There has been much research conducted on the criteria, characteristics, skills 

and knowledge base candidates need to possess to effectively impact school performance. 

A criterion that has not been widely researched is the effect of principal experience or 

longevity on school performance. This study is designed to add to that body of research. 

Background of the Study 

Maintaining high levels of student achievement and ensuring equally high student 

learning across subgroups are the most important duties of a school district. The No Child 

Left Behind Act (NCLBA) of 2001 set clear expectations for obtaining a specific level of 

achievement as well as consequences for not reaching that level. As accountability 

mandates have moved from the federal to the district levels, the school becomes the base 

unit of measure for a school system. As a result, responsibility and pressure for 

performance has shifted from state and district level administrators to local school 

principals. Several researchers have found that school leadership is directly or indirectly 

related to a school's performance and student achievement (Heck & Hallinger, 2005; 

Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2003). The principal as instructional leader is critical to 

moving a school toward high performance. Extending this relationship a step further, 

Kaplan, Owings, & Nunnery (2005) presented research that stated that 75% of 

superintendents feel that principals should be held accountable for the relationship 

between student achievement and leadership at the building level. "The good school owes 

much of what makes it successful to the principal who leads it," (DeStefano, 2002, p. 1). 

Traditionally the principal's role involved complying with district mandates, 

monitoring the school budget, addressing personnel and staffing issues, keeping the 
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school safe, and being visible to parents and students (Lashway, 2002). Increasing change 

in demographics in communities surrounding schools will require that principals have 

specialized skills. The principal's role has evolved to include increased accountability for 

increasing student achievement, improving school performance, and adapting to the 

challenge of ever changing demographics of their school communities. Principals are 

expected to pursue and encourage timely professional development for themselves and 

their staffs, maintain relationships with parents, community partners, and local leaders, 

and model instructional leadership by analyzing and reflecting upon data to make 

informed strategic decisions that enhance student achievement. Crow, Hausman, & 

Scribner (2002) call the evolving role a "web of social relationships" (pg 189). Principals 

are now tasked with maintaining internal functionality from a business standpoint while 

gearing every available resource toward the goal of increased school performance. 

Winter, Rinehart, Keedy, & Bjork (2004) present the recruitment of proficient 

leaders to become principals as an essential district-level administrative responsibility. 

The principal is the leader of the school and success to improve school performance and 

student achievement is not just expected; it is required. The relationship between 

principal leadership and student achievement has been well researched and established 

(Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Heck 1992; Leithwood, Louis Seashore, Anderson, & 

Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano et al., 2003; O'Donnell & White, 2005). The teacher has 

direct contact with students and the strongest relationship with student achievement. The 

effect of principals is considered second only to that of teachers in facilitating student 

learning (Marzano et al., 2005). However, the school principal oversees many classrooms 
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and has direct contact with teachers and other administrative functions. The principal role 

should have the strongest relationship with school performance. Edmonds (1979) 

reported that strong leadership is a characteristic of effective schools when focused on 

student outcomes. In the book, Qualities of Effective Principals, Stronge, Richard & 

Catano (2008), assert that the primary role for school principals is leading instructional 

efforts in their schools. 

The importance of the principal's role and responsibilities comes at a period 

when recruiting and retaining school administrators is becoming increasingly difficult. 

Several districts are facing the challenge of trying to staff schools with competent and 

knowledgeable principals (Cusick, 2003; Lashway, 2002; Noor, 2008). In an article 

discussing interviews with Michigan superintendents and teachers, principals stated that 

the number of skilled and dedicated applicants is half the number it was 15 years ago 

(Cusick, 2003). Although the time period and location are different, the reductions in 

skilled applicants and increased number of positions for the principalship are evident in 

Georgia, as well. According to the Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GPSC) 

2006 report, the Metro Atlanta region lost 13% or over 90 principals in fiscal year 2005. 

This loss of principals occurred when the number of principal positions needed in the 

Metro Atlanta region for fiscal year 2006 increased 2% (2006). The number of principal 

positions in the state of Georgia increased 10% from fiscal year 2005 to fiscal year 2006 

(GPSC, 2006). 

Districts and researchers have begun to explore what is causing this decrease in 

applicants and increased number of vacancies. When exploring reasons for the shortage, 
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one researcher suggests it is "simply demographics" (Noor, 2008, p.l). Retirement, 

promotion, illness, dismissal, and death are all possible reasons for principal vacancies. 

Growing disinterest in the principalship contributes to the shortage as well. Due to 

changing roles, additional pressure for accountability and longer work hours, becoming a 

principal looks less and less favorable to the next generation of leadership candidates 

(Cusick, 2003; Lashway, 2002; Lyons, & Algozzine, 2006). As the size of schools and 

school districts grows, there will be a need for more principals who welcome being held 

accountable for school performance. 

The vast majority of the principal candidate pool is made of former teachers 

(Winter et al., 2002). Classroom teachers must accept a drastic jump in responsibilities if 

they are to go from managing one classroom as a teacher to managing several classrooms 

as a principal. Even with increased pay, the weight of increased responsibilities has 

classroom teachers second-guessing the value and benefits of becoming a principal 

(Cusick, 2003). This presents a bit of a conundrum for human resources offices because 

although there are many individuals with the appropriate certification and education to 

assume these leadership positions, very few are willing to rise to the challenge. The 

Georgia Professional Standards Commission cited over 25,000 individuals with 

leadership certifications but less than one third who were actively working in leadership 

positions (Georgia Partnership, 2008-2009, p. 2). 

According to the U.S. Department of Labor's Occupational Outlook Handbook 

(2008-2009 Edition), the employment of education administrators is expected to increase 

by 12% between 2006 and 2016, due to growth in enrollments in school-age children. 
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The report also stated that the enrollment of students in elementary and secondary 

schools is expected to slow down over the next 10 years. At the same time the student 

enrollment increases at a slower rate, the number of administrative positions will 

continue to increase as more accountability is placed on student achievement. School 

administrators are in greater demand in rural and urban areas where pay is generally 

lower than in the suburbs. 

Of all the explanations for principal candidate shortages, a significant factor may 

be the number of potential baby boomer retirees (Miskel & Cosgrove, 1985). In 2006 the 

oldest baby boomers reached retirement age and the youngest are currently 44 years old. 

Moreover, by 2031 every baby boomer will have reached retirement age. The problem of 

baby boomer retirement is an issue in districts across the United States from smaller 

districts like Norwalk, Connecticut to much larger districts like Chicago, Illinois (Noor, 

2008; Rossi 2007). The Chicago Public School System was faced with the challenge of 

placing 126 principals for the 2007-08 school year. At this rate of progression, 50% of 

the principals in Chicago Public Schools will have less than 3 years of experience (Rossi, 

2007). 

Specifically in the state of Georgia, baby boomer retirement could have huge 

implications on principal staffing. In fiscal year 2006, 50% of Georgia's principals were 

51 years of age or older. An additional 32% percent were 41 years and older (GPSC, 

2006). It is conceivable that by 2031 the state of Georgia may have to replace more than 

80% of its principals due in part to retirement. 
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The data from the Georgia Professional Standards Commission Report on the 

Supply and Demand of Administrative and Student Services Personnel 2007, shown in 

Table 1, show the age and experience of principals who left for academic years 2002 

through 2006 in Georgia. The mean age of principals in Georgia who left in 2006 was 

51.8 years. They ranged in age from 28 to 70 years. The average experience of the 

principals who leave continues to gradually decline annually, decreasing from 26.5 years 

in 2003 and 24.9 years in 2006. The vast majority of the principals (95.1% = 2,057) 

remained in the same school system as the previous year. Most new principals come from 

within their current school systems. 

Table 1 

Experience and Age of Principals Who Left Their Positions, 
Academic Years 2002-2006 

FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 
Number 289 321 329 323 310 
Mean Years Experience 25.5 26.5 26.3 25.3 24.9 
Mean Years Age 52.9 52.9 52.7 52.0 51.8 

Data Source: CPI, 2007 

The report in Table 2 also shows that only 36 (1.7%) of FY07 Georgia principals 

were hired from outside the Georgia public school system, while 71 (3.3%) were hired 

from other Georgia school systems. 
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Table 2 

Principals in Current Year Distributed by Source and Mobility, 
Academic years 2002-2007 

Principals 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

# % # % # % # % # % # % 

Stayers* 1,945 94.7 1,993 96.2 1,986 95.9 2,025 95.3 2.07 96.1 2,057 95.1 

New hires 32 1.6 31 1.5 34 1.6 35 1.7 32 1.5 36 1.7 
from 
outside of 
Georgia 

Movers 71 3.5 47 2.3 52 2.5 65 3.1 51 2.4 71 3.3 

Total 2,048 100 2,071 100 2,072 100 2,125 100 2,149 100 2,164 100 

Data Source: CPI2007 

* Includes non-principals promoted into principalship in FY07 and FY06 

Table 3 also shows that most new Georgia principals hired for the academic years 

2003 through 2007 were hired from within the state. The report also stated that the great 

majority of new principals are promoted from the assistant principal position. The 

promotion of assistant principals accounts for the majority of the new principals with 233 

promoted to the principalship in academic year 2007. 
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Table 3 

Supply of School Principal Workforce, Academic Years 2003-2007 

Preceding 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Year Position # o/o o f # o / o o f # o/oof # 0/o o f # o / o o f 

Total Total Total Total Total 
Administrative 
Personnel 

Teachers 
Student 
Services 
Personnel 

New Hires 
from Out of 
Georgia 
Public Schools 

New 
Principals 

260 

11 
10 

31 

312 

12.6 

0.5 
0.5 

1.5 

15.1 

276 

7 
5 

34 

322 

13.3 

0.3 
0.2 

1.6 

15.5 

322 

16 
9 

35 

382 

15.2 

0.8 
0.4 

1.6 

18 

287 

21 
7 

32 

347 

13.4 

1 
0.3 

1.5 

16.1 

266 

17 
6 

36 

325 

12.3 

0.8 
0.3 

1.7 

15 

Continuing 1,759 84.9 1,750 84.5 1,743 82 1,802 83.9 1,839 85 
Principals 

Total 2,071 100 2,072 100 2,125 100 2,149 100 2,164 100 
Principals 
Source: PSC 2007 

Richard Elmore (2003), in his report, "Knowing the Right Thing to Do" 

concluded that having the right focus of change is an important aspect to improving 

school and increasing student achievement. Effective leaders understand how to balance 

pushing for change while at the same time protecting aspects of culture, values, and 

norms. They know which policies, practices, resources and incentives to align and how to 

align them with organizational priorities (Marzano et al., 2003). Effective principals are 

important to the success, selection, and support of the instructional and improvement 
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processes in their schools (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Stronge et al., 2008). Thus, the 

selection process for principalship is a significant factor in ensuring quality candidates. A 

consequence caused by the scarcity of applicants for a more demanding and less 

rewarding job is more new hires with less administrative experience at a time when more 

openings need to be filled and principal accountability for improving school performance 

has intensified (Kerrins et al., 2001). The consideration of principal longevity when 

placing a principal candidate may help with the improvement of school performance and 

student achievement. 

Targeted Large Urban School District 

A 2006 report completed by the Human Resource Division of the large urban 

district used in this study reported data that comprised projections of vacancies that are 

anticipated in local school certified positions over five years (2007 - 2012). The staffing 

data were taken from the district's Employment Statistics Report for the 2006-2007 

school year. Retirement projection data reflect potential retirements based upon Teacher 

Retirement System accumulated years of service as of June 30, 2006. Service outside 

Georgia is not included. Growth projections data include allowances for any new schools 

that are planned for opening during a 5 year period (2007-2012). 

The projected principal vacancies report indicates a total of 43 principal vacancies 

between the years 2007 - 2012. Fifteen of the vacancies are due to student enrollment 

growth resulting in the opening of new schools and 28 vacancies are because of 

retirements. Of the 43 principal vacancies, 26 will be at the elementary school level, 9 

will be at the middle school level, 7 will be at the high school level and 1 special entity 
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school (Personal Communication, Chief HR Officer, Large Urban School District, 

March, 2009). 

District leaders are tasked with the responsibility of filling these vacancies with 

candidates who have the knowledge and skills to sustain or improve the performance of 

the schools to which they have been assigned. Customarily human resources officers 

evaluate applicants on qualifications in classroom experience, leadership experience, and 

certification. Each of these qualifications takes time to develop. However, it appears that 

many principals have acquired all three. Mitgang (2003) found that over 91% of 

principals had been classroom teachers and the average teaching experience was 14 

years. To increase their qualified applicant pools, districts use multiple resources such as 

internet, national, and internal leadership development programs. 

Given the difficulty of finding qualified applicants, some districts are forced to 

reassign or rotate veteran principals. There is limited data available on how district-level 

administrators determine which veteran principals should be reassigned or rotated. One 

factor to consider is whether or not veteran principals who are extremely successful 

should be moved so they can recreate their efforts and successes at new schools. Another 

consideration is whether or not newly hired principals should be assigned to new schools 

as the district depends on the validity of recent educational theory and new ideas these 

new principals may implement. Although the number of years a principal has been leader 

of a school (longevity) may be implicitly considered when district-level administrators 

make principal assignments, principal longevity is rarely explicitly cited in literature or 

formal hiring protocols. 
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As the need for qualified principals increases, district level administrators face 

multiple challenges to keep up with the increasing number of open principal positions. 

The principal sets the tone of the school and creates the sense of urgency needed to push 

a school toward high performance. Assigning a quality principal to a school is more than 

just replacing a candidate with the proper credentials in a building. The principal should 

be the proper or best fit for the school. Typically, issues such as community 

demographics, leadership records, and histories of academic success are all considered 

either explicitly or implicitly by district-level administrators when trying to staff schools. 

The principal shortage may require district-level administrators to reassign veteran 

principals in addition to placing new ones. 

The nature of the principal's role has changed significantly in the past 2 decades, 

from mostly managerial to a greater focus on instructional and transformational 

leadership. The principals' responsibilities and roles have expanded to educational 

visionaries, instructional and curriculum leaders, assessment experts, disciplinarians, 

community builders, public relations experts, budget analysts, facility managers, special 

programs administrators, and expert overseers of legal, contractual, and policy mandates 

and initiatives. Principals are expected to broker conflicts between interests of parents, 

teachers, students, district office officials, unions, and state and federal agencies, and they 

need to be sensitive to the widening range of student needs (Davis et al., 2005). 

Research is still needed regarding the length of time a principal spends at a 

school, years being a principal in the district, total years experience within and outside a 

district (longevity), and independent leadership opportunities and experience. Effective 
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and meaningful research may follow to include investigating the relationship between 

principal longevity and school performance as it pertains to succession planning. 

Statement of the Problem 

Increased federal, state, and district accountability to improve school performance 

has placed a high value on the role, responsibilities, and expectations of the local school 

principal (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Kaplan et al., 2005). In an accountability culture, 

schools with significant obstacles and poor performance need strong leaders to take the 

reins. The focus on the critical role of the principal to increase school performance comes 

at a time when the number of principals reaching retirement age is increasing. 

The large numbers of retirees and other challenges related to establishing a viable 

applicant pool have created a shortage in the number of qualified principal candidates 

(Noor, 2008; GPSC, 2007; Page, 2006). Districts are faced with the challenge of filling 

these positions with new principals or reassigning veteran principals. New principals 

possess the benefit of recent knowledge on leadership theory. Veteran principals possess 

the benefit of having put leadership theory into action. Determining a best fit for 

principal-school assignment typically includes discussion of the candidates' knowledge 

and leadership skills (Winter et al., 2004). 

However, one factor that is overlooked by the research when considering 

reassignment of veteran principals is longevity. According to Earley and Weindling, 

(2007), principal skills develop over time. In this study the researcher attempts to assess 

the existence and strength of a relationship between principal longevity and overall 
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school performance and to examine four school performance measures in one large urban 

school district. A discussion of the implications of the study will follow. 

Definition of Key Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following terms were useful and are herein 

defined. 

Accountability System - An aligned system of content standards, performance 

standards, assessments and consequences designed to hold individuals responsible for 

meeting the standards (McAdams, Wisdom, Glover, & McClellan, 2003). 

Best Fit - For the purpose of this study, the process used to determine the best 

school placement for a principal, including the following factors: (a) recognition that a 

principal may need to be transferred due to the construction of a new school, retirement, 

or other catalyst, (b) opportunity to discuss which candidates are available, under what 

circumstances, and what the implications of the transfer or creation of a new position 

maybe, (c) discussion of the alternatives and a creation of shortlist of candidates, (d) 

discussion about how each candidate would respond in each of the scenarios available, 

their strengths, weaknesses, the climate of the school to which they could be assigned, 

and economic, traditional, or political considerations, and (e) the point at which a 

suitable" best fit" candidate is selected (White, Cooper & Brayman, 2006). 

Customer Satisfaction - The Results Based Evaluation System (RBES) that 

includes themed measures of customer satisfaction on the annual RBES Staff and Parent 

Perception Survey as follows: 
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a. Parent Perception surveys that measure parent satisfaction in the areas of 

instruction, leadership, safety, discipline, school climate, facilities, 

technology, communication, and student citizenship. 

b. Staff Perception surveys that measure certified staff satisfaction in the areas of 

instruction, leadership, safety, discipline, school climate, facilities, 

technology, communication, and student citizenship. 

c. A maximum of 10 points for both surveys combined in the Customer 

Satisfaction Subtotal. 

Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement - For the purpose of this study, 

includes the administrator's efforts to implement original or system-required programs in 

support of student and staff achievement or surpassing of academic, technological, and 

social performance goals as indicated by the Results Based Evaluation System (RBES) 

which is a part of the 2006-2007 Weighted School Assessment (WSA) with four 

subcategory school performance measures: 

a. Local School Plan for Improvement (LSPI) objectives that support system's 

vision, mission, and goals, and addresses school needs as determined by data. 

b. Academic Knowledge and Skills (AKS) implementation, assessment, 

interventions, and extensions that support student learning. 

c. Technology initiatives that support staff and student productivity and learning. 

d. Professional learning that supports system and school goals/objectives and 

initiatives. 
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e. A maximum of 12 points in the Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement 

Subtotal. 

Instructional Leadership - emphasizes academic issues. A leadership type that 

focuses on the role of the principal in coordination, controlling, supervising, and 

developing curriculum and instruction in the school with strong directive leadership 

(Hallinger, 2003). 

Large Urban School District - A K-12 school district serving more than 100,000 

students, with at least 40% of students eligible for free and reduced-price school lunch, at 

least 40% of their student enrollment from minority groups, and an urban designation as 

identified by National Center for Education Statistics' Common Core of Data, 2004. 

Principal Longevity - For the purpose of this study, the numbers of years a 

principal has been in the leadership role at the current school, in the target district, and at 

all locations at the close of the 2006-2007 school year. 

Results Based Evaluation System (RBES) - The large urban school district's weighted 

assessment of school and principal performance, developed in 1996. It includes two 

instruments, one for measurement of principal performance and the second for 

measurement of school performance. For the purpose of this study, only the instrument 

for evaluation of school performance, the Weighted School Assessment (WSA), will be 

used to evaluate school performance in criteria categories of student achievement, 

initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, 

and overall school performance with a maximum of 100.7 possible points for overall 
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elementary school achievement, 100.7 possible points for overall middle school 

achievement, and 100.9 possible points for overall high school achievement. 

School Management - Measured by the Weighted School Assessment (WSA) in 

the areas of: 

a. Staffing 

b. School Cleanliness and Maintenance 

c. Financial Audit 

d. Data Quality 

e. A maximum of 8 points in the School Management Subtotal. 

School Performance - A school's overall rating as a result of evaluation using the Results 

Based Evaluation System which is a Weighted School Assessment. Includes criteria 

measures of student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer 

satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance with an acceptable 

rating above the mean for all schools in the system by grade level. 

Student Achievement - As measured by the Results Based Education System, 

includes a cumulative performance score in the following areas: 

a. Local Standards - for elementary, includes the 4 grade Gateway Test results; 

for middle school, includes the 7 grade Gateway Test Results; and for high 

school, includes the 10th grade Gateway Test results. 

b. NCLB Standards - for elementary and middle school includes the CRCT and 

Attendance AYP Results. For high school, includes the Georgia High School 

Graduation Test. 
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c. National/World-Class Standards - for elementary school, 5th Grade ITBS 

results. For middle school, 8th Grade ITBS results. For high school, two 

assessment used: Advanced Placement Test results and SAT results. 

d. A maximum of 70.7 points for elementary and middle schools in the Student 

Achievement Subtotal. A maximum of 70.9 for points for high schools in the 

Student Achievement Subtotal. 

Succession - The process in any organization that marks the departure of one 

leader and the entry of his or her successor (White et al., 2006). 

Succession Planning - The process by which principals are identified, recruited, 

trained, groomed, and matched to specific school placement. (Adapted from Case Studies 

of Principal Rotation and Succession Policies: An International Perspective, White et al., 

2006). 

Transformational Leadership - Type of leadership that focuses on the 

organization's capacity to innovate with an emphasis on developing a shared vision and 

commitment to change (Hallinger, 2003). 

Weighted School Assessment (WSA) - A tool used with the Results Based Evaluation 

System, used to measure school performance: student achievement, initiatives to improve 

student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall school 

performance. 



21 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine if principal longevity is related to 

school performance. The researcher used the Weighted School Assessment (WS A) 

instrument in the Results Based Evaluation System (RBES) utilized by the large urban 

school district to measure school performance. This tool measures criterion used to 

evaluate student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer 

satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance. The current research 

assessed the existence and strength of a relationship between principal longevity and 

overall school performance as well as four subcategories of overall school performance. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

The study was guided by the following 15 research questions with a statistical 

analysis performed for each question. A correlation was calculated between principal 

longevity relative to years at the current school, years in the district, and total years 

experience in all locations and school performance criteria including student 

achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school 

management, and overall school performance. 

1. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and school 

performance. 
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2. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) 

and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and school 

performance. 

3. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in 

all locations) and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? . 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and school 

performance. 

4. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and student achievement as measured by the RBES? The statistical analysis 

was a correlation calculated between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and student 

achievement. 

5. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) 

and student achievement as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and student 

achievement. 
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6. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in 

all locations) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

student achievement. 

7. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and initiatives to improve 

student achievement. 

8. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) 

and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to improve 

student achievement. 

9. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in 

all locations) and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by 

the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. 
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10. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and customer satisfaction. 

11. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) 

and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years in the target district) and customer satisfaction. 

12. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in 

all locations) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and customer 

satisfaction. 

13. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and school management as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and school management. 

14. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) 

and school management as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years in the target district) and school management. 
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15. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in 

all locations) and school management as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and school 

management. 

Conceptual Framework 

Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the hypothesized relationship 

between the predictor and criteria variables of the study which asks if there is a 

relationship between the predictor and criteria variables. 

Predictor Criteria 

PRINCIPAL LONGEVITY 

(Number of years experience as a 
principal) 

-» At the current school 
-» In the target district 
•» In all locations 

Figure 1 
Conceptual Framework of the Research 

FIVE CRITERIA OF SCHOOL 

PERFORMANCE 

•> Student Achievement subtotal 
•* Initiative to Improve Student 

Achievement subtotal 
-» Customer Satisfaction subtotal 
•* School Management subtotal 
•* Overall School Performance 

Navella Jean Walker 2009 
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Limitations 

The following limitations were identified as having the potential to restrict the 

interpretation and generalizability of the findings of the study. 

1. Correlational studies do not identify principal longevity as a causal factor on 

school performance. They only provide the strength of a relationship. A 

correlation analysis would not be appropriate for tracking performance over 

time. A trend analysis would be more appropriate. Interest in these topics 

would have to be extensions of the current research or future independent 

research studies. The most important limitation is the use of correlation 

design. A correlation provides the strength of a relationship; it does not 

identify principal longevity as an influencing factor on school performance, 

nor will it determine the degree of impact principal longevity has on school 

performance. 

2. The use of the WSA limits the study to one large urban school district, 

because it was developed by and for that district. At the time of the study, 

only one school district in the state of Georgia utilizes the school performance 

evaluation tool used in this study. This makes comparisons with other school 

districts impossible. In the future, other districts may utilize the same or 

develop similar evaluation tools making comparisons possible. 
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3. This study does not allow for generalization of results to other school districts. 

The inability to generalize this research to districts outside of the large urban 

school district is a limitation. 

4. Principal succession is a limitation due to 11 principals retiring, thus 

eliminating WSA scores for 11 additional schools' and principal longevity 

data. 

5. Growth in the large urban school district limits the span of time for principal 

longevity at a particular school due to many schools opening. Six new schools 

opened between the availability of the most recent WSA data and this study. 

6. Of the large urban school district's 106 schools in 2006 -2007, only 98 

schools met the WSA criteria. Eight of 106 schools are non-traditional schools 

and were not evaluated using the WSA criteria. 

7. There is a year delay between WSA and principal longevity data collection. 

The school performance from 2006-07 is evaluated in the fall of 2007-08 

using the 2006-07 WSA. Because of the delay, the number of schools 

included in the analyses for years at the current school may be different than 

the number of schools included for years in the targeted district and in all 

locations. The principal responsible for the results may not be the principal in 

the 2007-08 school year. 



28 

Delimitations 

The researcher-imposed boundaries that restricted the scope of this study were: 

1. The study was limited to analyses of one school year, 2006 -2007. 

2. The determination of principal longevity was made by principal self-reporting 

of years of experience in the current school, in the targeted district, and total 

years experience as a principal in all locations. 

These delimitations were intentionally chosen to make the current research 

manageable and statistically sound. 

Significance of the Study 

The findings from this study could be used in multiple ways at the district level. 

Superintendents and human resources directors may gain additional knowledge about 

principal candidate factors that are related to school performance. Identifying specific 

school performance measures such as student achievement, initiatives to improve student 

achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance 

may be beneficial to school districts when selecting candidates to address specific school 

needs or challenges. It will also inform district leaders in charge of principal evaluations 

as they determine the effectiveness of local school principals. Accountability offices may 

use the data to further develop principal evaluation documents. School district research 

offices may use the findings from this study to adapt future research related to the topic. 

Leadership development programs and offices may use the findings as additional 
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knowledge to include in principal preparation programs. In an era of high accountability, 

research that shows the relationship of a principal to school performance can be of value. 

Summary 

The school principal is one the most important and influential individuals in any 

school because he or she is responsible for all activities that occur in and around the 

school building (Davis et al., 2005). Successful and improving schools have highly 

effective principals. Additionally, research has shown that the quality of the principal is 

the most important school effect factor, second only to teachers, for driving student 

achievement. 

The retirement of baby boomers, along with other factors impacting the decrease 

of the principal candidate pool, creates a challenge for school districts to fill principal 

vacancies with well prepared qualified candidates. This is an important challenge because 

research shows that the principal has a critical role in increasing school performance and 

student achievement. Large urban districts have an additional challenge of not only filling 

principal vacancies due to retirement but also the vacancies created when new school 

buildings are opening due to growth. 

Principal recruitment, selection and succession planning become critical to 

sustaining a school's success or improving the performance of a school. Winter et al. 

(2004) present the recruitment of proficient leaders to become principals as an essential 

district-level administrative responsibility. Additionally, district leaders are challenged to 

fill vacancies with candidates who have the knowledge and skills to sustain or improve 

the performance of the school to which they have been assigned. The absence of qualified 
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candidates have led some districts to rotate or reassign veteran principals to low -

performing schools or to fill vacancies. 

Further research will help determine if these practices are beneficial to increasing school 

performance and student achievement. The number of years a principal has been at a 

school may be an important consideration when trying to determine reassignments. The 

existence of a relationship between principal longevity and school performance may add 

additional research - based knowledge to the breadth of school leadership research. The 

purpose of this study is to investigate the relationship between principal longevity and 

five criteria of school performance. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Literature related to the purpose of the study was reviewed. The purpose of this 

study was to determine if principal longevity is related to school performance. The 

review of the literature is divided into four major sections: (a) The shortage of school 

principals, (b) the principal's role in student achievement in terms of impacting school 

performance as a transformational leader and instructional leader in the areas of student 

achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school 

management, and overall school performance, (c) the importance of principal selection 

and (d) principal longevity and succession planning. 

Shortage of School Principals 

Years of government mandated school reform policies and increased demands for 

school leaders to bring rapid improvements in under-performing schools have contributed 

to the rapid retirement of baby boomers and a push to early retirement of other school 

leaders (White et al., 2006). Also, the media's high- profile examination of schools' and 

school leaders' failure to meet Adequately Yearly Progress of NCLB standards has 

caused school districts to accelerate the rotation of school leaders and has in part, caused 

school leaders to quickly depart from schools or school systems in advance of publication 

31 
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of adverse performance figures. These conditions resulted in an insufficient pool of 

capable, qualified, and prepared replacements (Hargreaves & Fink, 2004). 

A national study of superintendents found that 60% of the superintendents said 

their districts face shortages of qualified principal candidates (Cusick, 2003). In a 

National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) survey, 50% of the 

districts surveyed reported shortages of qualified principal candidates at all educational 

levels in rural, suburban, and urban schools (Quinn, 2002). Hartle and Thomas (2004) 

characterized the shortage as a leader crisis. They stated that the falling numbers of 

applicants for school leadership posts will diminish the available talent pool from which 

future leaders may be drawn. They go on to state that the crisis will be exacerbated by the 

retirement increase among senior and middle leaders. 

A Policy Brief by the Wallace Foundation suggests that the crisis is growing due 

to a projected increase in educational administration positions and a projected large-scale 

retirement of school leaders (Mitgang, 2003; NCSL, 2002). The brief further suggests 

that, despite recruitment problems of high growth regions and some individual schools, 

the crisis is not in candidate availability but rather in candidate willingness to accept 

inadequate incentives to accept positions in the neediest schools with the most difficult 

working conditions, counterproductive hiring practices, and regulatory hurdles. 

Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) concur that the rapid demographic turnover of 

leaders due to baby boomer retirement, and pressures of standardized reform, and 

demand for rapid improvement in under-performing schools, is creating instability and 

non-sustainability in school leadership. The NASSP 2002 survey attributed the shortage 
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and recruitment failure to "increased job stress, inadequate school funding, balancing 

school management with instructional leadership, and new curriculum standards. 

Principals are responsible for educating an increasingly diverse student population, 

shouldering responsibility that once belonged at home or in the community, and then 

facing possible termination if their schools don't show instant results" (Quinn, 2002, p. 

1). 

In " School Leadership in Georgia" ( Georgia Partnership for Excellence in 

Education: Education Policy Planner, 2008 -2009 edition), the Georgia Partnership for 

Excellence in Education, in cooperation with the Georgia School Boards Association, 

calls for states, universities, and districts to form partnerships for recruiting, preparing, 

and supporting a sufficient high-quality pool of potential school leaders to meet current 

and projected district school needs during the current principal and superintendent 

shortages. 

In an issue analysis, (Georgia Public Policy Foundation, 2006), Deb Page, 

Executive Director of Georgia's Leadership Institute for School Improvement, states that 

a set of conditions is converging in Georgia that may challenge the state's ability to get 

and keep enough school leaders with the right skills and expertise. She emphasizes the 

critical role school leadership fills in meeting the demands of state educational reform as 

well as the No Child Left Behind legislation, in the midst of baby boomer retirement, the 

increasing decline of veteran principals, and rising expectations and changing conditions 

in schools. Page cites 2005 and 2006 Georgia's Leadership Institute for School 
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Improvement reports that state Georgia school superintendents view securing quality 

assistant principal and principal candidates as a daunting task. 

In 2006, the Georgia General Assembly passed House Bill 468. According to a 

report in the School Leadership section of the Georgia Education Policy Primer (2008-

2009 edition), the bill established the Georgia High Performance Principals Grant which 

was designed to attract successful principals to schools in need of improvement. Under 

the grant, High Performance Principals from within and outside Georgia (Georgia 

Partnership for Excellence in Education: Education Policy Planner 2008 - 2009 edition) 

are eligible for salary supplements of $15,000 if they agree to transfer to middle and high 

schools classified as "Needs Improvement." The supplement may extend for two 

additional years. In 2006, 127 Georgia principals were identified as High Performance. 

Only two elected to transfer to a Needs Improvement school. In 2007, 110 were 

identified. Only one elected to move to a Needs Improvement school. 

An analysis by the Center on Reinventing Public Education at the University of 

Washington puts forth that many human resource professionals interpret the demand for 

improved quality in leadership as a call for more experience in the field of education. 

Because more experience means increased age applicants, this contributes to the problem 

of loss due to retirement (Roza, 2003). 

Data demonstrating the aging of leadership candidates as shrinking the pool of 

qualified applicants for principal positions while human resource directors hold longevity 

of experience as a hiring and placement criteria, is an area of concern that compounds the 

shortage problem (Mitgang, 2003). The preceding studies bring attention to the 
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importance of developing research-based data that go beyond probing the area of 

principal recruitment and extend into the area of principal placement. 

This shortage leaves district leaders with the challenge of recruiting, training, 

selecting, and determining the best placement of principal candidates. This is a daunting 

task because research-based studies show the principal plays a critical role in increasing 

student achievement and school performance. Increasing responsibility, demands to 

increase accountability, and changing conditions led to a shortage of willing, high 

qualified and prepared candidates to fill the many principal vacancies left by early 

retirement and the retirement of baby boomers. 

The Task Force on the Principalship report (2000) states that principals mainly 

stick with what they know, straining to juggle the multiplying accountability, expanding 

diversity, record enrollments, and staff shortfalls. The demands placed on principals have 

changed, but the profession has not changed to meet those demands; the tension is 

starting to show. At the same time, school districts report a shortage of qualified 

candidates for the job. The need for school administrators will increase by 10 to 20% in 

the next 5 years, according to the U. S. Department of Labor. The conflict between the 

rapidly expanding job demands and a shrinking pool of qualified candidates may lead to a 

leadership crisis. 

The preceding studies bring attention to the importance of developing research-

based data that go beyond probing the area of principal recruitment and extend into the 

area of principal placement and longevity. 
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The Principals' Role in Student Achievement 

School systems are increasingly giving attention to the study of the relationship 

between principal leadership and student outcomes. There are many factors affecting this 

trend, including increasing accountability, the availability of fewer dollars, parental and 

labor market demands, technological advances, public school alternatives, and changing 

school environments (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Task Force on the Principalship, 2000). 

A meta-analysis of 30 years of research of the effect of leadership on student 

achievement concluded there is a substantial relationship between leadership and student 

achievement (Marzano et al., 2003). 

Hallinger and Heck (1996) contend that the influence of principals on student 

achievement is indirect in nature but a powerful one. According to their 1996 "Review of 

Empirical Research," their study compiled 15 years of research on how principals impact 

their schools. Principals, the study shows, influence school performance by shaping 

school goals, direction, structure, and organizational and social networks. Further, 

successful principal leadership guides the school policies, procedures, and practices that 

contribute directly to student learning. Hallinger and Heck stated that educational 

policymakers have been inclined to believe that principal leadership is critical to the 

academic achievement of students (1996). 

The principal's role as instructional leader and the effect of the principal on 

student learning can not be overemphasized (Cotton, 2003). Research on school 

effectiveness has also shown the importance of strong administrative leadership among 

factors in student learning (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmunds, 1979). 
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According to researchers Hausman and Sperry (2000), principals are critical to the 

development and maintenance of effective schools. They concluded that ideal principals 

must be prepared to face a world of decentralized school structures, increasing and 

changing environmental boundaries and roles, less homogeneous schools, closer contact 

with stakeholders, and a market-driven view of education. They must be negotiators of 

the environment, focus on their interpersonal skills, read and adjust to their environment, 

understand and cope with far-ranging issues, be politically astute, be prepared to adjust 

their leadership styles, and be ethically grounded (Hausman & Sperry, 2000). 

The function of the principal in sustaining a schoolwide purpose of focusing on 

student learning is empirically supported. On a general level, the most empirically sound 

studies conclude that principal leadership that makes a difference targets internal school 

processes directly linked to student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). 

In a 2002 study, Karen DeMoss, upon the examination of the role principals play 

in mediating the context of high-stakes testing, found that principals' philosophies about 

their staff and roles as leaders were related to schools' long-term achievement gains. In 

addition, the data suggested that the ways principals framed how their schools would 

respond to the testing environment was responsible for the school's test performance. 

The Task Force on the Principalship (2000), a School Leadership for the 21st 

Century Initiative, states that principals can make a difference. The report also stated that, 

without strong leaders, schools have little chance of meeting any other challenge. For the 

past century, principals mostly were expected to comply with district-level edicts, address 

personnel issues, order supplies, balance program budgets, keep hallways and 
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playgrounds safe, put out fires that threatened tranquil public relations, and make sure 

that busing and meal services were operating smoothly. Principals still need to do all 

those things. 

In the Task Force on the Principalship (2000) members of the task force agreed 

that the top priority of the principalship must be leadership for learning. This century's 

schools require principals whose role will be defined in terms of instructional leadership, 

community leadership, and visionary leadership. The report emphasizes that leadership 

for student learning is the priority that connects and encompasses all three roles. 

Crow et al. (2002) addressed the role of the principal, suggesting that principals' 

activities must evolve as schools do and that principals must become change agents 

motivating teachers to learn as they ensure professional development is valued and meets 

teacher and student needs. It further postulates the need for principals to be oriented 

toward shared decision-making related to student learning, to be the central figures in 

school accountability, and, as instructional leaders, to incorporate empirical data in 

curricular and instructional decisions. In addition, they must find solutions to the 

challenges of increased accountability. 

On an international level, school principals are increasingly held accountable for 

educational quality. It is believed that students' success or failure is determined by the 

way a school is run. Some research findings indicate that the principal's role should 

include having high expectations for teachers and student achievement, the supervising of 

teachers, coordination of the curriculum, emphasis on basic skills, and the monitoring of 

student progress (Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). School leadership has become an 
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international priority in education policy, playing a key role in improving school 

outcomes by influencing the motivations and capacities of teachers and the school 

climate and environment. The role of effective school leadership is an imperative part of 

improving efficiency and equity in schools, while at the same time expectations for 

school leaders are changing (Pont, Nusche, & Hopkins, 2008). 

As studies reflect the increasingly critical role principals play in improving 

teaching and learning, it is apparent that today's principals must serve as leaders for 

student learning. Their role includes having a knowledge of academic content and 

pedagogical techniques, having the ability to work with teachers in strengthening skills, 

being adept at collecting, analyzing, and applying data, and having the motivational 

ability to rally students, teachers, and parents, local health and social service agencies, 

youth development groups, local businesses, and other community residents and partners 

around the common goal of raising student performance. They must also have the ability 

to exercise autonomy and authority to pursue these strategies. The role of the principal is 

central. It includes effectively leading a community of teachers, learners, and other 

school community members (Task Force on the Principalship, 2000). 

A fall 2007 University Council for Education Policy Brief (Young, Fuller, 

Brewer, Carpenter, & Mansfield, 2007) addressed the principal's role in creating a 

positive school environment characterized by high expectations for students and teachers. 

Recruiting and retaining high quality teachers are important aspects of the leadership role 

of principals in impacting student learning as well. 



The Principal as Instructional and Transformational Leader 

Anderson (2008) reported that tasks of school principals are multifaceted and 

complex. Principals form the link between the school, parents, the community, and the 

central educational bureaucracy. They supervise teachers, maintain facilities, secure and 

manage resources, attempt to resolve conflicts, and supervise recordkeeping. They are 

often caught between expectations of their role by school district administrators, who see 

them as part of the hierarchy, and by teachers, who want to trust in them as one of 

themselves. The complexity of the leadership roles of principals has generated a large 

body of school effectiveness literature based on three key roles: (1) instructional 

leadership, (2) organizer of the school community and manager of interpersonal 

relationships, and (3) resource provider or maintenance manager. 

Two of the most empirically researched leadership conceptual models for the role 

of the principal are instructional leadership and transformational leadership (Hallinger, 

2003). Instructional leadership focuses on the role of the principal in coordinating, 

controlling, supervising, and developing curriculum and instruction in the school, 

providing strong directive leadership. This type of leadership requires charisma and 

expertise. Task Force 2000 on the Principalship reported that the instructional leader is 

focused upon setting goals to improve student academic outcomes. Instructional leaders 

are also viewed as culture builders (Hallinger, 2003). The transformational leader uses 

influence and their relationship with followers to inspire them to embrace the vision, 

mission and goals of the organization (Marks & Printy, 2003). In addition, 

transformational leaders collaborate with their followers to focus upon finding and 
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solving problems that will help the organization improve its performance (Hallinger, 

2003). 

The Principal as the Instructional Leader 

Nothing in the principal's role is more important for ensuring successful student 

learning than effective instructional leadership. School principals who focus on a vision 

for their schools nurture the leadership capabilities of their teachers (Hallinger & Heck, 

1996). 

A primary role for school principals is leading instructional efforts in a school 

(Stronge et al., 2008). Effective principals monitor the implementation of curriculum 

standards to ensure they are taught (Schmoker, 2006). Task Force 2000 the Principalship 

reported that instructional leadership focuses on strengthening teaching and learning, 

professional development, data-driven decision-making, and accountability. 

This result is consistent with Heck (1992), who found that the amount of time 

principals spent in classrooms and the quality of their feedback to teachers were 

important predicators of school achievement in a different cultural context. The sum of 

these variables suggests that effective principals may be better able to develop and clarify 

school goals, communicate those goals to others, and translate the goals into effective 

instructional strategies to improve outcomes. 

Another important finding from Heck's study (1992), reported cautiously because 

of the limited sample of schools available, is that new elementary and high school 

principals did not employ a type of instructional leadership that differed from the pattern 

of principals in other low- or high-achieving schools. The sample of schools having new 
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principals was classified with almost perfect accuracy using the same classificatory set of 

instructional leadership variables. There are several possible interpretations of this result 

that challenge researchers to map clearly the interrelationship among the environmental 

context, school culture, and important school processes, such as the exercise of principal 

leadership. For example, the finding may suggest that good schools get good principals, 

while poor schools get poor principals. That is, district administrators, school staff, and 

parents may know how to select principals for high-achieving schools. Another 

possibility is that because a school is high-achieving, the principal's actions may be 

perceived as having positive leadership qualities. A final observation may be that new 

principals have difficulty changing poor schools because of the necessity of reshaping the 

existing normative structure. 

An implication of Heck's 1992 study is that the achievement context of the 

school may influence the leadership actions of new principals. This finding is consistent 

with research on leader succession and socialization, suggesting that new leaders in 

organizations may encounter problems with trying to change existing norms of behavior 

(Hart, 1991; Ogawa, 1991). Instead, they tend to adjust to the existing norms. In an 

earlier study of principal succession, for example, Rowan and Denk (1984) found that 

changes in principals produced primarily short term achievement gains, which were also 

moderated by community socioeconomic status. If that finding is confirmed by further 

research, the problems of reforming low-achieving schools may extend beyond merely 

changing principals, and it may be too much to assume that one person can reshape these 

schools in a lasting manner (Louis & Miles, 1990; Pitner & Hocevar, 1987). As Hart 
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(1991) suggests, with demands for more creative leadership from principals and for 

school improvement, researchers need to expand inquiry into deliberate strategies to 

promote increased outcomes during succession when expectations for change are high. 

Recent demands for accountability and increased public control of school policy

making underscore both the need and the challenge to develop and implement objective 

systems for evaluating the principal's contribution to overall school effectiveness. 

Everything principals do: establishing a vision, setting goals, managing staff, rallying the 

community, creating effective learning environments, building support systems for 

students, and guiding instruction, must be in service of student learning. 

The Principal as Transformational Leader 

Transformational leadership focuses on developing the organization's capacity to 

innovate. Rather than focusing specifically in direct coordination, control, and 

supervision of curriculum and instruction, transformational leadership seeks to build the 

organization's capacity to select its purposes and to support the development of changes 

to practices of teaching and learning (Hallinger, 2003). Transformational leadership can 

also be viewed as distributed in that it focuses on developing a shared vision and shared 

commitment to school change. A model of transformational leadership created by 

Leithwood et al. (2004) has eight components: individualized support, shared goals, 

vision, intellectual stimulation, culture building, rewards, high expectations, and 

modeling. 

Transformational principals are better at supporting staff, providing recognition, 

knowing problems of the school, being approachable, following through, seeking new 



ideas, and spending considerable time developing human resources (Hallinger, 2003; 

Leithwood, 1994). This type of leadership has an impact on teachers' perceptions of 

school conditions, their commitment to change, and the organizational learning that takes 

place (Fullan, 2003). With respect to outcomes, transformational leadership had an 

influence on teachers' perceptions of progress with implementing reform initiatives as 

well as their perceptions of increases in student outcomes (Hallinger, 2003). One of the 

major impediments to effective school leadership is trying to carry the burden alone. 

Lambert (2002) contends that the days of lone instructional leaders are over. Principals 

need to tap the expertise of teacher leaders in their schools in order to enhance 

improvement efforts and results (Marks & Printy, 2003). Wise principals understand that 

they cannot reach instructional goals alone (Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). Highly successful 

principals develop and count on the expertise of teacher leaders to improve school 

effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 2004). Schools that work have leadership that provides 

meaningful staff development (Marzano et al., 2005). This staff development can help 

build the leadership capacity of teachers. 

Transformational leaders see the value of distribution of responsibility and 

leadership. This distributed leadership style clarifies that leadership in practice is almost 

always distributed among administrators, teachers, and even staff, rather than held solely 

by the principal (Spillane et al., 2002). In addition, Arrowsmith (2004) stated that the 

concept of distributed leaderships clarifies that patterns of leadership can take many 

forms. This concept has been used largely to describe the relative balance of decision

making power between administrators on one hand and teachers on the other. 
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Hartle (2004), in his Hay research report, identified three key elements needed 

for distributed leadership school climate. They are: 

1. Consult - staff views are solicited and staff are informed about school-wide 

plans 

2. Delegate - staff are held responsible for areas of responsibility where they 

have discretion 

3. Facilitate - staff are actively supported in making an impact on the wider 

school. Ideas from every level are taken up. 

Instructional leadership can be transformational (Marks & Printy, 2003). The 

study demonstrates the effectiveness of integrated leadership, both transformational and 

instructional, in eliciting the instructional leadership of teachers for improving school 

performance. When the principal elicits high levels of commitment and professionalism 

from teachers and works interactively with teachers in shared instructional leadership 

capacity, schools have the benefit of integrated leadership. They become an organization 

that learns and performs at high levels. 

In the book, Principals and Student Achievement: What the Research Says, 

Cotton (2003), found that principals of high-performing schools were found to have the 

following traits: focus on student learning, vision and goals focused on high levels of 

student learning, high expectations for student learning which result in high levels of 

student learning, interaction and relationships, role model, school culture, instruction and 

accountability, use of student data for program improvement, classroom observation and 



46 

feedback to teachers, norm of continuous improvement, safe and orderly school 

environment, monitoring student progress, and sharing findings. 

Principal Selection and Fit 

According to Schlueter and Walker (2008) accountability for student performance 

rests on the shoulders of building principals, making it necessary for principals to be 

agents of change who must make significant changes. Understanding principals as the 

critical players in affecting student achievement makes it crucial that districts hire leaders 

who understand change and who can initiate and manage significant change in order to 

create environments in which all students can be successful. Even though the recruitment 

and selection of building level administrators involve numerous real-world decisions in 

organizational contexts (Schlueter & Walker, 2008), there is little in the literature on how 

and why building level administrators are recruited and selected for particular positions. 

Recruiting and selecting school leaders is one of the most important tasks facing 

school districts (Schlueter & Walker, 2008). Taking a structured and thoughtful approach 

can increase a district's chances of hiring a quality principal. A lack of clearly defined 

criteria is reported to be one of the primary reasons that school districts do not hire the 

best candidates for positions. Schlueter and Walker (2008) found that research studies 

described a variety of characteristics sought in a principal candidate. 

The most desirable principal candidates possessed human relation skills, 

demonstrated instructional leadership, had experience, and portrayed a sense of "fit" with 

the district. Rather than using criteria, some districts rely on a feel of fit in determining 

which candidates to choose for positions (Baltzell & Dentler, 1983; Baron, 1990). Local 
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Candidate fit (Baron, 1990) was determined as having compatible goals, values, and 

philosophy to those of the local system. The superintendent determined how well the 

candidate would be accepted by the constituents of the local system in order to function 

effectively. Baron suggests the political fit may refer to selecting a candidate who "fits 

in" regardless of the academic background and professional abilities, and that "who you 

are" may be more important than "how well you perform" (Baron, 1990, p.6). 

If districts are intent on making change and making a difference for children, 

more must be done during the hiring process. A major finding conducted by Baltzell and 

Dentler (1983) showed that, given the many competing aims involved in any appointment 

decision and the fact that educational leadership is difficult to define and measure, "fit" 

or "image" often come to dominate the selection criteria. Once candidates meet the 

criteria of state certification and a few years teaching/ administrative experience, they 

generally compete on the basis of their fit to pervasive local values and customary ways 

of behaving. "Fit" often seems to be expressed through physical appearance and social 

manner. 

Schlueter and Walker (2008) noted several resources identifying criteria or 

characteristics available to district personnel charged with hiring principals. These 

sources include McEwan's (2003) traits, Cotton's (2003) leadership behaviors, and Mid-

Continent Research for Education and Learning's (McREL) Balanced Leadership 

Framework (2003), and the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, (ISLLC) 

Standards, 1996. 
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The ISLLC Standards were designed for multiple purposes: preparing pre-service 

administrators, licensing administrators, mentoring new administrators, professionally 

developing administrators, and evaluating administrators (Murphy, 2005). These 

standards could be used to help create criteria in the hiring of administrators. The 

researchers conclude that districts intent on making change and a difference for children 

must take a structured and thoughtful approach to hiring a quality principal. 

Principal Longevity and Succession Planning 

Succession planning is a neglected topic in research, policy, or practice (Fullan, 

2003). Fullan went on to state that researchers should investigate the optimum conditions 

for successful succession as well as focus on new leaders and startups. He contended that 

selecting leaders should be in terms of their capacity to create the conditions under which 

other leaders will flourish, leaving a continuing effect beyond their term. In this sense, 

the main mark of successful leaders is not their effect on the bottom line of profit or 

student achievement in the short run, but rather how many effective leaders there are in 

the organization at the end of their longevity. As Collins (2001) found in his study, good-

to-great leaders "channel ambition into the company, not the self; [and set] up 

successors] for even greater success in the next generation" (p. 36). 

Leader succession produced a naturally occurring set of events that provided an 

excellent basis for researchers to assess the administrator effects on school performance 

(Miskel & Cosgrove, 1985). They also found that, in addition to the selection process and 

the source of the successor, the frequency with which an organization replaces its leaders 
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should be considered. The frequency of organizational succession may be based on past 

performance or longstanding. 

Miskel and Cosgrove's review of the literature found that regardless of the reason 

for succession, high rates of succession may influence the development of an 

authoritarian, task-oriented leadership style (Gordon & Rosen, 1981). Moreover, Eitzen 

and Yetman (1972) found a curvilinear relationship between longevity and organizational 

effectiveness. That is, as the length of time in the position increased, coaches experienced 

increased effectiveness for a period followed by decreased performance. This changing 

effectiveness can be explained by the following: once individuals have been successful, 

they are taken for granted; they rest on previous accomplishments; or they become 

complacent. When decline begins, shifts to new positions may rejuvenate enthusiasm, 

enabling the individuals to prove themselves once again. 

Also included in a literature review by Rowan and Denk (1983) was an interesting 

observation made by relating socioeconomic factors, achievement levels, and succession 

in schools. They used proportions of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 

as an indicator of the socioeconomic composition of schools. Succession events were 

found to result in decreased academic performance when AFDC proportions were low 

and increased achievement when proportions of AFDC students were high. Changes in 

basic skills performance were not evident until the second year of a successor's longevity. 

Explanations for the finding include the following: a strong mandate to improve scores 

on basic skills in low SES schools, ease of modifying instructional practices in these 
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schools, and classroom changes that affect low SES students to a greater extent than other 

students. 

Rhodes and Brundrett (2005) state that little attention has been paid to leadership 

succession as a means of impacting school improvement through the supply of talented 

individuals capable of acting strategically, given the position of the school on its own 

improvement continuum. They concluded that the importance of leadership talent 

identification, development and retention in securing future school leaders and the 

process of leadership succession within schools has been neglected. Succession planning 

can offer either continuity or discontinuity with school improvement efforts (Hargreaves, 

2005). 

Rhodes and Brundrett (2005) concluded that if the apparent uncertain approaches 

to succession and succession planning indicated in this study are translated to other 

schools and other sectors of education, there is a strong need to establish better 

conceptual and practical understandings of succession and succession planning as a basis 

for improved leadership in the United Kingdom. 

From their definition Hargreaves and Fink (2003) suggest seven principles of 

sustainable leadership from the Spencer study about leadership sustainability. These 

principles include: 

1. Create and preserve sustaining learning. 

2. Secure success over time. 

3. Sustain the leadership of others. 

4. Address issues of social justice. 
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5. Provide intrinsic rewards and extrinsic incentives that attract and retain the 

best and brightest of the leadership pool. 

6. Provide time and opportunity for leaders to network, learn from and support 

each other, as well as coach and mentor their successors. 

7. Develop environmental diversity and capacity and undertake activist 

engagement with the environment. 

Hargreaves and Fink (2003) found during their Spencer study that leaders develop 

sustainability by how they approach, commit to, and protect deep learning in their 

schools. Other factors include how they sustain themselves and others around them to 

promote and support that learning and how they are able to encourage and sustain 

themselves so they can persist with their vision and avoid burning out. Additionally, 

leaders develop sustainability by how they ensure longevity of the improvements they 

bring about, especially after they have gone, how they consider the impact of their 

leadership on schools around them, how they promote and perpetuate ecological diversity 

rather than standardized prescription in teaching and learning within their schools, and 

how they pursue activists engagement with their environment. 

An Earley and Weindling (2007) study centered on the question, "Does it really 

matter how long head teachers serve?" The response to this question largely depends on 

whether or not there is a negative relationship between length of longevity and levels of 

performance. There has been very little research into this key question. They included in 

their review of the literature a study of school effectiveness in 50 primary schools in 

London , undertaken by Mortimore and colleagues in the early 1980s (Mortimore et al., 
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1988). They suggested that primary head teachers in mid-term (3 -7 years) tended to 

have the most positive impact on their schools. A correlation (but not causation) was 

found between effectiveness and primary head teachers' length of service. However, no 

details were given about the strength significance of the correlation. 

Early and Weindling's (2007) body of work focused on a long timeframe to see 

all the stages or phases of development of secondary head teachers (principals). The 

career stages of head teachers are as follows: 

1. Stage 0 - Preparation prior to headship 

The NFER head teacher said they learned about headship throughout 

their career, from both good and bad head teacher role models, but 

they particularly stressed their experiences as deputies which provided 

them with a wide variety of experience, a period as acting head 

teacher, and working with head teacher who delegated and saw deputy 

headship as a preparation for headship. 

2. Stage 1 - Entry and encounter (first months) 

The first few days and weeks are critical periods when the new head 

teacher's notions of headship meet the reality of a particular school. It 

is a time of 'surprise' and the importance of sense-making is 

highlighted as organizational socialization begins and the new head 

teacher attempts to develop a cognitive map of the complexities of the 

situation, the people, the problems, and the school culture. 

3. Stage 2 - Taking hold (three to 12 months) 
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The newcomer strives to establish himself (Gabarro, 1987) and new 

head teachers begin to challenge the taken-for-granted nature of the 

school introducing a number of organizational changes. They develop 

a deeper understanding and their diagnosis of key issues during this 

stage is used to decide priorities. This is also part of the 'honeymoon 

period', when staff is more lenient and open to change. In the NFER 

study all new head teachers had such a period. The length of time 

varied from about a term to a year. It was often ended suddenly by 

negative staff reaction to an action of the new head teacher such as an 

internal appointment. 

4. Stage 3 - Reshaping (second year) 

After a year in post, most head teachers feel more confident. They had 

experience a complete annual cycle of school events and have learned 

about the strengths and weaknesses of the staff. The seeds planted in 

the previous stage produce the implementation of major changes to 

reshape the school. This is the period of major change. 

5. Stage 4 - Refinement (years 3 to 4) 

After two years many of the structural changes are in place. But during 

this stage further curriculum changes are introduced and a number of 

refinements made. Previous innovations are fine-tuned and head 

teachers feel they were 'hitting their stride'. 

6. Stage 5 Consolidation (years 5 to 7) 
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After about five years a period of consolidation seems to occur. Head 

teachers have introduced most of their planned changes. However, in 

the NFER study this was affected by the introduction of a plethora of 

legislative and external change. These unanticipated changes, as 

Gabarro (1987) similarly found, require attention as their impact may 

affect the school during any of the stages. 

7. Stage 6 - Plateau (years 8 and onwards) 

The NFER head teachers suggest that about seven years in one school 

is sufficient to see through a cohort of pupils and to have initiated most 

of the changes they want. About a third of the head teachers feel they 

reach a plateau after 10 years but that this was far less likely if they 

move to a second headship. Those in their second headship moved 

back to Stage 1. Motivating head teachers who stay in one school until 

the end of their career can be a problem, though many of the NFER 

head teachers say they still enjoy their work and, despite the changes 

to the role, still consider it to be the 'best job in education' (pp. 74-76). 

John Howson (2004) conducted a study for the National Center of School Leaders 

(NCSL) that attempted to investigate the relationship between head teacher length of 

service and school performance and assessment (Performance and Assessment-PANDA) 

grades (the latter refer to grades given to schools by OFSTED inspectors and relate to 

their performance, particularly in relation to pupil attainment). Historically almost all 

head teachers are appointed on open-ended contracts. Very few head teachers throughout 
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the period studied have been appointed on fixed-term contracts. Head teachers leave their 

posts for a variety of reasons, including pay and location but the most common reason 

remains retirement. 

Howson (2003) found that schools that scored highly on their PANDA grades (A* 

and A) had the greatest percentage of head teachers that remained in post in excess of six 

years. The A*/A rated schools also had the smallest percentage with 0-3 years of service 

by a head teacher at the same school. In contrast, the E*/E category, had the smallest 

percentage of schools with head teachers having a length of service of 6+ years in the 

same school and the largest percentage of head teachers who remain in post for less than 

3 years. 

There are many factors that may affect a head teacher's length of service at any 

one school. School performance is but one (Earley & Weindling, 2007; Howson, 2003). 

Fidler and Atton (2004) suggest the notion of offering head teachers fixed 

contracts of five but no more than ten years at a school. They contend it is not in the long 

term interest of schools, or head teachers, themselves, to be in the same post for long 

periods. Fixed-term contracts therefore may be required to facilitate greater movement. 

Fidler and Atton advocate this for two main reasons: 

(1) The short-term needs of the school may not be the same as the long-term needs. 

Head teachers therefore have to be capable of adapting or the fit between the school 

and the headteacher begins to deteriorate. 

(2) Head teachers need a change from time to time to refresh and recharge, to look 

at the school with fresh eyes, to be remotivated, and so forth. Research evidence 



suggests a change of school can be very beneficial. Not spending too long in any 

one headship is partly a matter of expectations. Currently in small primary 

schools there is an expectation that head teachers will move, often for the 

purposes of promotion. Fidler and Atton (2004) suggest there should be an 

expectation that head teachers do not spend all their working life in one school. 

They concluded there is a case for reconsidering the idea of fixed-term contracts 

for head teachers as a method of normalizing for head teachers and school the 

process of periodic rotation. Any fixed term contract would need to be a 

considerable one since schools need a lengthy commitment and deep seated 

educational change is slow. However, the period cannot be too long if it is to 

facilitate movement. One possibility is to have a period of 5 years which can, by 

mutual consent, be renewed once to make a 10 year period, but not normally 

longer than that (Fidler & Atton, 2004). Fixed-term contracts are commonly 

found in the corporate or business worlds but there are few educational examples. 

In parts of the USA, Canada, and Australia, the School District appoints its 

principals for short periods (3 -5 years) and reallocates them to other schools as it 

sees fit. The notion of a shelf life for school leaders and the relationship between 

length of longevity and workplace performance is clearly in need of further 

research. For the benefit of future generations of learners it is necessary to ensure 

schools are well led and managed. 

Research conducted by Fink and Brayman (2006) on principal succession is in 

direct support of that of Earley and Weindling (2007). Fink and Brayman disagree with 
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frequent rotation of principals. They acknowledge that the accelerating turnover of 

principals is due in part to the aging of the baby boom generation, principals' mobility, 

and the pressures of the standardization agenda. They determined that the practice of 

predictably frequent principal succession must be brought into question. Assigning the 

longest principal tenures, more than 5 years to schools that have just begun to achieve 

significant schoolwide success to ensure that improvement efforts endure should be 

explored. In their study of Ontario schools, Fink and Brayman found that rapid and 

frequent principal turnover created significant barriers to educational changes, 

undermined school improvement efforts, and also led to teachers and parents resisting 

and ignoring improvement efforts of the new principal. These difficulties threaten the 

sustainability of school improvement efforts and undermine the capacity of incoming and 

outgoing principals to lead their schools. This in turn caused school improvement efforts 

to rise under one principal and fall under the next, resulting in the limited ability of the 

school to sustain deep learning experiences (2006). 

Schools that are achieving significant success should have principals assigned for 

tenure beyond 5 years to avoid the regression of progress (Fink & Brayman, 2006). To 

successfully sustain improvement efforts of the school and support the transition into 

their roles and responsibilities, new principals need time to access the inbound 

knowledge, professional development and the outbound knowledge of their predecessors. 

This would give them the knowledge and training needed to gain the trust of the staff and 

insight into the cultures, politics and norms of their new school. Analysis of change in 

leadership over time has not only revealed a lot about leadership succession but also 



58 

highlighted changes in leaders themselves (Fink & Brayman, 2006). They found that due 

to frequent rotation, principals have come to be perceived as "being more like anonymous 

managers than distinctive leaders. They are less visible around the school, seem more 

attentive to the system's agenda and their own careers rather than the needs of the 

students and teachers, and are more of a passing presence in the school than a lasting 

influence on its development" (p. 86) Thoughtful, well-planned succession planning 

helps sustain school improvement by providing lead time, developing shared 

understanding and commitment among faculty through meaningful communication. It 

also harmonizes the new principal's inbound knowledge with outbound knowledge of the 

exiting principal. 

Fink and Brayman (2006) found that leaders during the past 7 or 8 years were 

perceived as being more like managers than leaders. To sustain school improvement 

efforts, Fink and Brayman concluded that principals who are achieving success with 

improvements should be encouraged and allowed to stay longer in their schools to embed 

the improvements into the school's culture and to commit to grooming inside leadership 

successors in schools that have a record of high performance and improvement. They also 

recommend that all schools have a leadership succession plan that should be an integral 

and mandatory part of its school improvement plan (2006). Succession plans should 

attend to the composition and development of the entire leadership team in a school to 

ensure that successful succession will be shared and distributed responsibility 

(Hargreaves & Fink, 2003). 
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In their study, Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) noted that all schools show how 

leaders are now typically changing schools fewer than every 5 years before they can 

become accepted leaders. Principals rotate through schools and teachers endure, waiting 

their leaders out, ensuring that unplanned continuity and discontinuity will be the 

consequence of most succession events and that teacher resistance to change will become 

entrenched (Macmillan, 2000). 

Hargeaves and Goodson, 2006 state that successions are generally planned poorly 

and attribute poor succession to the kind of knowledge that principals and systems use 

during the succession process. The researchers drew on the work of Wenger (1998), who 

identified that three kinds of knowledge are drawn on during the succession process. 

Inbound knowledge is the knowledge a leader has of a particular school in order to 

change it, make one's mark on it, or turn it around. Insider knowledge is the knowledge 

one gains from becoming trusted and accepted. Outbound knowledge is the knowledge 

needed to preserve past successes, keep improvement going, and leave a legacy after one 

has left. 

Succession should be more than a thoughtful attempt to create sustainable 

improvement that stretches beyond individual leaders. One of the most critically 

significant and emotional events in the life of a school that is most likely to bring about a 

sizable shift in direction is the change of leadership. Throughout the 3 decades 

encompassed by their study, Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) found that leadership 

successions are critical events that call for careful management in order to create 

sustainable improvements that go beyond the individual leader (Hargrove, 2006). 
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Succession Planning Policies 

White et al. (2006) found that due to the retirement of baby boomers, it will 

become necessary for districts to attract not just younger candidates to the job, but also 

candidates in suitable quantities of a variety of ages. By doing this, depth of experience 

and length of service can be made more valued, achievable, and sustainable. They found 

that very little attention has been paid to succession and rotation issues of leadership and 

the plans, policies, and procedures that underpin decisions relating to principal succession 

and rotation. They also found that the review of literature on the topic of principal 

succession and rotation is relatively sparse in terms of principal rotation/succession. The 

only study that looks at principal succession from an individual and institutional 

perspective is Hargreaves et al. (2003) which examines specific school districts that 

initiate a change of principals involved in change and teachers who experience changes in 

leadership. 

Succession as defined by White et al. (2006) is the process in any organization 

that marks the departure of one leader and the entry of his or her successor. They found 

frequent succession leads to poor performance results. Successful succession depends on 

the view that succession is a process and will occur given time and eventuality. This 

research supported the work of Macmillan who suggests; "... the policy of regularly 

rotating principals within a system is a flawed one, perhaps fatally so. When leadership 

succession is regular and routine, teachers are likely to "build resilient cultures which 

inoculate them against the effects of succession" (Macmillan, 2000, p. 68). Macmillan 
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acknowledges that, while routine rotations of principals may help their professional 

development, these same rotations may impede improvement efforts in the school. 

The researchers examine structures and processes that school boards have in place 

that are directly related to principal rotation and /or succession. Their study investigated 

plans, policies and procedures that three school boards located in Ontario, Eastern 

Canada and the USA employed in terms of secondary principal rotation/succession. The 

study also explored implications of these plans, policies, and procedures for the 

sustainability of school improvement in the local, national, and international leadership 

pool. Principals and school systems are the major focus of this study in order to identify 

how exemplary practices in principal succession look. Their three case studies include 

four models of rotation/succession: 

• Bureaucratically rotational model rationalized through tradition, history and 

policy in which rotation occurs regularly at pre-set intervals. 

• Existentially rotational model, which incorporates expectations of movement in 

the absence of precise time periods. 

• Internal, non-rotational model, whereby most appointments are made internally 

to the board although there is little or no expectation of, or pressure for rotation. 

Small boards may provide examples of this model. 

• Open market model, in which the board is open to both internal and external 

succession, from within and without the field of education. 

A report by the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development 

entitled School Leadership Matters in OCED Countries (2007) stated the length of 
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tenure/longevity in the position can have a strong influence in the type of training 

provided to principals. The report also stated that school leadership is a policy issue 

because evidence shows that: 

• Principals have an indirect impact on schooling outcomes. 

• Principals are important for school reform. 

• Pressing issues are present regarding attracting, training, and developing good 

leaders as well as replacing existing ones. 

• There are shortages of high -qualified school leader candidates across countries, 

either for retirement reasons or for the lack of attractiveness to the position. 

The issue is critical because the need is occurring at a time when there are rising 

expectations of schools and schooling (knowledge economy, globalization, migration, 

greater accountability for schools and principals, and changing systems and school 

environments decentralization and autonomy). 

Their study also identified the consequences of principal rotation/succession 

policies for the sustainability of school improvement, educational change, and standards-

based reform locally in Ontario. It looked at the experience and impact of leadership 

succession, at individual and at school levels. White et al. (2006) found that principal 

rotation and succession issues are part of a much larger set of issues that encompass the 

entire process of principal recruitment, induction, interviewing and ongoing support. 

While districts are looking for a sustainable resource in the form of principal transfer and 

related policies, there seems to be no single plan that encompasses every eventuality. 

Issues with creating a sustainable resource include attempting to recruit teachers into 
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leadership positions, ensuring those who are recruited or who self-identify have values 

compatible with the position, and trying to provide a significant interview process. 

Induction programs, mentoring programs and professional development programs also 

require further development. 

There is a need for those making decisions regarding principal rotation and 

succession to be responsive to skills that aspiring candidates bring with them into 

administration, to professional development and support, and finally to those skills and 

insights with which retiring administrators will leave. White el at. (2006) contend that an 

important component to the development of a sustainable resource is to avoid changing 

all members of the administrative team at one time in order to benefit from insider 

knowledge, incoming knowledge, and outgoing knowledge at the same time. 

Districts may find it useful to fit the job to the principal rather than attempting to 

fit the principal to the job (White et al., 2006). This may alleviate a number of current 

stresses on the position itself. Succession planning, which includes identifying, recruiting, 

training, grooming and matching individuals to specific jobs, needs to be seriously 

reconsidered in light of succession management practices which tend to create a system-

wide culture of forward-looking abilities and expertise, representing a pool of talent from 

which successors can more easily be drawn. 

An important aspect of any cohesive, coherent and integrated policy relates to 

timing. This policy analysis process relating to principal succession and rotation can be a 

year-round process, rather than being triggered by a transfer request. The policy is 

dynamic in that it is always in a recognizable phase at any given point of the school year. 



In this way, school districts can develop a process of developing sustainable resources 

through developing a pool of sustainable recruits who can be sorted to determine the best 

fit for the school district, the school and the individual, and a supportive district-wide 

environment in which those individuals and the district can flourish. 

The development of a policy model that is capable of encompassing the depth and 

breadth of the entire principal transfer process, including principal recruitment, induction, 

interviewing and ongoing support has been recommended by White et al. (2006). The 

study's conceptual framework consists of three phases or stages of policy development; 

the Pre-placement Phase, the Placement Phase and the Post-placement Phase. They 

recommend that all districts may benefit by incorporating effective succession planning 

policies in the matrix of school board responsibilities. 

A 2003 report from the National Center for School Leaders (NCSL) stated that 

effective leadership succession planning ensures that there is a leadership pipeline which 

maintains a continual supply of leaders to all levels of the organization. Most successful 

organizations have a clear strategic succession objectives and plans. The development of 

leaders for future needs calls on two processes: a leadership succession process which 

identifies and develops individuals for leadership posts, and a leadership development 

process which provides development activities for specific individuals at different levels 

within the organization. 

The report also stated that though there is no one-size-fits-all in leadership 

identification, development and succession practices; each requires a systematic and 

creative approach. If leadership succession planning is to be of value, it must be linked to 
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the strategy of the organization. It is critical to the schools' and school system's long-

term success. The report found that: 

Leadership succession planning is based upon a clearly defined framework 

of leadership qualities. This is essential because (a) they offer some 

certainty from a macro- organizational perspective that the development of 

a leadership cadre is being aligned to future organizational needs (b) 

they form the basic building blocks for all organizational initiatives that 

are implemented to improve the leadership talent pool (c) they provide a 

level of clarity to individuals that is sufficient to enable well-informed 

personal development and career decisions (d) they unify the foundation 

for integrating the full range of processes that will ensure a high quality 

leadership talent pool (NCSL, 2003, p. 7). 

Included in this researcher's literature review is a study of succession planning of 

non-public school organizations conducted by Ann Caldwell. Caldwell (2007), in her 

working paper for the University Centers for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities 

(UCEDD), reviewed the literature on elements of effective succession planning. She 

reviewed the succession models used in higher education, corporate, association, and 

non- profit arenas. Included in her review was a strategy explored by Conger and Fulmer 

(2003) in Developing Your Leadership Pipeline, an article which presents leadership 

development strategies used by several Fortune 500 corporations including Eli Lilly, 

Bank of America, and Dow Chemical. Key concepts concerning the choice and 

cultivation of future leaders are presented, and the authors suggest that the strongest 
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leadership benches are developed when succession management—a combination of 

succession planning and leadership development—is strategized and implemented at all 

organizational levels. Leadership development is a process that occurs over time, using 

multiple methods and approaches that vary according to the organizational culture, 

mission, individual interests, and support and resource systems in place. Conger and 

Fulmer determined that effective succession management happens when corporations 

adopt a talent finding mindset that occurs when corporate leaders make time for in-depth 

talent assessment, there is a process in place that differentiates between strong and weak 

performers, high-potential managers are identified and challenging assignments are given 

to inexperienced but high-potential managers. The guidelines for building a leadership 

pipeline are: focus on development, identify linchpin positions, make it transparent, and 

measure progress regularly. 

Caldwell's (2007) review concluded the following: (a) transition planning, which 

includes methods and steps to move toward new leadership, must be engaged in 

thoughtfully; (b) institutional memory—the collection of facts, concepts, experiences, 

skills, and ideology necessary either to perform or provide context for the work—must be 

conveyed to new leaders; (c) relationships, both institutional and personal, that are 

important to performance success must be maintained as leadership changes. 

Anderson (2008) found only a weak relationship between principals' teaching 

experience and school outcomes, but Andrews and Soder (1987) found no relation 

between them. The only element of the principal's training and experience that had a 

strong positive relation to school outcomes in the study is how long he or she had served 



as principal of the school, though total years of experience as principal had no 

statistically significant association with achievement scores. These results are supported 

in a study conducted by Chrisman (2005). In determining characteristics of schools 

participating in California's Immediate Intervention for Underperforming Schools, 

Chrisman (2005) found that schools with sustained success had principals who had been 

there for at least 3 years. Principals' longevity may be an indirect indication of 

harmonious relationships within a school, a hypothesis supported by Griffith's (1999) 

research. It may also take time for a principal to get to know the school community and 

build the necessary relationships to be effective. 

The successful schools in the study, as opposed to the unsuccessful ones, more 

often had the same principal for the previous 3 years. Principals from successful schools 

believed that their previous experience in high-performing schools helped them hold 

higher expectations for students in their state improvement program schools. Principals 

stated that few colleagues, however, voluntarily sought principal positions at such 

schools. The findings suggest that central administrations that frequently shift principals 

from school to school may be undermining principals' effectiveness. Thus, when the 

principal has been at the school for a longer period of time, student achievement tends to 

be higher. 

The Need for Succession Planning in Georgia 

Deb Page, the executive director of Georgia's Leadership Institute for School 

Improvement, stated that at the current rate of attrition, Georgia school systems must 

grow their own leaders at a rate to replace 20-25% of their school leaders each year. The 
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coming wave of baby-boomer retirements may predictably increase attrition as the high 

percentage of current school leaders retire. School systems must actively plan for and 

manage teacher transition to leadership and leader succession in alignment with teacher 

development and recruitment (Page, 2006). 

Overview of the Targeted District and the Results Based Evaluation System 

The overview of the targeted district, the RBES instrument and the leadership 

preparation program is based upon the district's 2006 SACS CASI narrative and 

description. The large urban school district in this study is the largest school district in 

Georgia based on student enrollment with a population of approximately 157,000 in 

2008, housed in 111 schools and special centers. Increases in enrollment continue at a 

significant rate. The national and ethnic diversity of the population has increased as well. 

Family educational backgrounds and socioeconomic levels of incoming students are from 

a wider range than at any previous period in the district's history. 

District executives use a strategic planning approach to leadership, having 

adopted vision, mission, and goals statements that have become the leadership focus. 

Administrators often refer to these statements when describing the essential functions of 

the district and the objectives they have been assigned to accomplish in their assignments. 

The pupil population pattern that has emerged is one in which no single ethnic 

group constitutes a majority and where an increasingly wide range of instructional and 

academic support programs are required to address a variety of student needs. Although 

this diverse population and supporting professional staff has some of the characteristics 



observed in urban school districts, the large urban school district is most accurately 

described as "large suburban." 

With successful academic and extra-curricular programs, talented certificated and 

support staff, and effective leadership at the district and school levels, the district enjoys a 

strong level of support from parents and community leaders and high expectations for 

student success that often accompany such support. 

The large urban school district developed an accountability system for improving 

schools called the Results-Based Evaluation System (RBES). It is the district's model for 

school improvement which was implemented in the 1997-1998 school year. The model 

outlines indicators to assess each school's effectiveness in raising student achievement 

and managing its core operations. The givens, or core principles, for RBES include; 

fairness, continuous improvement, identification of strengths and weakness, 

accountability and communication. 

The RBES tool measures school performance on the Weighted School 

Assessment, which includes student achievement, initiatives to improve student 

achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance. 

The Results-Based Evaluation System (RBES) was implemented to measure each 

school's progress in student achievement and to evaluate other processes that support a 

favorable learning environment. The RBES is designed using a value-added approach 

that uses individual achievement benchmarks for schools that are based on the 

achievement of similar schools throughout Georgia and the nation. 
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The RBES is a method for setting expectations and defining accountability, a tool 

for building a high-performance culture and a system for evaluating the effectiveness of 

schools under the school board's Theory of Action to Improve Student Achievement. 

Through the Results-Based Evaluation System (RBES), the performance of individual 

schools and the system at large is continually assessed. The evaluation of school 

administrators is primarily based on measures of student achievement data after the 

administrator has completed an initial three-year induction period. During the novice 

period, more traditional management expectations are emphasized, but the primary 

emphasis following induction is student test scores in the core academic areas. 

Each year school achievement results are summarized with the RBES process. 

The superintendent and central office support staff review each school's performance, 

pinpointing strengths and opportunities for improvement. District performance results 

and areas of needed improvement are communicated to the school board on an annual 

basis. 

Additionally, schools seek feedback from key audiences. Each year, parents, 

students, and staff are asked to complete the Student, Teacher and Parent RBES 

Perception Surveys that ask critical questions related to school safety, climate and student 

learning, school improvement, and effectiveness. Information regarding the surveys is 

shared with local school councils and is used to update local school plans for 

improvement. In addition, information from the surveys is combined with other 

school/teacher/student data and assessment results on the RBES Weighted School 
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Assessment and is shared with parents and staff via the school accountability reports. 

These reports also are available online. 

Support of each school's RBES efforts is a system wide initiative. The office of 

Research and Accountability assembles comparison profiles for each school in the form 

of the RBES electronic notebooks. The profiles compare each school in the large urban 

district to benchmark standards based on data from two dozen exemplary schools which 

share common demographic and socioeconomic factors. The profiles also allow 

principals to look at local school data, cluster and area data, as well as individual student 

data. These profiles are the primary evaluation tool for schools as it allows school leaders 

to look at actual results compared to predicted results on local, state, and national 

standards. 

Local School Plans for Improvement (LSPIs) are developed annually and reflect 

the results indicated in the district strategic plan update. The LSPIs are aligned with the 

district vision, mission, goals, and strategic plan. The components of the program 

include: Goals and Rationale, Baseline Data, Indicators of Success, Measurement 

Method/Tools, Implementation Plans, Results, and Conclusions. 

Teachers use this tool to analyze their school achievement data, and based on this 

analysis of areas of need, plan their annual RBES goals. School administrators use a 

district-developed student achievement database in the same way to focus their annual 

school goals for RBES, detailed in their Local School Plan for Improvement. The RBES 

requires that system leadership meet with each school principal and leadership teams to 

review progress from the previous year's results and determine efficacy of action plans to 
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meet goals. Based on interviews, the LSPI plan is modified as needed to focus efforts on 

the instructional and management practices that work best for the school's student 

population and faculty. 

According to a policy in the targeted district, all certified personnel are required to 

participate in a minimum of 20 hours of professional learning directly related to 

pedagogical instructional strategies which leads to professional growth. The professional 

learning should support the LSPI goals. All classified personnel participate in a minimum 

of 20 hours of job appropriate professional learning as well, which leads to professional 

growth. Professional learning opportunities are developed based on the districts' and 

local schools' student achievement data, and other indicators of performance. 

Principals in the large urban district are given the flexibility to best meet the 

individual school's needs, which is viewed as an important strength. The district's 

accountability system and business and human resources processes assess how schools 

use human and financial resources to impact student learning. 

Succession Planning: The District Leadership Preparation Program 

Within the last decade, the changing environment of the district has been reflected 

in changes to the strategic plan. Of immediate concern to district executives is the large 

number of new and additional school administrators that must be employed each year to 

staff new schools and to replace experienced administrators who retire. Although the 

change in leadership due to retirement is a national issue, the fact that other districts are 

dealing with similar issues helps reduce the pool of available candidates who are 

prepared to become the next generation leaders. This situation is expected to exist for 
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several years, and as the assessment data of the study clearly revealed, the concern that 

came from this situation was a major reason to initiate a new program to prepare the next 

generation of school leaders. 

Between the school years 2007 and 2012, 43 principals and 88 assistant principals 

will be needed to fill vacancies due to growth and retirements of administrators, as shown 

in Table 4. Principal vacancies by levels are as follows: 26 elementary principals (9 due 

to growth and 17 due to retirements); 9 middle school principals (4 due to growth and 5 

due to retirements) and 7 high school principals (2 due to growth and 5 due to 

retirements). 

Table 4 

Five-Year Summary of Projected Administrator Vacancies 
in a Targeted School District 2007 -2012 

Years Principals Assistant Principal 

0 7 - 0 8 12 23 

0 8 - 0 9 7 20 

0 9 - 1 0 16 22 

10-11 4 10 

11-12 4 13 

Total 43 88 

Growth 15 55 

Retirement 28 33 
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In December of 2006, the large urban school district launched its district 

leadership preparation program, featuring a curriculum designed specifically for aspiring 

principals. The district leadership reparation program was established by the targeted 

district executives in 2007 to prepare future principals to positively impact student 

achievement. This leadership program, along with a mentoring program for new 

principals, helps prepare and support new school-based leaders. 

The first district leadership preparation program cohort began studies in January 

2007 with 37 participants and concluded in December of that year. Admission to the 

program was through a participant application and staff review process. Criteria for 

admission included at least 2 years experience as an assistant principal and current 

employment in that role; a recommendation by the school principal under which the 

applicant is employed, and additional criteria such as successful teaching and 

administrative performance, credibility with peers and supervisors, and demonstrated 

potential to become a principal. A second cohort began the program in March 2008 with 

26 participants and concluded in December 2008. The admission process for the 2008 

cohort was augmented by the addition of a skills assessment component. 

Rationale 

Through interviews with executives, the assessment project collected data on the 

reasons behind the creation of the district leadership preparation program. The 

CEO/superintendent and staff realized that new policies were needed for recruitment, 

selection, and induction of administrators. District executives were also concerned that 
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with the exit of many administrators at the school and central office, the district culture, 

would be negatively impacted and that the expected loss of organizational memory would 

result in declining student success and less support from the community. 

The target school district has used more than one form of a preparation program 

for aspiring school leaders in the past 2 decades, especially assistant principals, but 

district leaders recognized that new education, development, and training programs were 

necessary to prepare those individuals to move from the assistant position to the top 

school leader assignment and achieve immediate success. A principal in the district is 

expected to lead from the first day of appointment. For these reasons, the district 

leadership preparation program was developed by the targeted large urban school district 

to prepare principals for successful leadership in district schools. 

Components 

The 2007 Academy program consisted of class work in seven curriculum areas, or 

strands; small group work on projects and case studies; and a Performance-Based Team 

Activity. The 2007 strands were: 

1. Foundations of GCPS Leadership (Roles, Responsibilities and Expectations 

for GCPS Leaders). 

2. Curriculum, Assessment, and Instruction 

3. Human Resources and Evaluation 

4. Budgeting and Finance 

5. Community and Public Relations 

6. Operations Management 
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7. Information Management 

Instruction was provided by the CEO/Superintendent and selected members of his 

cabinet. Instructional methods included the use of PowerPoint presentations, lectures, 

guided tours, guest presenters with special expertise, and panels of experienced 

principals, participant discussion groups, case studies and simulations. 

The 2008 Academy was restructured significantly, expanding from seven to nine 

strands primarily achieved through the division of some of the 2007 strands and adding a 

residency requirement for those program participants who were not already serving in 

principal positions. Following graduation from the program, those individuals who are 

appointed to principal positions are assigned mentors to assist them during the induction 

phase of their new positions. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter highlights the research methodology and procedures used in this 

study. It also includes the purpose of the study, population, instrumentation, methods, 

procedures, data collection and analysis. 

The purpose of the study was to determine if there is a relationship between 

principal longevity and school performance as determined by one large urban school 

district's measurement tool, the Results Based Evaluation System's Weighted School 

Assessment, (WSA) and criteria used to evaluate school performance: student 

achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school 

management, and overall school performance. 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 

The research was guided by the following questions: 

1. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) 

and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? The statistical analysis 

was a correlation calculated between principal longevity (years in the current 

school) and school performance. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and school performance. 

77 
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2. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (years in the target district) and school performance. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and school 

performance. 

3. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? 

The statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (total years experience in all locations) and school performance. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

school performance. 

4. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? The statistical 

analysis was a correlation calculated between principal longevity (years at 

the current school) and student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and student 

achievement. 
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5. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (years in the target district) and student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and student 

achievement. 

6. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (total years experience in all locations) and student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

student achievement. 

7. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the 

RBES? The statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and initiatives to improve 

student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. 
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8. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the 

RBES? The statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between 

principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to improve 

student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. 

9. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and initiatives to improve student achievement as 

measured by the RBES? The statistical analysis was a correlation 

calculated between principal longevity (total years experience in all 

locations) and initiatives to improve student achievement. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

initiatives to improve student achievement. 

10. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (years at the current school) and customer satisfaction. 
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Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and customer 

satisfaction. 

11. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (years in the target district) and customer satisfaction. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and customer 

satisfaction. 

12. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (total years experience in all locations) and customer 

satisfaction. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

customer satisfaction. 

13. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and school management as measured by the RBES? The statistical 

analysis was a correlation calculated between principal longevity (years at 

the current school) and school management. 
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Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and school 

management. 

14. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and school management as measured by the RBES? The statistical 

analysis was a correlation calculated between principal longevity (years in 

the target district) and school management. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and school 

management. 

15. Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and school management as measured by the RBES? The 

statistical analysis was a correlation calculated between principal 

longevity (total years experience in all locations) and school management. 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

school management. 

The unit of analysis in this study was the school. 

Research Design 

The proposed study was conducted using a non- experimental, quantitative 

correlation design. The predictor was principal longevity (three components) and 

criteria within the WSA used to evaluate school performance: student 
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achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, 

school management, and overall school performance (total score on WSA). 

Population and Sample 

The target population for the study was 106 schools and their principals in 

a large urban school district serving over 152, 839 students in the 2006-2007 

school year. The sample for the study included schools whose students met the 

full academic year requirements and followed a traditional educational curriculum 

and structure. The large urban district only produces RBES documents for those 

schools which meet these criteria. Ninety-eight schools met the criteria. The 

sample size included 63 elementary schools, 20 middle schools and 15 high 

schools. Eight schools did not meet the criteria and were excluded from this 

study. 

Participants 

Principal longevity data were obtained from principals leading the schools 

included in the sample. The sample size included 98 principals from 63 

elementary, 20 middle schools and 15 high schools. Due to the nature of principal 

longevity data collection, the number of principals included in each analysis 

varied. Data analyses were conducted using schools who met the criteria and 

whose principals had acquired at least one year longevity. 

For the purpose of this study principal longevity was calculated at three 

different locations; at a particular school in the district, at any school in the 

district, at any school in any district. As a result, each predictor has a different 
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sample size. Principal longevity at a particular school had a sample size of 98; 3 

principals were excluded because in 2006-2007 they had not acquired any 

longevity. Seventy-two principals had principal longevity at any school in the 

district. Twenty-six principals were excluded because there was a 2 year delay in 

the questionnaire administered to principals. Due to this delay, some of the 

principals who responded did not have principal longevity at any school in the 

district in 2006-2007. Seventy-four principals have longevity at any school in any 

district. Twenty-four principals were excluded from the study due to the same 

data collection delay. 

Instrumentation 

The Results Based Evaluation System's Weighted School Assessment (see 

Appendices A, B and C) was the instrument used to assess school performance in 

the large urban school district. The overall school performance score and four 

subtotal scores on the assessment were used to determine if there is a relationship 

between principal longevity and school performance. Overall school performance 

was measured by the total score on each school's Weighted School Assessment. 

The total score was composed of the following four subcategories of school 

performance: student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, 

customer satisfaction, and school management. 

The student achievement component of the overall school performance 

criterion on the Weighted School Assessment evaluates the school performance 

on local, No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and National/ World Standards. These 



85 

components equal 70% of the WSA total score. The local standard section uses a 

district designed test administered to 4th , 7th and 10th grade students to measure 

mastery of the local curriculum. The NCLB standards measure the percentage of 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) indicators achieved. The National /World Class 

standards measure school performance on national norm- referenced tests. 

The remaining 30% of the overall school performance WSA score is 

composed of initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, 

and school management. The initiatives to improve student achievement measure 

the strength of the school's plans to impact student achievement. The customer 

satisfaction component measures the school's staff and parent perceptions. School 

management measures the school's effectiveness with procedures and operations. 

This instrument has content validity based on collaboration between 

district research office leaders and district level administrators. The executive 

director of Research and Evaluation and co-developer of the Results Based 

Evaluation System, stated: 

The validity of the large urban school district's RBES Weighted School 

Assessment (WSA) is founded primarily on the face validity provided by 

the CEO/Superintendent, Chief Academic Officer, Associate and Area 

Superintendents, and principals. It is this group of senior organizational 

leaders that has developed and refined the WSA indicators of school 

performance over the last decade. Note that "school performance" is the 

construct being measured by the WSA, and that the indicators are both 
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varied and weighted to reflect organizational values. These values include: 

accountability, fairness, and continuous quality improvement through the 

identification of strengths and weaknesses, and communication concerning 

the extent to which the school is successful in achieving its teaching and 

learning mission" (Personal interview, February 18, 2009). 

The Weighted School Assessment has internal consistency reliability. 

Given that the measures of school performance on the WS A differ by school 

level, the reliability for the WS A total score was calculated separately for each 

school level. The reliability for elementary school was cc=.71. The reliability for 

middle school was a= .68. The reliability for high school was a= .79. 

Determining Principal Longevity 

Principals were given a questionnaire that asked them to provide the 

numbers of years they had been a principal as of the 2006-2007 school year. 

Principals provided responses for each of the components of principal longevity: 

years experience at the current school in the district, years experience in the 

targeted district, total years experience in all locations. The questionnaire was 

distributed by email to all principals during the winter of 2009 (See Appendix A). 

The response rate was 89.4%. 

Data Collection 

The researcher used historical data from the 2006-2007 school year, 

obtained from the Research and Evaluation Office where the data are stored on 

their server. The data are currently stored in a format supported by SPSS 
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software. School performance data were obtained from the WSA form. Principal 

longevity data at a particular school were obtained from the School ID file. The 

school ID file is stored in a format that is supported by SPSS. It contains that 

current schools year's information as well as one prior school year. The type of 

information included is school name, principal name, the number of years as 

principal at that school, the geographical area they to which they are assigned, the 

year the school opened and the school free and reduced lunch percentages (as a 

way to identify poverty). The remaining two components of principal longevity 

and questions that would identify responses to "at any school in the district" and 

"at any school in any district," were collected from a questionnaire. 

Data Analysis 

The researcher used SPSS software to perform Pearson Correlations. The 

researcher's position in the large urban school district provided knowledge of the 

RBES data. For the purpose of this study, all data were kept confidential but not 

anonymous. School and principal names were not used. The researcher quantified 

principal longevity to the quarter year. For each hypothesis, the researcher 

calculated the relationship between the variables using a Pearson r with 

significance established at the level ofp< .05. 

Reporting the Data 

The researcher reported the data using graphs and tables followed by 

narratives. The researcher addressed each research question individually. 
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Limitations 

The following limitations may provide restrictions to the interpretation of 

findings of the study. 

1. Correlational studies do not identify principal longevity as a causal factor 

on school performance. They only provide the strength of a relationship. A 

correlation analysis would not be appropriate for tracking performance 

over time. Instead, a trend analysis would be more appropriate. Interest in 

these topics could be extensions of the current research or future 

independent research studies. The most important limitation is the use of 

correlation design. A correlation provides the strength of a relationship, it 

does not identify principal longevity as an influencing factor on school 

performance, nor will it determine the degree of impact principal 

longevity has on school performance. 

2. The use of the WSA limits the study to one large urban school district. At 

the time of the study, only one school district in the state of Georgia 

utilized the school performance evaluation tool used in this study. This 

makes direct comparisons with other school districts impossible. Other 

districts may utilize the same or develop similar evaluation tools in the 

future, making comparisons possible. 

3. This study does not allow for the generalization of results to other school 

districts. The inability to generalize this research to districts outside of the 

large urban school district is a limitation. 
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4. Principal succession is a limitation due to 11 principals retiring, thus 

eliminating 11 additional schools' WSA scores and principal longevity 

data. 

5. Growth in the large urban school district limits the span of time for 

principal longevity at a particular school due to many schools opening. Six 

new schools opened between the availability of the most recent WSA data 

and this study. 

6. Of the large urban school district's 106 schools in 2006 -2007, only 98 

schools met the WSA criteria. Eight of 106 schools are nontraditional 

schools and the district did not evaluate those schools. 

7. There is a year delay between WSA and principal longevity data 

collection. The school performance from 2006-07 is evaluated in the fall 

of 2007-08 using the 2006-07 WSA. Because of the delay, the number of 

schools included in the analyses for "years at the current school" may be 

different than the number of schools included for "years in the targeted 

district" and "experience in all locations." The principal responsible for 

the results may not be the principal in the 2007-08 school year. 

Delimitations 

The self-imposed boundaries that delimit the scope of this study are: 

1. The study will be limited to analyses of one school year, 2006-2007. 
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2. The determination of principal longevity was made by principal self-

reporting of years of experience in the current school, in the targeted 

district and total years experience as a principal in all locations. 

These delimitations were intentionally chosen to make the current research 

manageable and statistically sound. 

Statement of the Problem 

Increased federal, state, and district accountability to improve school 

performance has placed a high value on the role, responsibilities, and expectations 

of the local school principal (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Kaplan, Owings, & 

Nunnery, 2005). In an accountability culture, schools with significant obstacles 

and poor performance need a strong leader to take the reins. The focus on the 

critical role of the principal to increase school performance comes at a time when 

the number of principals reaching retirement age is increasing. 

The large numbers of retirees and other challenges to establishing an 

applicant pool have created a shortage in the number of qualified principal 

candidates (Noor, 2008; GPSC, 2007; Page 2006). Districts are faced with the 

challenge of filling these positions with new principals or reassigning veteran 

principals. New principals possess the benefit of recent knowledge on leadership 

theory. Veteran principals possess the benefit of having put leadership theory into 

action. Determining a best fit for principal-school assignment typically includes 

discussion of the candidates' knowledge and leadership skills (Winter et al., 

2007). 
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However, one factor that is overlooked by the research when considering 

reassignment of veteran principals is longevity. According to Earley & Weindling 

(2007), principal skills develop over time. In this study the researcher attempts to 

assess the existence and strength of a relationship between principal longevity and 

overall school performance, as well as four school performance measures in one 

large urban school district. 

Significance of the Study 

Findings of the study may provide superintendents, district level leaders, 

and human resource directors of large urban school districts with additional 

knowledge about the use of principal longevity and its relationship to school 

performance when appointing principals. Identifying specific school performance 

measures may be beneficial to large urban school districts when selecting 

candidates to address specific school needs or challenges. Creators of leadership 

development programs may use the findings as additional information to include 

as they develop principal preparation programs. 

Summary 

This chapter focused on the methodology used to conduct a non-

experimental, quantitative correlation design. A Pearson correlation was run to 

determine the existence and strength of a relationship between the predictor of 

principal longevity (three components) and the criterion of overall school 

performance (total WSA score) as measured by student achievement, initiatives to 

improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, and school management. The 
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limitations and delimitations of the study were listed. The findings based on the 

fifteen research questions and null hypotheses are the focus of Chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents findings associated with the relationship between principal 

longevity and school performance as measured by criteria used to evaluate student 

achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school 

management, and overall school performance. Also included are analyses of data 

gathered relative to the hypotheses listed in the study. The purpose of the research was to 

explore the possible existence and strength of the relationships between principal 

longevity and overall school performance as measured by RBES WSA scores. Indicators 

include student achievement, initiative to improve student achievement, customer 

satisfaction, and school management. This chapter is organized as follows: (a) descriptive 

analysis of the data collection, (b) data analysis, (c) research questions and null 

hypothesis results, (d) findings, and (e) summary. 

Descriptive Statistics and Data Collection 

Descriptive analyses on the predictors' years at the current school, years in the 

target district, and total years in all locations were calculated. Years at the current school 

had a range between less than 1 full year and 19 years with a mean of 3.7 years. This 

predictor was positively skewed by the large number of principals, n = 74, having less 

than five years at the current school as shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Principal Longevity - Years in the Current School 

Frequency Percent 

Up to 1 full year 

1 full year to less than 5 full years 

5 full years to less than 10 full years 

10 full years to less than 15 full years 

15 full years and more 

25 

49 

19 

4 

1 

25.5 

50.0 

19.4 

4.1 

1.0 

Years in the target district had a range between less than 1 full year and 25 years 

with a mean of 5.7 years. This predictor was positively skewed by the majority of 

principals, n = 42, having less than 5 years in the district as shown in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Principal Longevity - Years in the Target District 

Frequency Percent 

No Response 

Up to 1 full year 

1 full year to less than 5 full years 

5 full years to less than 10 full years 

10 full years to less than 15 full years 

15 full years and more 

26 

17 

25 

18 

6 

6 

26.5 

17.3 

25.5 

18.4 

6.1 

6.1 



Total years in all locations had a range between less than 1 full year and 25 years with a 

mean of 6.4 years. This predictor was slightly positively skewed by the majority of 

principals, n= 39, having less than 6 total years in all locations as shown in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Principal Longevity - Total Experience in All Locations 

Frequency Percent 

No Response 

Up to 1 full year 

1 full year to less than 5 full years 

5 full years to less than 10 full years 

10 full years to less than 15 full years 

15 full years and more 

24 

15 

24 

19 

8 

8 

24.5 

15.3 

24.5 

19.4 

8.2 

8.2 

Table 8 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables included in the 

analyses. This includes the number of principals in each area of longevity and the five 

measured criteria of school performance. 
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Table 8 

Descriptive Statistics 

Principal Longevity 

Years in the Current School 

Years in the Target District 

Total Experience in All Locations 

Total WSA Score 

Student Achievement 

Initiatives to Improve Student 

Achievement 

Customer Satisfaction 

School Management 

N 

98 

72 

74 

98 

98 

98 

98 

98 

Range 

19.00 

24.50 

24.50 

41.52 

39.25 

4.00 

2.69 

4.00 

Mean 

3.67 

5.69 

6.41 

75.23 

49.58 

10.14 

7.64 

7.86 

Standard 
Deviation 

2.85 

5.41 

5.73 

9.10 

8.37 

1.21 

.56 

.57 

Variance 

8.12 

29.32 

32.87 

82.90 

70.09 

1.46 

0.32 

0.33 

Findings, Hypothesis Testing and Data Analysis Results 

This study investigated the relationship between principal longevity and school 

performance as measured by student achievement, initiatives to improve student 

achievement, customer satisfaction, school management and overall school performance. 

SPSS 16.0 was used to analyze the data related to each research question and null 

hypotheses in the study. A Pearson correlation was calculated to address each of the 
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research questions. The Pearson correlation reported significance at the 0.01 level (2-

tailed) or at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Research Questions and Null Hypotheses Results 

Results are grouped and reported in five criteria sections (Student Achievement, 

Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement, Customer Satisfaction, School Management, 

and Overall School Performance) with each of the three levels of principal longevity 

(years at the current school, years in the target district, and years in all locations) 

addressed. In each criterion section the research question, null hypothesis, and finding are 

presented. 

Total WSA Score 

RQ 1 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and overall school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and overall school 

performance. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 9) - The analysis using Pearson's correlation, 

r(98) = .14, p = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null hypothesis 

and conclude that there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and overall school 

performance (total WSA score on the RBES). 

RQ 2 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and overall school performance (total WSA score on the RBES)? 
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Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and overall school 

performance. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 9) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (72) = .28, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and overall school 

performance (total WSA score on the RBES). There was a small, positive 

relationship between principal longevity (years in the target district) and 

school performance (total WSA score on the RBES). 

RQ 3 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and overall school performance (total WSA score on the 

RBES)? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

overall school performance. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 9) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (74) = .34, p < .01, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

overall school performance (total WSA score on the RBES). There was a 

medium, positive relationship between principal longevity (total years 
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experience in all locations) and overall school performance (total WSA 

score on the RBES). 

Table 9 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Analysis of Total Weighted School 
Assessment Score and Principal Longevity in Three Contexts 

Principal Longevity 

Total 

Weighted 
School Total 

Assessment Years in the Years in the Experience in 
Score Current School Target District All Locations 

Total Weighted 
School Assessment 
Score 

Years in the 
Current School 

Years In the Target 
District 

Total Experience in 
All Locations 

1 

.14 

.28* 

.34** 

.14 

1 

.61" 

.59** 

* 
.28 

** 
.61 

1 

.88** 

.34** 

.59** 

.88** 

1 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Student Achievement 

RQ 4 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? 
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Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and student 

achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 10)-The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (98) = . 12, p = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) and 

student achievement. 

RQ 5 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and student 

achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 10) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (72) = .24, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and student 

achievement. There was a small, positive relationship between principal 

longevity (years in the target district) and student achievement. 

RQ 6 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and student achievement as measured by the RBES? 
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Null Hypothesis -There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

student achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 10)-The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (74) = .32, p < .01, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years of experience in all locations) and 

student achievement. There was a medium, positive relationship between 

principal longevity (total years of experience in all locations) and student 

achievement. 

Table 10 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Analysis of Student Achievement and 
Principal Longevity in Three Contexts 

Student 
Achievement 

Years in the 
Current School 

Years In the 
Target District 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

Student 
Achievement 

1 

.12 

.24* 

.32** 

Principal Longevity 

Years in the Years in the 
Current School Target District 

.12 

1 

.61** 

.59** 

.24* 

.61** 

1 

** 
.88 

Total 
Experience in 
All Locations 

.32** 

.59** 

** 
.88 

1 

. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement 

RQ 7 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the 

RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results fsee Table 11) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (98) = . 12, p = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity (years at the current school) and 

initiatives to improve student achievement. 

RQ 8 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and initiatives to improve student achievement as measured by the 

RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to 

improve 

student achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 11") - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (72) = .27, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 
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between principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. There was a medium, positive relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and initiatives to 

improve student achievement. 

RQ 9 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and initiatives to improve student achievement as 

measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

initiatives to improve student achievement. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 11) -The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (74) = .25, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

initiatives to improve student achievement. There was a medium, positive 

relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in all 

locations) and initiatives to improve student achievement. 



Table 11 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Analysis of Initiatives to Improve 
Student Achievement and Principal Longevity in Three Contexts 

Principal Longevity 

Initiatives to 
Improve Student 
Achievement 

Years in the 
Current School 

Years In the 
Target District 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

Initiatives to 
Improve Student 

Achievement 

1 

.12 

.27 

* 
.25 

Years in the Years in the 
Current School Target District 

.12 

1 

.61** 

.59** 

.27* 

.61** 

1 

** 
.88 

Total 
Experience in 
All Locations 

.25* 

.59** 

.88 

1 

. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Customer Satisfaction 

RQ 10 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RJBES? 

Null Hypothesis - There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and customer 

satisfaction. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 12) - The analysis using Pearson's correlation, 
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r (98) = .16,/? = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null hypothesis 

and conclude that there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years at the current school) and customer satisfaction. 

RQ 11 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis - There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and customer 

satisfaction. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 12) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (72) = .27, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and customer 

satisfaction. There was a small, positive relationship between principal 

longevity (years in the target district) and customer satisfaction. 

RQ 12 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and customer satisfaction as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis - There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

customer satisfaction. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 12) - The analysis using Pearson's 

correlation, r (74) = .28, p < .05, led the researcher to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is a statistically significant relationship 
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between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

customer satisfaction. There was a small, positive relationship between 

principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and customer 

satisfaction. 

Table 12 
Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Analysis of Customer Satisfaction and 
Principal Longevity in Three Contexts 

Principal Longevity 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

Years in the 
Current School 

Years In the 
Target District 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

Customer 
Satisfaction 

1 

.16 

.27* 

.28* 

Years in the 
Current School 

.16 

1 

.61** 

.59" 

Years in the 
Target District 

.27* 

.61** 

1 

.88 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

.28* 

.59** 

.88** 

1 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

School Management 

RQ 13 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years at the current 

school) and school management as measured by the RBES? 
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Null Hypothesis - There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years at the current school) and school 

management. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 13) - The analysis using Pearson's correlation, 

r (98) = - .05,/? = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity (years in the current school) and 

school management. The relationship was negative. 

RQ 14 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (years in the target 

district) and school management as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis - There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (years in the target district) and school 

management. 

Null hypothesis test results (see Table 13) - The analysis using Pearson's correlation, 

r (72) = .06, p = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null hypothesis 

and conclude that there is no statistically significant relationship between 

principal longevity (years in the target district) and school management. 

RQ 15 Is there a relationship between principal longevity (total years experience 

in all locations) and school management as measured by the RBES? 

Null Hypothesis There will be no statistically significant relationship 

between principal longevity (total years experience in all locations) and 

school management. 
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Null hypothesis test results (see Table 13) - The analysis using Pearson's correlation, 

r (74) = - .00, p = n.s., led the researcher to fail to reject the null 

hypothesis and conclude that there is no statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity (total years experience in all 

locations) and school management. The relationship is negative. 

Table 13 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient Analysis of School Management and 
Principal Longevity in Three Contexts 

Principal Longevity 

School 
Management 

Years in the 
Current School 

Years In the 
Target District 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

Total Experience 
in All Locations 

School 
Management 

1 

-.05 

.06 

-.00 

-.00 

Years in the Years In the 
Current School Target District 

-.05 

1 

.61** 

.59" 

.59" 

.06 

.614" 

1 

*# 
.88 

3 f c * 

.88 

Total 
Experience in 
All Locations 

-.00 

** 
.593 

** 
.88 

1 

1 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Summary of the Findings 

This chapter provided a description of the findings of an investigation of 

relationships between principal longevity and school performance criteria as measured by 

the RBES WSA, which include student achievement, initiatives to improve student 

achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance. 

The findings in this summary are arranged by each predictor of principal longevity, 

followed by the results of the relationship in each school performance criterion. 

The study found no relationship between principal longevity predictor years 

experience in the current school year (2006 -2007) and school performance criteria which 

include student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer 

satisfaction, school management, and overall school performance as measured by the 

RBES WSA. The mean for the years experience in the current school for the 98 

principals was 3.6 years. 

There was a weak relationship between principal longevity predictor years of 

experience in the targeted district and four of the five criteria for school performance: 

overall school performance, student achievement, initiatives to improve student 

achievement, and customer satisfaction. There was no relationship between principal 

longevity predictor years of experience in the targeted district and school management. 

The mean for the years experience in the targeted school district for the 72 principals was 

5. 68 years. 

Similarly, there was a weak relationship between principal longevity predictor, 

total years experience as principal in any location, and four of the five criteria for school 
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performance: overall school performance, student achievement, initiatives to improve 

student achievement, and customer satisfaction. There was no relationship between 

principal longevity predictor years of experience in any location and school management. 

The mean for the years experience as principal in any location for the 74 principals was 

6.4 years. 

The analyses of the data found no large correlation between principal longevity in 

any of the three predictors and school performance as measured by any of the indicators 

on the Weighted School Assessment. Although no relationships were considerably 

strong, the majority were significant. Having lowp values for the correlation analyses 

means that the statistically significant relationships are not due to random activity 

between the variables/criteria. This provides some support for those relationships that 

exist even if weak. 

According to the analyses the strongest relationships, which are considered weak 

to moderate by typical research standards, are between principal longevity - total 

experience in all locations and Weighted School Assessment overall school performance 

total (r(74) = .34), student achievement subtotal (r (74) = .32), and customer satisfaction 

(r (74) = .28). All of those relationships were statistically significant at the .05 level. 

According to the analyses the weakest relationships were between the school 

management subtotal and all three contexts of principal longevity; years in the current 

school(r = -.05), years in the target district (r = .06) and total experience in all locations 

(r = -.00). The relationship for principal longevity, years in the current school and total 

experience in all locations was negative. None of these relationships were statistically 
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significant. This means that there is a likelihood that any effects due to these variables' 

interactions could occur at random. 

Based on the 2006 - 2007 Results Based Evaluation System instrument data and 

the three predictors of principal longevity, there were 9 statistically significant, though 

weak, relationships on school performance and no statistically significant relationships on 

6 school performance indicators. Of the 15 null hypothesis statements, 6 were supported. 

The conclusions, implications, and recommendations of these findings will be discussed 

in the following chapter, Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

This chapter is a summary of the study, discussion of the major research 

findings, conclusions and implications based on the findings, and recommendations 

based on the analysis of the data gathered in the study. The recommendations section 

provides suggestions for continuing inquiry into the relationship between principal 

longevity and school performance criteria which include student achievement, initiatives 

to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall 

school performance. 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship between principal 

longevity and school performance criteria which include student achievement, initiatives 

to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall 

school performance. There were 15 research questions and null hypotheses in this study. 

The study was completed using a non- experimental, quantitative correlation 

design. The predictor was principal longevity (three components) and the criteria were 

overall school performance (total score on the 2006 -2007 WSA), along with four 

subcategories measured on the WSA: student achievement, customer satisfaction, and 
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school management. Ninety-eight schools met the criteria for inclusion in the study. The 

sample size for the study included 98 principals, 63 elementary schools and principals, 

20 middle schools and principals, and 15 high schools and principals. Data analyses 

were conducted using schools that met the criteria and whose principals had acquired at 

least one year longevity. For the purpose of this study, principal longevity was 

calculated at three different locations: years at the current school in the district, years at 

any school in the targeted district, and total years at any location. 

Discussion of the Major Findings 

The findings from this study are organized and discussed by principal longevity 

relative to years in the current school, years of experience in the targeted district, and 

years of experience in any location followed by results of each of the five criteria for 

school performance. 

Principal Longevity and the Relationship between Overall School Performance and Five 

Criteria of School Performance 

Principal Longevity: Years in Current Schools 

The research questions that addressed years in current schools as predictors and 

their results are as follows: 

RQ1. Overall school performance - No statistically significant relationship r= . 14, p = 

n.s. Fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ4. Student achievement - No statistically significant relationship r=A2,p = n.s. 

Fail to reject the null hypothesis. 
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RQ7. Initiatives to improve student achievement - No statistically significant 

relationship r = . 12, p = n.s. Fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ10. Customer satisfaction - No statistically significant relationship r = .16, p =n.s. 

Fail to reject the null hypothesis 

RQ13. School management - Negative relationship r = -.05, p = n.s. Fail to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

The study found no statistically significant relationship between principal 

longevity relative to number of years experience in the current school (2006 -2007) and 

the five criteria for school performance: student achievement, initiatives to improve 

student achievement, customer satisfaction, school management, and overall school 

performance as measured by the RBES WSA. The number of years at the current school 

had a range between less than 1 full year and 19 years with a mean of 3.6 years. Of the 

98 principals 74 principals had less than 5 years at the current school. This finding is 

consistent with the findings from Earley and Weindling's (2007) career stages 0 - 4. As 

discussed in Chapter 2, these stages include the preparation prior to being appointed as 

principal through the first 3 to 4 years of the principalship. The stages focus upon how 

the principals, as newcomers, understand and learn about the school's social 

organization, school culture, its people, problems, and challenges. The first 3 to 4 years 

includes the honeymoon period and the principal beginning to set priorities. Stages 0-2 

include preparation for the job and getting established. Stages 3 and 4 cover years 2 

through 4 of the principalship when the seeds of change have been planted, changes are 
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in place, initiatives have been refined, and the principals begin to feel they are hitting 

their stride. 

This finding is also consistent with the study of Howson (2003) who found that 

the lower ratings on the student achievement Performance and Assessment (PANDA), 

the E*/E category, had the smallest percentage of schools with head teachers having a 

length of service of 6+ years in the same school and the largest percentage of head 

teachers (principals) who remain in post for less than 3 years. In their study, Hargreaves 

and Goodson (2006) noted all schools show how leaders are typically changing schools 

fewer than every 5 years before they can become accepted leaders. The findings are in 

contrast to the study by Fidler and Atton (2004) who suggested fixed-term contracts and 

appointments of principals for short periods (3 -5 years) and arbitrary reallocation to 

other schools. 

Principal Longevity: Years of Experience in the Targeted District 

The research questions that addressed years of experience in the targeted district 

as predictors and their results are as follows: 

RQ2. Overall school performance - Small, positive statistically significant relationship r 

= .28, p < .05 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ5. Student achievement - Small, positive statistically significant relationship r =. 

24, p <.05 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ8. Initiatives to improve student achievement - Medium, positive statistically 

significant relationship r = .21 p < .05 Reject the null hypothesis. 
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RQ11. Customer satisfaction - Small, positive statistically significant relationship r = 

.27, p < .05 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ14. School management - No statistically significant relationship r = .06, p = n.s. 

Fail to reject the null hypothesis. 

The findings of the study show there is a small, positive statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity relative to years of experience in the targeted 

district and four of the five criteria for school performance: overall school performance, 

student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, and customer 

satisfaction. There is no relationship between principal longevity relative to years of 

experience in the targeted district and school management. Principal years in the target 

district had a range between less than 1 full year and 25 years with a mean of 5.7 years. 

Of the 72 principals included in this predictor of longevity, 42 principals had less than 5 

years in the district. 

This finding is consistent with the study by Earley and Weindling (2007) who 

found that principals who described the career stage of principals as the consolidation 

stage (5 to7 years). The consolidation stage is when the head teachers had introduced 

most of their planned changes. Earley and Weindling, in their review of the literature, 

included a study of school effectiveness in 50 primary schools in London, undertaken by 

Mortimore and colleagues in the early 1980s ( Mortimore et al.., 1988), and suggested 

that primary head teachers in mid-term (i.e. 3 - 7 years) tended to have the most 

positive impact on their schools. 



117 

Principal Longevity: Years of Experience in Any Location 

The research questions that addressed years of experience in any location as 

predictors and their results are as follows: 

RQ3. Overall school performance - Medium, positive statistically significant 

relationship r = .34, p < .01 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ6. Student achievement - Medium, positive statistically significant relationship r = 

.32, p < .01 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ9. Initiatives to improve student achievement - Medium, positive statistically 

significant relationship r = .25, p < .05 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ12. Customer satisfaction - Medium, positive statistically significant relationship r =. 

28, p < .05 Reject the null hypothesis. 

RQ15. School management - Negative relationship r = -.00, p= n.s. Fail to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

The findings show there is a medium, positive statistically significant 

relationship between principal longevity relative to total years experience as principal in 

any location and four of the five criteria for school performance: overall school 

performance, student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, and 

customer satisfaction. There is no statistically significant relationship between principal 

longevity relative to years of experience in any location and school management. 

Principal longevity total years in all locations had a range of principal experience 

between less than 1 full year and 25 years with a mean of 6.4 years. 
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Of the 74 principals included in this predictor of longevity in any location, 39 

principals had less than 6 total years in all locations. The results support the suggestion 

that schools that are achieving significant success should have principals assigned for 

tenure beyond 5 years to avoid the regression of progress (Fink & Brayman, 2006). This 

is relevant based upon the research findings of Earley & Weindling (2007) regarding the 

career stages of consolidation (5 to 7 years experience in which the head teachers have 

introduced most of their planned changes) and the plateau stage (years 8 and onward in 

which the head teachers suggested that about 7 years in one school was sufficient to see 

through a cohort of pupils and to have initiated most of the changes they wanted). These 

findings also support the research of Howson ( 2003) who found that schools that 

scored highly on their PANDA grades (A* and A) had the greatest percentage of head 

teachers that remained in post for in excess of 6 years. The A*/A rated schools also had 

the smallest percentage with 0-3 years of service by a headteacher at the same school. 

Strongest Relationships 

The most statistically significant relationships which are considered small by 

typical research standards, are between principal longevity relative to total experience in 

all locations and Weighted School Assessment overall school performance total (r(74) = 

.34), student achievement subtotal (r(74) = .32), initiatives to improve student 

achievement subtotal (r(74)= .25) and customer satisfaction (r(74) = .28). These results 

support the research on the role of the principal as instructional leader. A primary role 

for school principals is leading instructional efforts in a school (Stronge et al., 2006). 

Effective principals monitor the implementation of curriculum standards to ensure they 
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are taught (Schmoker, 2006). Task Force 2000 reported that instructional leadership 

focuses on strengthening teaching and learning, professional development, data-driven 

decision-making, and accountability. The relationship between principal longevity and 

student achievement supports the importance of strong administrative leadership among 

factors in student learning (Brookover & Lezotte, 1977; Edmunds, 1979). 

The customer satisfaction results support the research on transformational 

leadership which can be viewed as distributed in that it focuses on developing a shared 

vision and shared commitment to school change. A model of transformational 

leadership created by Leithwood et al., (2000) has eight components: individualized 

support, shared goals, vision, intellectual stimulation, culture building, rewards, high 

expectations, and modeling. This type of leadership has an impact on teachers' 

perceptions of school conditions, their commitment to change, and the organizational 

learning that takes places (Fullan, 2002). 

The principal as distributive leader may also be reflected in the findings 

regarding customer satisfaction. Distributed leadership clarified that leadership in 

practice is almost always distributed among administrators, teachers, and even staff, 

rather than held solely by the principal (Spillane, 2002). In addition, Arrowsmith, 

(2004) stated that the concept of distributed leaderships clarifies that patterns of 

leadership can take many forms. This concept has been used largely to describe the 

relative balance of decision-making power between administrators on one hand and 

teachers on the other. These findings are also supported by Hartle, (2004) who, in his 

Hay research report, identified three key elements needed for distributed leadership 



school climate: consult - staff views are solicited and staff are informed about school-

wide plans; delegate - staff are held responsible for areas of responsibility where they 

have discretion; and facilitate- staff are actively supported in making an impact on the 

wider school. Ideas from every level are taken up. 

The nonexistent relationships were between the school management subtotal and 

all three contexts of principal longevity; years in the current school (r = -.05), years in 

the target district (r = .06) and total experience in all locations (r = -.00). None of these 

relationships were statistically significant. These results may be due to the fact that this 

subgroup is scored by exception by the principals' evaluator. If there were no major 

issues or concerns with the staffing of the school, finances, school cleanliness and 

maintenance or data quality, the principal received the maximum score of 2 for each 

indicator. 

Recommendations 

Researchers seeking to expand the depth or breadth of inquiry regarding the 

relationship between principal longevity and school performance criteria which include 

student achievement, initiatives to improve student achievement, customer satisfaction, 

school management, and overall school performance may consider the following 

recommendations: 

1. Extend the study to include multiple districts. 

2. Further study of the relationship between principal longevity and overall school 

performance may include disaggregating the data by level, age, and gender of the 

principal. 
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3. The study could be extended beyond 1 year and include data that continue over 

several years. This could be a longitudinal study conducted by the targeted large 

urban school district. 

4. Design a mixed methods study focusing on principals with less than 3 years 

experience in the targeted large urban school district. 

5. The study could look at the overall school performance of principals who had 

over 10 years at their current school. 

6. The notion of a shelf life for school leaders and the relationship between length 

of longevity and workplace performance may be in need of further research. For 

the benefit of future generations of learners it is necessary to ensure schools are 

well led and managed (Atton & Fidler, 2004). 

Implications 

Principal longevity can be used as a predictor for determining school 

performance when filling principal vacancies. Moreover, the findings from this study 

can raise principals' awareness of the importance of principal longevity to sustain school 

performance. The results of this study can also be used to help large school districts 

benefit from the development of a succession plan and policy. Succession should be then 

a thoughtful attempt to create sustainable improvement that stretches beyond individual 

leaders. One of the most critically significant and emotional events in the life of a school 

that is most likely to bring about a sizable shift in direction is the change of leadership 

(Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). 
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Further research on principal longevity and school performance may enhance the 

ability of decision makers within school districts to make more informed decisions about 

principal placement and tenure. The review of the literature indicated that frequent 

principal succession can be a detriment to school performance. Teachers at schools with 

high principal turnover tend to resist the changes of the incoming principal. Assigning 

the longest principal tenures (more than 5 years) to schools that have just begun to 

achieve significant school wide success to ensure that improvement efforts endure 

should be explored. In their study of Ontario schools, Fink and Brayman (2006) found 

that rapid and frequent principal turnover created significant barriers to educational 

changes, undermined school improvement efforts and led to teachers and parents 

resisting and ignoring improvement efforts of the new principal. These difficulties 

threatened the sustainability of school improvement efforts and undermined the capacity 

of incoming and outgoing principals to lead their schools. This in turn caused school 

improvement efforts to rise under one principal and fall under the next, resulting in the 

limited ability of the school to sustain deep learning experiences. Schools that are 

achieving significant success should have principals assigned for tenure beyond 5 years 

to avoid the regression of progress (Fink & Brayman, 2006). 

Large school districts with principals with 0 to 3 years of experience may want to 

provide support for new principals by having a successful veteran principal serve as 

mentor for a minimum of 2 to 3 years. The targeted district in this study assigned 

mentors for their new principals beginning in 2007. Further research could be done to 



compare the student achievement and overall school performance of schools with new 

principals with mentors and new principals without mentors. 

Additionally, new principals may need time and opportunity to transition with 

the outgoing principal (Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). This transition can incorporate 

the three kinds of knowledge drawn upon during the succession process as identified by 

Wenger (1998). Inbound knowledge is the knowledge a leader has of a particular school 

in order to change it, make one's mark on it, or turn it around. Insider knowledge is the 

knowledge one gains from becoming trusted and accepted. Outbound knowledge is the 

knowledge needed to preserve past successes, keep improvement going, and leave a 

legacy after one has left. This will allow the new principal to learn the culture, 

strengths, weaknesses and the adaptive challenges facing the school. The outgoing 

principal should also let the incoming principal know the demographics of the school, 

community, and parents. To successfully sustain improvement efforts of the school and 

support the transition into their roles and responsibilities, new principals need time to 

access the inbound knowledge, professional development and the outbound knowledge 

of their predecessors. This would give them the knowledge and training needed to gain 

the trust of the staff and insight into the cultures, politics, and norms of their new school 

(Fink & Brayman, 2006). 

Large school districts may need a principal preparation program that helps 

provide the aspiring candidate with the knowledge, skills, and ongoing training to 

successfully transition into the principal's role. A residency period with a veteran 

principal is also recommended. 
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The addition of this study to the field of educational leadership research may 

promote significant changes in the way school districts select, place, rotate, and support 

principals to improve or sustain overall school performance, student achievement, and 

customer satisfaction. The researcher's findings in this study may make a contribution to 

the current literature supporting the relationship between principal longevity and overall 

school performance, student achievement, and customer satisfaction. 

Conclusions 

The findings of this study suggest that as the number of years experience 

increases, so does the likelihood of finding a significant relationship with school 

performance. The findings also suggest that the total length of time individuals serve as 

principals is more significant than the district in which they have served. Additionally, 

the strongest relationships between principal longevity and school performance occurred 

in the instructional and transformational leadership criteria, not management criteria. 

Significance of the Study 

The current study is one of few that consider principal longevity on multiple 

dimensions. Findings of the study may provide superintendents, district level leaders, 

and human resource directors of large urban school districts with additional knowledge 

about the use of principal longevity and its relationship to school performance when 

appointing principals. 

Creators of leadership development programs may use the findings as additional 

information to include as they develop principal preparation programs. The findings may 

also be useful to encourage large urban districts to create succession plans and policies. 
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Summary 

The review of the literature indicated that there will be a shortage of principals to 

fill the vacancies left by the retirement of baby boomers and the lack of willing, 

qualified candidates. This shortage comes at a time when there are higher expectations 

and accountability for principals to increase school performance and student 

achievement. The role of the principal has changed from being a manager to being an 

instructional, transformational, and distributive leader. The principal must create an 

environment that supports effective teaching and increased student learning. Large 

school districts have a much bigger challenge due to more principal vacancies to fill 

caused by retirements, growth of student populations, and the opening of new schools in 

the district. The recruitment, selection, training, and placement of principal candidates 

are challenges that must be addressed in light of changing conditions and rising 

expectations for improved school performance and increased student achievement. 

The findings of this study show that there is a weak to medium, positive yet 

significant relationship between principal longevity and overall school performance, 

student achievement, and customer satisfaction. Large school district leaders and human 

resource directors may consider principal longevity in terms of years in the targeted 

district and years in any location as they relate to overall performance, student 

achievement, and customer satisfaction when filling principal vacancies 

The findings also show that student achievement increases when the principal 

has been at the school for 5 or more years. Sustainability of school performance is 

important in terms of principal placement. 
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Policy makers such as school boards could make sure that there is a succession 

plan policy for principal replacement. White et al., (2006) found that due to the 

retirement of baby boomers, it will become necessary for districts to attract not just 

younger candidates to the job, but also candidates, in suitable quantities, of a variety of 

ages. By doing this, depth of experience and length of service can be made more valued, 

achievable, and sustainable. They found that very little attention has been paid to 

succession and rotation issues of leadership and the plans, policies and procedures that 

underpin decisions relating to principal succession and rotation. They also found that the 

review of literature on the topic of principal succession and rotation is relatively sparse 

in terms of principal rotation/succession. 

All school districts, particularly large districts, should consider developing 

succession plans to address their principal vacancies. Districts may find it useful to fit 

the job to the principal rather than attempting to fit the principal to the job, thus possibly 

alleviating a number of current stresses on the position itself (White et al., 2006). Their 

findings suggest that central administrations that frequently shift principals from school 

to school may be undermining principals' effectiveness. This study supports the findings 

that indicate when the principal has been at the school for a longer period of time, 

student achievement tends to be higher. Principal longevity should be considered as 

school district leaders make determinations about best placement and fit for a school. 
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EMAIL TO PRINCIPALS IN THE TARGETED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

I am interested in collecting information about administrators' years of experience as 

a principal. Would you be so kind as to take a few minutes to answer the following 

two questions? You are not required to answer the questions, but please know your 

answers to these questions would be much appreciated. 

1. At the end of 2006 -2007, how many years have you been a principal in GCPS? 

(Please include only targeted school district principal experience.) 

Response 1/2 year 

2. At the end of 2006 -2007, how many total years of principal experience have you 

had? (Include experience as principal inside GCPS and outside GCPS.) Response 

112 year 

Please email your response by Monday, November 17th. Thank you. 
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ELEMENTARY SCHOOL WEIGHTED ASSESSMENT FOR 2006 - 2007 

1. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT Achievement in Context Improvement in Context 
(Latest Year Assessment) (Trend Assessment) 

A. Local Standards 
District Test Results Regression Analysis (CogAT Leveler) 
Grade 4 Language Arts / 8.1 * 
Grade 4 Mathematics / 9.1 .* 
Grade 5 Writing /8.1 

B. NCLB Standards 
CRCT and Attendance AYP Results (Percent of Applicable Indicators Achieved) 
Proximity to AYP /20.1 

C. National/World-Class Standards 
ITBS Results Regression Analysis (F/R Lunch % Leveler) 
Reading /8.1 
Language Arts /8.1 * 
Mathematics /9.1 * 

Student Achievement Subtotal / 70.7 
* Points for Improvement in Context will be assigned when trend data are available. 

2. INITIATIVES TO IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

A. LSPI objectives support system's vision, mission, and goals, and address school needs asdeteiminedbydata / 3.0 
B. GPS implementation, assessment, interventions and extensions support student learning / 3.0 
C. Technology initiatives support staff and student productivity and learning / 3.0 
D. Professional learning supports system and school goals/objectives and initiatives. / 3.0 

Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement Subtotal /12 

3. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 

A. Parent Perceptions / 5.0 
B. Staff Perceptions /5.0 

Customer Satisfaction Subtotal /10 

4. SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 

A. Staffing meets system and school needs. / 2.0 
B. School Cleanliness and Maintenance. / 2.0 
C. Financial Audit /2.0 
D. Data Quality 12.0 

School Management Subtotal / 8 

OVERALL TOTAL /100.7 

Plus Poverty Points = 
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MIDDLE SCHOOL WEIGHTED SCHOOL ASSESSMENT FOR 2006 -2007 

1. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT Achievement in Context Improvement in Context 
(Latest Year Assessment) (Trend Assessment) 

A. Local Standards 
DistrictTest Results Regression Analysis (CogAT Leveler) 
Grade 7 Language Arts / 8.1 * 
Grade 7 Mathematics / 9.1 .* 
Grade 8 Writing /8.1 

B. NCLB Standards 
CRCT and Attendance AYP Results (Percent of Applicable Indicators Achieved) 
Proximity to AYP /20.1 

C. National/World-Class Standards 
ITBS Results Regression Analysis (F/R Lunch % Leveler) 
Reading /8.1 
Language Arts /8.1 * 
Mathematics /9.1 * 

Student Achievement Subtotal / 70.7 
* Points for Improvement in Context will be assigned when trend data are available. 

2. INITIATIVES TO IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

A. LSPI objectives support system's vision, mission, andgoals,and address school needs as determined by data. / 3 . 0 
B. GPS implementation, assessment, interventions and extensions support student learning / 3.0 
C. Technology initiatives support staff and student productivity and learning. / 3.0 
D. Professional learning supports system and school goals/objectives and initiatives. / 3.0 

Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement Subtotal /12 

3. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 

A. Parent Perceptions / 5.0 
B. Staff Perceptions /5.0 

Customer Satisfaction Subtotal /10 

4. SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 

A. Staffing meets system and school needs. / 2.0 
B. School Cleanliness and Maintenance. / 2.0 
C. Financial Audit / 2.0 
D. Data Quality / 2.0 

School Management Subtotal / 8 

OVERALL TOTAL /100.7 
Plus Poverty Points = 
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HIGH SCHOOL WEIGHTED SCHOOL ASSESSMENT FOR 2006 -2007 

1. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT Achievement in Context Improvement in Context 
(Latest Year Assessment) (Trend Assessment) 

A. Local Standards 
District Test Results Regression Analysis (8th Gr. CogAT Leveler) 
Grade 10 Language Arts in Science / 5.1 * 
Grade 10 Language Arts in Social Studies / 5.1 * 
Grade 10 Science Content /5.1 * 
Grade 10 Social Studies Content /5.1 

Advanced Placement Enrollment Results (Uniform GCPS Criterion**) 
Percent of Total Enrollments in AP Courses / 5.1 / 5.1 

B. NCLB Standards 
GHSGT and Graduation Rate AYP Results (Percent of Applicable Indicators Achieved) 
Proximity to AYP /20.1 

C. National/World-Class Standards 
Advanced Placement Test Results Regression Analysis (F/R Lunch % Leveler) 
Percent of AP Exams Scored 3 or Higher /10.1 * 

SAT Results Regression Analysis (F/R Lunch % Leveler) 
SAT Critical Reading and Math Total /10.1 

Student Achievement Subtotal / 70.9 
* Points for Improvement in Context will be assigned when trend data are available. 
** Scaled on five percent of total enrollment in AP courses 

2. INITIATIVES TO IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 

A. LS PI objectives support system's vision, mission, and goals, and address school needs as determined by data. / 3.0 
B. GPS implementation, assessment, interventions and extensions support student learning / 3.0 
C. Technology initiatives support staff and student productivity and learning. / 3.0 
D. Professional learning supports system and school goals/objectives and initiatives. / 3.0 

Initiatives to Improve Student Achievement Subtotal /12.0 

3. CUSTOMER SATISFACTION 

A. Parent Perceptions / 5.0 
B. Staff Perceptions / 5.0 

Customer Satisfaction Subtotal / 10.0 

4. SCHOOL MANAGEMENT 

A. Staffing meets school and system needs. / 2.0 
B. School Cleanliness and Maintenance. / 2.0 
C. Financial Audit. / 2.0 
D. Data Quality /2.0 

School Management Subtotal / 8.0 

OVERALL TOTAL /100.9 

Plus Poverty Points = 
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IRB APPROVAL FROM LARGE URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 

January 5, 2009 

Ms. Jean Walker, Area Supt. 

Re: File ID 2009-44 
Dear Ms. Walker: 

This is to advise you that your research proposal, "The Relationship Between 
Principal Longevity and School Performance in a Large Urban District" (File ID 
2009-44), has been approved with the following limitations: 

The results of the study can potentially inform school district initiatives 
with leader training. 
Important: When contacting schools regarding this research, it is your 
responsibility to provide a copy of this approval letter to the principal. In 
addition, it is your responsibility to provide your sponsors and project officers or 
managers with a copy of this approval letter. Be sure to use the file ID number 
issued above when contacting schools or district level personnel regarding 
this research study. 

Please note that schools and teachers may elect not to participate in your 
research study, even though the district has granted permission. 

Please forward a copy of your results to me when they are completed. Also, we 
would appreciate you providing us with feedback on the research approval 
process by completing the enclosed survey and returning it in the enclosed 
postage-paid envelope. 

Best wishes for a successful research project. Please call me at (678) 301-7090 
if I may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Colin Martin, Ph.D., Executive Director 
Research and Evaluation 

Cc: Olivia M. Boggs, boggs_om@mercer.edu 
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Dr. Joseph Balloun, ballounjl@mercer.edu 

Dr. Paige Tompkins, Tompkins_paige@mercer.edu 

(Signer's identity unknown) Signed by Colin Martin 
<Colin_Martin@Gwinnett.K12.GA.US> Time: 2009.01.06 09:01:21 -05W Reason: 
I am the author of this document 

mailto:ballounjl@mercer.edu
mailto:Tompkins_paige@mercer.edu
mailto:Colin_Martin@Gwinnett.K12.GA.US
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IRB APPROVAL FROM MERCER UNIVERSITY 

Page 1 of 1 

06-Jan-2009 

Mrs. Navella Jean Walker 
College of Education 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education 
Department of Educational Leadership 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

IRB Ref. No. H0812197, "The Relationship Between Principal Longevity and School 
Performance in a Large 
Urban District" 

Dear Mrs. Walker: 

Your application entitled: "The Relationship Between Principal Longevity and School 
Performance in a Large 
Urban District "H0812197, was reviewed on behalf of Mercer University's 
Institutional Review Board for Human 
Subject Research, and is Exempt from further review at this time, in accordance to 
federal regulations 
set forth at 46 CFR 101(b) Category 4. 

If you desire publication of your results, the study, must be re-evaluated by the 
Committee. 

Respectfully, 
Ava Chambliss-Richardson, BA, CIM, CIP 
Compliance Coordinator 
Institutional Review Board 

Mercer University has adopted, and agrees to conduct its clinical research studies in 
accordance with the International Conference on 

Harmonization's (ICH) Guidelines for Good Clinical Practice. 

1550 College Street. MUSM-MHS Suite 2 . Macon, Georgia 31207-0001 
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http://infoed.mercer.edu/administration/ShowPDF.asp?UCommID=ClD9EE88-
8BDA-4BF2-BD22... 1/6/2009 
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Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 
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Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 
Specialist of Education in Leadership and Supervision, August, 1996 

Mercer University Tift College of Education 
Ph.D. in Educational Leadership, work in progress, 2006 - present 

CAREER EXPERIENCES 
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1975 - 1982 Warren City Schools - Warren, Ohio 
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Lead Teacher for Student Services (Counselor) 
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Elementary School Assistant Principal 
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Elementary School Principal 
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