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ABSTRACT

KENDRA WASHINGTON-BASS
THE STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG PRINCIPAL MENTORING AND 
JOB SATISFACTION AND RETENTION 
Under the direction of OLIVIA M. BOGGS, Ed.D.

Principal turnover, especially in the most challenging schools, continues be a 

major problem within the reform movement to improve student performance in public 

education (Beteille, Kalogrides, & Loeb, 2012; Conley & Cooper, 2011; Hull, 2012). 

Dwindling financial resources, increased accountability measures, and the increased 

complexity of the job has led to increased stress and eventual turnover of school leaders 

(Conley & Cooper, 2011; Hull, 2012; Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). The need for 

principals to lead the reform efforts necessary to improve student performance is critical, 

however, the average tenure for principals in Georgia is 3.5 years (Aud et al., 2012). The 

purpose of this study was to examine the problem of principal turnover by examining the 

role of formal mentoring and investigating whether or not formal mentoring makes a 

difference in principal job satisfaction and retention.

A quantitative survey design was used to gather responses from three research

questions. Principals with five years of experience or fewer working in 17 Race to the

Top districts in Georgia were surveyed using the Principal Induction and Mentoring

Survey (Aycock, 2006). The findings from the study revealed that the majority of

respondents participated in formal mentoring; and the mentoring experiences ranged from

identifying the mentee’s developmental needs and strengths as well as helping to forge a

xiii



strong, collegial relationship with the mentor. There was a significant difference between 

principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who had informal or no 

mentoring and their level of job satisfaction. However, no significant difference was 

found for the intent to remain on the job between the two groups. Both groups indicated a 

higher intent to remain on the job for the foreseeable future with very few respondents 

indicating that they would take a central office position or leave for a higher paying job.

Conclusions and implications discussed may guide school districts and the state 

department of education to review the principal induction support strategies that are 

effective in the socialization of new principals. A framework for including formal 

mentoring as an embedded human resources strategy for the recruitment and retention of 

quality principals is beneficial.

xiv



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to examine the difference among principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and those who did not, and their level of job 

satisfaction and retention. School principals play an important role in leading change and 

reform efforts at their schools. Studies found that leaders influence student achievement 

through organizational factors such as shared leadership and collaboration and 

distributive leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012; 

May & Supovitz, 2011; Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008). Leithwood and his 

colleagues found that among factors related to student achievement, “leadership is second 

only to classroom instruction among all school-related factors that contribute to what 

students learn at school” (Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, & Walhstrom, 2004, p. 

7). Other studies have been conducted on the importance of effective school leadership to 

teacher motivation, efficacy, and retention; school culture; and student achievement 

(Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, LaPointe, & Orr, 2009; Goddard, Miller, Larsen, & 

Goddard, 2010; Heifetz & Linksy, 2002; Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012; Marzano, 

1998; Stronge et al., 2008; Valentine & Prater, 2011). In this age of high stakes testing 

and accountability, principals are important in leading efforts (Darling-Hammond et al., 

2009) to empower teachers and the school community to increase student achievement. 

Ron Edmonds (1979) asserted that principals who focus on instructional leadership and 

monitor progress of students regularly are more effective in improving their schools.

1
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The need to develop school leaders who are capable of demonstrating the knowledge, 

skills, and talent to lead and develop a school culture that support effective teaching 

practices is critical to school improvement (Stronge et al., 2008).

There are numerous studies that portend a looming principal shortage and a lack 

of qualified applicants as a result of turnover (National Association of Secondary School 

Principals [NASSP], 2002; Guterman, 2007; Lovely, 2005; Pijanowski, Hewitt, and 

Brady, 2009). A Massachusetts’ study reported that 68% of principals surveyed intended 

to leave the profession in five years (Gajda & Millitello, 2008). According to DeAngelis 

and White (2011), a greater number of principals in Illinois between 2001 and 2008 have 

left the profession as compared to an earlier study conducted by the RAND Corporation 

that focused on the same phenomenon. The report, The Condition o f Education 2011, 

released by the National Center for Educational Statistics cited that overall, a higher 

percentage of principals with the highest level of experience at any school (10 or more 

years) left the profession in 2008-2009, compared with principals with the lowest level of 

experience at any school (less than three years) (Aud et al., 2012). The report noted that 

nearly 68% of principals who left the profession retired. In addition, about 34% of public 

elementary school principals had three or fewer years of experience and about 36% of 

public secondary school principals had three fewer years of experience as a principal in 

2007-08, compared with 30 percent in 1999-2000 (Aud, et al., 2012). Additionally, 

research related to principal turnover (Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, Ikemoto, 2012; 

DeAngelis & White, 2011; Fuller & Young, 2009; Miller, 2009) found that the average 

tenure is three years and the tenure decreases for high school principals (Fuller and 

Young, 2009). This turnover, coupled with a less experienced principal pool, has led to a
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shortage of qualified principal candidates and a closer examination of socialization and 

support of principals (Parylo, Zapeda, & Bengston, 2012).

According to the Bureau of Labor Statistic’s Occupational Outlook Handbook 

(2012-2012 ed.), the number of principals needed is expected to grow by 10% between 

2010-2020. In addition, student enrollment and principal employment is expected to grow 

fastest in the South and West as compared to the Northeast and Midwest. Georgia is 

projected to have a 25 percent growth in elementary and secondary principals by 2018 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012). This projected need has led to challenges for school 

districts to hire and retain qualified principals. Pijanowski, Hewitt, and Brady (2009) 

stated that mral school districts have more distinct challenges in attracting principals as 

compared to their urban counterparts. Superintendents tend to use compensation as a 

means of attracting principals, but smaller more rural districts may not have the monetary 

incentives to attract candidates (Pijanowski, Hewitt, and Brady, 2009). Additionally, 

Fuller and Young (2009) stated that candidates that hold the appropriate leader 

certificates are not willing to accept the position due to the perceived challenges of the 

principal ship, especially in low performing schools. Based on the aforementioned 

statistics, as well as the difficulty with attracting and retaining qualified principals, it is 

important to explore how professional support and mentoring programs may improve job 

satisfaction and principal retention.

Studies have found that principals are being appointed and entering the job 

unprepared for the realties and the challenges of leading a school (Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2009; Hess & Kelly, 2007; Wallace Foundation, 2008). Villani (2006) asserted that 

principals must focus on a multitude of issues and concerns, especially those who are
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new to the job, and handle challenges and situations as a veteran would. Weingartner 

(2009) stated that after a principal is appointed, reality sets in. The enormous 

responsibility and accountability that a principal incurs can lead to feelings of isolation 

and increasing stress (Weingartner, 2009). Structured induction programs that include 

formal mentoring programs can provide the support new principals need as they tackle 

these challenges (Villani, 2006). Research shows that mentorship can be effective in 

preparing, socializing, and developing principals (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; 

Daresh, 2007; Hall, 2008; Harris, Ballenger, & Leonard, 2004; Parylo, et al., 2012;

Zhang & Brundrett, 2010). According to Young, Sheets, and Knight (2005), formal 

mentoring programs are uncommon for entry-level principals; instead there are programs 

that have been developed within urban districts or university programs that partner with 

local school districts. Villani (2006) presented a limited number of models of mentoring 

and induction programs for new principals. The programs described were selected as 

examples of programs created and developed by organizations with different resources 

and expertise to respond to the needs of newly appointed principals (Villani, 2006). 

Similarly, an assortment of studies have examined and prescribed the essential elements 

of a mentoring program for new leaders (Alsbury & Hackman, 2006; Bloom, Castagana, 

Moir, & Warren, 2005; Danzig, Borman, Jones & Wright 2007, Daresh, 2001; 

Weingartner, 2009). There has also been extensive research on the impact on teacher 

mentoring and the positive results for teacher satisfaction and retention (Daresh, 2001; 

Ingersoll & Kralik, 2004; Ingersoll and Strong, 2011). The research regarding principal 

mentoring remains relatively new and limited in the area of its impact on job satisfaction 

and retention.
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Background of the Study

Georgia schools have consistently ranked in the bottom quartile in student 

achievement and graduation rates. In 2008-2009, only 35% of Georgia fourth and eighth 

grade students scored in the proficient range on the National Assessment of Education 

Progress (NAEP); and only 28% of the students in the eighth grade were proficient on the 

math assessment (U.S. Department of Education, Georgia State Snapshot Report, 2012). 

In addition, Georgia’s graduation rate for 2010-2011 school-year was 67% and ranked 

48th in the nation in on-time high school graduation (Stillwell & Sable, 2013). With 

Georgia among the lowest ranked states in graduation rate and student achievement, the 

need for strategies to improve schools and student success is critical.

In 2010, Georgia was awarded $400 million from the federally funded United 

States Department of Education’s Race to the Top (RT3) grant. Within Georgia’s RT3 

grant, the Great Teachers and Leaders Project focused on increasing the overall 

effectiveness of Georgia’s teachers and leaders, the two important levers to increase 

student growth and achievement (Georgia Department of Education, 2012). The Georgia 

Department of Education outlined implementing a high-quality principal induction 

program that included mentoring support for novice principals. While principal 

leadership is considered essential for school success, support for new principals is 

increasingly recognized as important (Silver, Lochmiller, Copeland, & Tripps, 2010). 

Providing high quality induction programs for new principals have been recently 

identified as an essential strategy for how districts can effectively support principals in



the school improvement process (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). According to the

Georgia Department of Education Principal Induction Guidance document (2012),

High quality principal induction can stop the exodus from the principal’s office, 
maintain continuity in improvement efforts for teachers, thus encouraging 
teachers to stay and strive to get better, ultimately leading to sustained 
improvements in instruction and student learning over time and at scale, (p. 1)

At a time when Georgia’s students need great leaders to improve their schools, the

stability of the leadership is questionable. The average tenure in Georgia schools is 3.5

years (Aud et al., 2011); and studies have found that in order for leaders to introduce,

implement, and monitor innovative programs or change initiatives, they need a minimum

of three years to see any measured improvements (Fullan, 2007; Kotter, 2008;

Leithwood, Aiken, & Jantzi, 2006; Seashore Louis et al., 2010). Other research (Hull,

2012) had found that it takes approximately five years for a highly effective principal to

fully influence school performance. Georgia ranks second in percentage growth for

administrators with an expected 2,000 new principals needed by 2018 (Bureau of Labor

Statistics, Office of Occupational Statistics and Employment Projections, 2010).

According to Meyer, Macmillan, and Northfield (2011), rapid principal turnover can have

a serious impact on school morale as teachers have to consistently adjust to the leader’s

vision and direction for the school. In their study on principal succession and the impact

on teachers’ perceptions of practice, Meyer and his colleagues (2011) found that the

actions and nuances of the new principal are scrutinized by the staff as the principal

attempts to initiate changes. As principals attempt to improve student achievement by

improving their leadership, school districts may neglect the organizational structure of the

school by continuously disrupting the school culture with the removal and replacement of

the principal (Partlow, 2007). Additionally, schools that lose a principal after one to two
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years tend to underperform in the subsequent year (Burkhauser et al., 2012). Watkins 

(2003) stated that “given the stakes, it is surprising how little guidance is available to new 

leaders about how to transition more effectively and efficiently into new roles” (p. 3). 

With a great financial investment in Georgia’s new leader induction program and a 

proposed plan to provide support to early career principals (ranging from one to three 

years, depending on individual needs), there is little quantitative evidence that these 

programs make a difference in principal job satisfaction and retention.

Statement of the Problem 

The study addressed the problem of principal turnover, which has the potential to 

disrupt critical aspects of school effectiveness such as institutional stability (Gross, 2006; 

Hargreaves et al., 2003; Hull; 2012); teacher turnover (Beteille et al., 2012; Fuller, Baker, 

& Young, 2007; Miller 2009) and fiscal soundness (Levy, Fields, & Jablonski, 2006). 

With dwindling funds and resources, coupled with tougher state and federal 

accountability standards to improve student performance, many administrators are 

leaving the profession (Conley & Cooper, 2011). Research has indicated that principal 

turnover is related to inadequate preparation, working conditions, high level of 

professional expectations, high levels of stress, lack of ongoing support, and student 

academic performance (Burkhauser et al., 2012; Gates, et al., 2006; Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2009; Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). The role and the responsibility for a 

principal to increase student performance are critical at a time when principals are not 

remaining at a school for more than three years. This study addressed the problem by 

examining the role of formal leadership mentoring as it relates to principal job 

satisfaction and retention in Georgia public schools.
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In 2007-2008, 45% of public school principals and 22% of private school 

principals left the profession due to retirement (Battle & Gruber, 2010). Additionally, the 

percentage of public school principals with fewer than three years of experience 

increased to 35% as compared to 29% in 1999-2000 (Aud et al., 2012). Recent studies 

(Darling-Hammond, et al., 2009; Orr, 2006; Tucker & Codding, 2002; Villani, 2006) 

have concluded that graduate institutions and leadership preparation programs have not 

provided adequate opportunities for real time, real work experiences for aspiring 

principals before assuming school leadership positions. This gap has been filled with 

residency or internship programs that aim to help prepare aspiring principals for the 

forthcoming challenges (Earley, 2009). Once on the job, principals have a difficult time 

leading the reform efforts that are expected from them (Seashore Louis et al., 2010; 

Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). New principals may unexpectedly encounter 

experiences for which they are unprepared, regardless of their teaching experience and 

administrative leadership preparation (Villani, 2006). In an environment of increasing 

accountability, this “sink-or-swim, stumble-through-it” (Gray, Fry, Bottoms, & O’Neill, 

2007, p.9) approach to principal leadership development is counterproductive. Effective 

training and support can have implications for principal retention and succession 

planning, and ultimately student achievement (Rucker-Cortez, Irons, Kirk, & Stephens, 

2012; Risen & Tripses, 2008). Because principals are vital to the development of the 

vision, climate, and organizational structures needed to lead improvement initiatives, the 

need for principals to remain on the job is critical (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010;

Hull, 2012).
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Developing leadership skills that make it possible for leaders to focus on teaching 

and learning so that they not are distracted by the issues and crises of a normal day at 

school has become even more important with the increased emphasis on student 

achievement. Research has shown that internships and early-career mentoring are 

beneficial for the development of principals (Bloom et al., 2005; Daresh, 2001; Gray et 

al., 2007; Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009; Young et al., 2005). Principals need readily 

available support if they are to acquire the tools and insights needed to cope with 

challenges such as isolation, fear of being seen as incompetent, setting priorities, 

confidentiality, technical and logistical problems, legal and moral responsibilities, school 

culture and history, and heightened visibility (Seashore Louis et al., 2010; Villani, 2006; 

Weingartner, 2009).

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine if there was a mean 

difference in those principals who have participated in formal mentoring and their level 

of job satisfaction and retention as compared to those who have not. Given the disturbing 

trends pointing to shortages of quality candidates, the high demands of school reform 

measures, and the overall expectation of increasing student achievement, school districts 

are encouraged to support and retain quality candidates that will improve teaching quality 

and student performance (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 

2012; Mitgang, Gill, & Cummins, 2013).

Research Questions 

The study was guided by the following research questions:
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RQ1. What types of mentoring experiences do principals report as measured by 

the Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)?

RQ2. Is there a difference in reported levels of job satisfaction between

principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and principals 

who did not participate in formal mentoring programs?

RQ3. Is there a difference in retention between principals who participated in

formal mentoring programs and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programs?

Conceptual Framework 

Figure 1 provides a graphic depiction of the hypothesized relationship between 

the predictor variable (mentoring) and criterion variables (job satisfaction and retention). 

The assumption was made that principals who participated in formal mentoring programs 

perceived a higher level of job satisfaction and a greater intent to remain on the job. 

Conversely, the assumption was made that principals who did not participate in formal 

mentoring perceive a lower level of job satisfaction and lesser intent to remain on the job.

Yes

I nw

High

Low

High

Formal
Mentoring

Principal
Retention

Job
Satisfaction

Figure 1: Graphic depiction of conceptual framework
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Theoretical Framework 

Over the next decade, a substantial number of new principals will need to be hired 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2012) as many public elementary and secondary schools in 

the United States face shortages of quality leadership personnel for their schools. School 

districts are hard-pressed to find applicants willing to lead these 21st century schools 

because of the daunting job requirements, small pay differentials, and frequent criticisms 

of public schools (Brown-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Guterman, 2007; Weingartner, 2009). 

In fact, Mendels and Mitgang (2012) asserted that there is not a shortage of certified 

leaders, but a shortage of those who are certified and willing to lead.

A number of factors are contributing to the growing need for principals. While 

some are demographic, the majority relate to the nature and expectations of the 

principalship (Markow, Macia, & Lee, 2013). The harsh reality is that a new school 

leader faces a multitude of tasks ranging from budgeting, discipline, personnel and union 

matters, to implementing district initiatives and public relations (Hull, 2012; Markow et 

al., 2013; Spiro, Mattis, & Mitgang, 2007).

A review of research on employee turnover revealed that employees leave their 

jobs as a result of job dissatisfaction (Price, 1977), lack of motivation and poor working 

conditions (Herzberg, 1966; March & Simon, 1958), lack of organizational commitment 

(Horn & Griffeth, 1991), and a loose coupling of person-environment fit (French, 

Rodgers, & Cobb, 1974). Most of these studies have focused on the factors related to 

dissatisfaction in the workplace and additional factors related to turnover.

However, a recently advanced theory, the job embeddedness model, focused on 

factors that make an individual more likely to stay in the job (Ramesh & Gelfand, 2010).
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Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, and Erez’s (2001) theory of job embeddedness asserts 

that an employee has numerous strands or links that connect an employee to his or her job 

and community. For the purpose of this study, the researcher focused on the three 

dimensions of job embeddedness -  fit, links, and sacrifice -  within the organizational 

environment. These on-the-job factors, such as links with co-workers and supervisors and 

the fit between one’s skills and the demands of the job (Holtom, Mitchell & Lee, 2006), 

increases the decision of the employee to stay on the job. This model demonstrated that 

job embeddedness improves the prediction of voluntary turnover, and it is accounted for 

by job satisfaction, organizational commitment, perceived alternatives, and job search 

(Mitchell et al., 2001). Mitchell and his colleagues (2001) concluded that people who are 

embedded in their jobs are less likely to leave and have a lower intent to leave. In other 

words, a person who feels isolated at work, with few friends or connections to other 

people will experience considerably less disruption in his or her web of influence if he or 

she chooses to leave (Holtom et al., 2006). The researchers suggested that organizational 

links can be increased with mentoring programs for new employees and thereby may 

result in increased job performance and retention (Mitchell et al., 2001).

Job embeddedness has great potential as a human resources framework for the 

retention of employees, especially school principals. Mitgang and his colleagues (2013) 

asserted that school districts have the responsibility to support new principals through a 

shift from a focus on compliance to a focus on improvement and support. Tucker (2011) 

found that school systems that outperform the Unites States, invest in high quality 

preparation, mentoring, and professional development for their school leaders. An 

investment in leader support and development through formal mentoring may increase
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the likelihood that the principal will be more satisfied with the job and remain to get the 

work done to improve schools.

Procedures

This study used three research questions to determine if principal job satisfaction 

and retention differed between principals who participate in formal mentoring and those 

who did not. The researcher focused on principals within 26 Race to the Top (RT3) 

districts in Georgia. These 26 districts have agreed to participate in initiatives that were 

outlined in the federal grant, which included induction support for principals as a strategy 

to alleviate principal turnover and improve the level of job satisfaction. Some of the 

districts, however, may have engaged in formal mentoring programs for their principals 

and assistant principals prior to the prescribed induction guidelines. The researcher used a 

non-experimental research design to analyze and interpret the data. The Principal 

Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS), developed and validated by Dr. Marcy Aycock 

in 2006, was used to survey principals with five years of experience or fewer within the 

RT3 districts in Georgia about their mentoring experiences, level of job satisfaction, and 

intent to remain on the job. The researcher received permission from Dr. Aycock to use 

the copyrighted instrument for this study and Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval 

from the University. Seventeen of the 26 school districts agreed to participate in the 

study. Formal permission to use the PIMS is included in Appendix A. Assurances were 

made to protect the identity of all participants by keeping the data confidential. The 

survey was administered to all principals who chose to participate in the study within 

each IRB approved district, and met the criteria of being on the job for five years or 

fewer. Once the researcher collected and organized the data from the survey, the data was
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analyzed to determine the relationship among formal principal mentoring, job 

satisfaction, and retention.

Significance of the Study 

Gross (2006) stated that sadly, most districts have not provided concentrated 

programs to help new principals with the same intensity that they have used in supporting 

new teachers. He explained that the isolation of the position and demands of the job make 

the need for this level of support crucial and adds that “any strategy that will help new 

leaders find their way and become grounded is important to consider” (Gross, 2006. p.

13). According to Seashore Louis and her colleagues (2010), principal turnover is a 

problem that school districts perpetuate and must help to resolve. Turnover is inevitable, 

but abrupt, frequent, and unplanned turnover can have negative effects on school 

improvement (Seashore Louis et al., 2010). Considering the potential rewards as well as 

the challenges principals face, it is clear that there needs to be thoughtful and planned 

initiatives to induct new principals and retain them in the profession (Villani, 2006).

These findings may lead to the development of a comprehensive formal mentoring 

program that school districts can employ to reduce the principal turnover rate and 

increase the retention of highly qualified and effective principals that will influence 

teaching practice and ultimately student achievement. This study may impact a district’s 

ability to assess the needs and supports for principals that have been deemed effective so 

that they remain on the job and receive the most appropriate support that will ultimately 

increase their level of job satisfaction, thereby increasing their confidence and 

competence to make a positive difference with students and staff.
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Delimitations and Limitations of the Study 

This study was delimited to principals with five years of experience or fewer in 

Georgia within the 26 districts as outlined in Georgia’s Race to the Top grant. The 

researcher chose to delimit the study to Georgia as result of its low student achievement 

results and graduation rates. In addition, the average tenure of principals is lower than the 

national average. Studies contend that for any improvement to make a significant 

difference, the time needed to see marked improvements is five to seven years (Seashore 

Louis et al., 2010). Principals are primarily held accountable and responsible for the 

success of schools. If principals are leaving every three years, the likelihood that the 

improvements would yield any sustainable results are limited (Hargreaves et al., 2003).

The researcher used the PIMS (Aycock, 2006) to ascertain the types of principal 

mentoring experiences in which they participated. The limitation associated with this 

study included the self-reported survey information. The researcher assumed that the 

answers to the survey were honest and true.

Definition of Terms 

Formal mentoring: A formal mentoring program is defined as a structured 

support system designed to provide planned, organized training and assistance to a new 

principal for a period of at least one full year (Daresh, 2007).

Informal mentoring: Informal mentoring is defined as a mentoring program 

without established guidelines with a person serving as an advisor such as a co-worker or 

friend (Zachary & Fischler, 2009).
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Induction: Induction is a multidimensional process that orients new principals to 

the school and school system while strengthening their knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions to be an educational leader (Villani, 2006).

Job embeddedness: This theory explains the three reasons that individuals stay 

within an organization - fit, links, and sacrifice. This connected web makes it more 

difficult for a person to leave (Mitchell et al., 2001).

Job dissatisfaction: The frustration or disappointment felt as a result of the 

disconnected alignment between the values and job experiences (Hoy & Miskel, 2005; 

Locke, 1976).

Job satisfaction: “A pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one's job or job experiences” (Locke, 1976, p. 1300).

Leadership mentoring: The formal and informal social construction of 

professional performance expectations developed through purposeful interactions 

between aspiring and practicing principals in the context of authentic practice (Browne- 

Ferrigno & Muth, 2006).

Mentee: Principals who have been assigned to a mentor and are receiving the 

support and guidance from a mentor (Daresh, 2007, Villani, 2006).

Mentor: Veteran principals who provide support and guidance to novice and early 

career principals (Daresh, 2007, Villani, 2006).

Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS): Copyrighted survey 

developed by Dr. Marcy Aycock, designed to gather principals’ perceptions of their 

mentoring experiences (Aycock, 2006).
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Retention: For the purpose of this study, retention is the intent of an employee to 

remain on the job.

Succession: The systematic structure an organization employs to ensure 

leadership continuity (Rothwell, 2010).

Summary

Chapter one presented an introduction and overview of the problem, purpose, 

conceptual and theoretical framework, research design, and methodology of the study 

along with an outline of procedures, limitation and delimitations, and the definition of 

terms. There has been much written about the challenges today’s principals face 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Partlow, 2007; Stronge et al., 2008; Tucker & Codding, 

2002). New principals must adapt quickly to the new school environment and either 

sustain or improve the school culture and climate so that students can achieve at high 

levels. The accountability movement has created a climate that expects principals to be 

ready to lead and have an impact on the first day on the job. As a result, principal 

turnover has become a focus for researchers and an increased interest in the strategies that 

school districts, state boards of education, and the United States Department of Education 

can employ to lessen turnover.

Research regarding principal turnover (Beteille et al., 2012, Fuller and Young 

2009; Hull, 2012; Seashore Louis et al., 2010) has indicated a significant, negative effect 

on student achievement. Additionally, the demands of the principalship has led to 

isolation, high stress, and dissatisfaction with the working conditions and supports given 

to principals, especially novice principals (Markow et al., 2013; Villani 2006; 

Weingartner, 2009). The study focused on mentoring as a strategy that may reduce a
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principal’s feeling of isolation, decrease a principal’s trial by error learning, and increase 

a principal’s level of satisfaction. The research questions focused on the mentoring 

experiences and their level of job satisfaction and intent to remain on the job in the 17 

Race to the Top school districts in Georgia. Procedures included the use of the Principal 

Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) sent to principals with five 

years of experience or fewer.

School districts and state departments of education, especially Georgia’s 

educational agencies, will benefit from this study because the results may be used to 

contribute to the revision of policies and practices for the recruitment, selection, support, 

and retention of qualified principals. School districts that employ more formal principal 

support structures may reduce abrupt, unexpected turnover that has the potential for 

negatively impacting teacher retention and student achievement. This study will add to 

the related literature regarding principal support as it relates to job satisfaction and 

retention. The following chapter reviews the pertinent literature concerning the history of 

the principalship, the effective schools and principal movement, and principal challenges 

related to turnover. The chapter concludes with a description of mentoring strategies 

employed by private and public industries and the implication for principal support as 

well as succession management strategies.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between formal 

principal mentoring, job satisfaction and retention as measured by the Principal Induction 

and Mentoring Survey (PIMS). The review of literature examines research in five areas 

related to principal leadership and mentoring. The first part of the review is related to the 

historical evolution of the principalship. The second section discusses early research on 

effective schools and how the principal’s leadership impacts school success. The third 

part of the literature review examines principal challenges and turnover related to the 

principalship. The fourth section looks at principal mentoring as it relates to principal job 

satisfaction and retention. The last section explores succession planning and principal 

succession strategies for school districts.

The Principalship Evolution 

Leadership is considered to be vital to the successful functioning of many aspects 

of the school environment (Marzano et al., 2005). School leaders have undergone a 

transformation in their roles, responsibilities, and expectations. In the early 1800s, school 

leaders were considered principal teachers, responsible for carrying out some clerical 

and administrative duties that kept the school in order, such as assigning classes, 

administering discipline, maintaining the building, taking attendance, and ensuring that 

school began and ended on time (Kafka, 2009). In 1852, Massachusetts was the first
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state to pass a compulsory education attendance law for public schools; by 1917, 

Mississippi was the last state to enact the law. This era, also known as the progressive era 

in education, was noted for the school’s focus on skill acquisition and the promotion of 

social skill development for all students (Koliba, 2000). This social reform movement in 

schools, led by John Dewey, aimed to provide students with experiences by which they 

take part in their own learning. He argued that "if knowledge comes from the impressions 

made upon us by natural objects, it is impossible to procure knowledge without the use of 

objects which impress the mind" (Dewey, 2009, pp. 217-218). His theory, while 

controversial at the time, had merit in the field of psychology and philosophy. School 

leaders became embroiled in the conservative and liberal political debates regarding the 

purpose and function of schools. As the United States was entering the era that focused 

on scientific management (Taylor, 1911), schools focused on preparing students for 

careers in the new industrial society.

From approximately 1900-1954, school administrators acted as expert managers; 

modeling their behavior after business and industry leaders (Fusarelli, Militello, Alsbury, 

Prince, & Warren, 2010). As urban centers began to grow, the principal teacher became 

more of a manager, administrator, supervisor, and on occasion, a politician (Kafka,

2009). Rousmaniere (2007) stated that the first principal positions were created to meet 

the demands of a new graded school system in the urban centers. With this new system of 

grades and departments, the principal was assigned to act as an overarching authority, 

organizing courses, dealing with discipline, and supervising teachers and classroom 

instruction (Rousmaniere, 2007). The principal reported to a central office supervisor 

who monitored the school’s progress. In Paul Revere Pierce’s (1935) book, The Origin
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and Development of the Public School Principalship, he explained that the development 

of the modem day public school principal was the result of the “rapid growth of cities, 

the grading of schools, the consolidation of departments under a single principal, the 

freeing of the principal from teaching duties, and recognition of the principal as the 

supervisory head of the school” (p. 7). In addition, the establishment of the Departments 

of Elementary School and Secondary School Principals within the National Education 

Association further propelled the status of the principal as a professional and authority in 

school matters (Pierce, 1935).

After World War II, urban centers continued to expand and with it, schools. By 

1940, when compulsory education laws had extended the number of years American 

youth were expected to attend school, nearly 80% of youth between the ages of 14 and 17 

attended high school, with more than 50% becoming high school graduates (Tyack,

1974). This meant that as more and more youth attended school for extended periods of 

time, education became an increasingly important part of American life (Kafta, 2009), 

and teachers and school principals became even more important figures in their local 

communities. In addition, the federal government began infusing large sums of money, in 

the form of grants, to local school districts and state departments of education for 

programs designated to meet the needs of a diverse population (Kafka, 2009). 

Rousmaniere (2007) noted that during this time period, 70% of urban elementary school 

principals had no teaching duties.

In the 1950s and 1960s, at the same time that efficiency, scientific knowledge, 

and the teaching of democracy to combat communism were central to American public 

education, the U.S. Supreme Court's Brown v. Board o f Education (1954) decision and
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the larger civil rights movement were affecting the schools as well (Fusarelli et al., 2010). 

In many cities and towns, questions of what schooling was supposed to accomplish and 

whom it was intended to serve was a source of contention for educators, especially 

principals (Kafka, 2009). Even though the Supreme Court’s decision ended de jure 

segregation, the ruling was fiercely contested in Virginia and other states in the South 

(O’Brien & Roberson, 2012). This resistance led to increased federal oversight of the law 

and sanctions for non-compliance through the passage of the Civil Right Act o f 1964 and 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1964 (O’Brien & Roberson, 

2012). This level of political authority placed school district superintendents, as well as 

school principals, in the national spotlight in terms of decisions made to educate all 

students. Additionally, by the late 1950s, the theory movement in educational 

administration was beginning and the social science disciplines influenced the 

preparation of school leaders (Fusarelli et al., 2010). The study and practice of 

administration, which had historically focused on the relations within the school system, 

turned its focus outwardly to the political, legal, and economic systems (Fusarelli et al., 

2010). With the formation of the National Council of Professors of Educational 

Administration (NCPEA), the process of sharing practices and strategies for building 

strong education administration programs focused on effective preparation of school 

administrators through better research into the educational administration and aligning 

the theories in the social sciences to educational administration (Papa, Lankford, & 

Wyckoff, 2002).

By the 1970s, the focus on school effectiveness as a major goal of American 

education advanced the use of student achievement data to evaluate school instructional
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efforts (Glassman & Heck, 1992). Fusing theory with action-based research, the effective 

schools movement focused on the actions of the principal as well as the organizational 

context in which he or she leads (Fusarelli et al., 2010). According the Glassman and 

Heck (1992), this implied that improved student outcomes could be attained through 

improved school organizational management and strong principal leadership. In 1977 a 

U.S. Senate Committee Report on Equal Educational Opportunity identified the principal 

as a key figure in the success of a school (Marzano, et al., 2005). The report as cited by 

Marzano and his colleagues (2005) stated:

In many ways the school principal is the most important and influential 
individual in any school. He or she is the person responsible for all activities that 
occur in and around the school building. It is the principal's leadership that sets 
the tone of the school, the climate for teaching, the level of professionalism and 
morale of teachers, and the degree of concern for what students may or may not 
become. The principal is the main link between the community and the school, 
and the way he or she performs in this capacity largely determines the attitudes of 
parents and students about the school. If a school is a vibrant, innovative, child- 
centered place, if it has a reputation for excellence in teaching, if students are 
performing to the best of their ability, one can almost always point to the 
principal's leadership as the key to success, (p. 56)

Principals have historically responded to existing structures and system through 

their leadership decisions (Kafka, 2009), but the need for transformational leadership 

(Bums, 1978) would be critical in the next decade. By the late 1980s, significant 

disparities existed between educational opportunities and outcomes; and the inability of 

school leaders to solve these problems led to harsh criticisms of effectiveness of school 

leaders and the leader preparation programs in which they were trained (Fusarelli et al.,

2010). A report released in the 1980s: A Nation At Risk (National Commission of 

Educational Excellence, 1983) brought to the public forefront that high school and 

college graduates were not well educated. In essence, the report claimed that schools
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were failing; and the U.S., once a leader in education, was being out-educated by other 

countries. This report catapulted the federal government’s increased involvement in 

education. Critics argued that the report was flawed in its data reporting and misled the 

public regarding the quality of public schools (Berliner & Biddle, 1995; Goodlad, 2003), 

but the political propaganda caused a series of reform efforts to combat the supposedly 

failing schools epidemic (Weiss, 2003). One of the outcomes was to focus on the 

improvement of teacher and leader preparation programs. In the late 1990s and early 

2000s, leader standards were adopted and two legislations were enacted to increase rigor 

in schools, close the achievement gaps, and hold teachers and leaders accountable for the 

success and failures of schools: Goals 2000 and No Child Left Behind (NCLB).

In attempt to tie leadership theory to practice and strengthen the preparation 

programs in school leadership (Van Meter & Murphy, 1997), in 1996, the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) adopted standards for school leaders 

(Fusarelli et al., 2010). These standards represented common knowledge, dispositions, 

and performances that school leaders should possess that would promote the success of 

students (Spiro et al., 2007). Additionally, the standards were the first attempt to 

standardize the essential qualities of a principal that may be observable.

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, was enacted in 1994 to provide state 

education departments with the financial resources to meet the following goals: the 

development of world-class standards and measurements of student achievement; 

increased graduation rates; math and science acceleration; increase adult literacy; and 

safe and drug-free schools (Paris, 1994). In addition, with the passage of this act, the first 

national standards for art education were created. This act had been a catalyst for the
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discussion within the education community about ways to improve student achievement 

(Campbell, 2003).

When President George W. Bush took office in 2000, one of his main political 

platforms was the reauthorization and amendment to the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA), which he named No Child Left Behind. The No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 mandated that all students achieve high standards and be on grade 

level by 2014 (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). In addition, NCLB demanded that 

educators be held accountable for student achievement at a school and classroom level 

(Kafka, 2009). This law increased accountability for all public schools by mandating the 

creation of learning standards and assessments for reading, language arts, mathematics, 

science, and social studies. Every public school must have a minimum percentage of their 

students attain an expected level of proficiency on standardized tests. This accountability 

was based on whether schools and districts were making Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP) toward the goal of bringing 100% of their students to academic proficiency by the 

end of the 2013-2014 school year (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). NCLB also 

provided parents more flexibility in choosing which schools their children can attend if a 

school fails to meet the required expectations. This increase in teaching and learning 

accountability established by NCLB has had a significant impact on the role of principals 

as educational leaders around the country. Schools were held more accountable for the 

academic performance of all students and principals were in the spotlight more than they 

ever have been; and if a school failed to meet AYP, a consequence may be the removal of 

the principal (U.S. Department of Education, 2001). Leithwood and Riehl (2003) stated 

that with the increased complexity of the educational environment, such as the
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development of rigorous curriculum standards, lofty achievement goals, and mandates 

from the local, state, and federal level, principals had to respond to these challenges while 

addressing the increasing diversity among their students.

In September 2011, the Unites States Department of Education announced 

flexibility to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The purpose of the 

flexibility would enable states to improve the quality of instruction and academic 

achievement for all students that was not originally outlined in NCLB (2001) (U.S. DOE 

ESEA Flexibility Document, 2012). In order to receive the flexibility, State Educational 

Agencies (SEAs) had to apply for the waiver and meet the following principles: college 

and career readiness for all students, state-developed differentiated recognition, 

accountability, and support for Title I schools, support for effective instruction and 

leadership, and reduced duplication and unnecessary burden (U.S. DOE ESEA Flexibility 

Document, 2012). Forty-four states, including the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and 

the Bureau of Indian Education submitted requests for ESEA flexibility; thirty-four states 

and the District of Columbia were approved. Outlined in the waiver documents was the 

description of the options of turning around the lowest-performing schools. Currently 

schools that are identified as low performing are designated as Priority, Focus, or Alert 

school. This designation is based on the lowest performing schools in a state as well as 

the increased achievement gaps between the highest performing group and the lowest 

performing subgroup in the school (U.S. DOE ESEA Flexibility Document, 2012). 

Schools have three years to make improvements or face sanctions in the form of 

leadership and staff removal, school restructuring, or school closure.
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Throughout history and throughout these legislative changes, effective leaders 

have been able to balance these challenges and complexities. Goals 2000, NCLB and the 

ESEA Flexibility Waiver have propelled additional research on effective schools; and the 

emphasis on effective school leadership continues to influence national and state 

discussions about educator effectiveness and school turnaround. A number of competitive 

federal grants, including the U.S. Department of Education’s $4.35 billion Race to the 

Top program, have spurred immediate action from states to provide alternative pathways 

for aspiring teachers and principals, strengthen statewide evaluations systems, and 

provide support for both teachers and leaders. Principals must be prepared for these 

complicated and unpredictable environments while serving and supporting the academic, 

social, and emotional needs of their staff and all students (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).

The Effective Principal and Schools 

Research on effective schools has been conducted since the 1970s (Brookover & 

Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 1979; Madden, Lawson, & Sweet, 1976; Weber, 1971). Over 

the past 40 years, scholars have analyzed the characteristics of effective and high 

performing schools, especially those serving low-income students. Ronald Edmonds 

(1979), one of the preeminent scholars of the effective schools movement, stressed equity 

and the acquisition and mastery of basic skills as an important component in producing 

effective schools. The effective schools movement, however, evolved in response to the 

Coleman Report in 1966. In his report, Coleman and his colleagues (1966) argued that 

schools had little to do with student achievement. Coleman and his colleagues (1966) 

maintained that family background was critical and more significant than schools in 

making a difference in the academic achievement of students. Moreover, the report stated
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“one implication stands above all: that schools bring little to bear on a child’s 

achievement that is independent of his background and general social context” (p. 325). 

Edmonds (1979) rejected this conclusion and argued that equity with an emphasis on skill 

mastery through effective leadership, sound instructional strategies, and a safe and 

orderly schools environment, particularly for low-socio-economic students, can help all 

students attain a level of proficiency.

An effective leader with a high level of knowledge, skill, and talent can increase 

the likelihood of a positive school culture (Shannon & Bylsma, 2007). In addition, an 

effective principal has the ability to attract and retain highly effective teachers that will 

have a positive influence on student outcomes (Shelton, 2011). Additional research 

(Edmonds, 1979; Elmore, 2000; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Lezotte, 1991) suggested that 

all effective schools had a school leader that focused on the quality of instruction, 

monitored student progress to ensure that expectations were high, ensured that the school 

was safe and orderly, and strong family-school ties were evident.

Weber (1971) examined four instructionally effective inner-city schools in New 

York City, Los Angeles, and Kansas City. These schools successfully met the reading 

needs of poor students when compared to national norms. Weber (1971) identified 

several common characteristics found in each of the schools: strong leadership, high 

expectations for all students, an orderly and pleasant school environment, and frequent 

monitoring of student progress. Dobbie and Fryer (2011) examined 35 charter schools in 

New York City and correlated the data with effective schools research. Within this study, 

Dobbie and Fryer (2011) conducted a literature review exploring the attributes of 

effective schools. Dobbie and Fryer (2011) analyzed the studies of Madden, Lawson and
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Sweet (1976), a 1974 New York’s Office of Education Performance Review, Brookover 

and Lezotte (1979), and Edmonds (1979) and found that effective schools have a strong 

administrative leadership, high expectations for all children, a focus on academic 

achievement, and monitor student progress. This early research laid the foundation for 

additional studies that assert that a highly effective school leader can have a positive 

influence on the overall academic achievement of students (Marzano et al., 2005).

In 1986, Hallinger and Murphy conducted a study to explore the factors of 

effective schools in elementary schools with differing socioeconomic status (SES). 

Building on the previous effective schools research, Hallinger and Murphy (1986) 

examined the social context of schooling that serve student populations with differing 

socioeconomic status. Data from eight elementary schools in California were collected. 

These schools outperformed other schools on the third and sixth grade state exam across 

grade levels and subject areas after controlling for student SES (Hallinger & Murphy, 

1986). Results of the surveys, observations, interviews, and document review found that 

school context influenced the operation of an instructionally effective elementary school 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 1986). In addition to these findings, Hallinger and Murphy (1986) 

found that the principal was the key person who helped to create the conditions for high 

expectations regardless of the social context.

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium’s (ISLLC) Standards for 

School Leaders were created in 1996 to shape the knowledge, skills, and performance of 

current and prospective leaders (Murphy, 2005). These standards provided direction for 

principal learning. The six ISLLC standards were applied to the accreditation of 

leadership preparation programs throughout the United States through the Educational
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Leadership Constituency Consortium (ELCC). According ISLLC (2008), a school 

administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success o f all students by setting 

a wide shared vision; developing and nurturing a culture of student and professional 

success; ensuring the effective operation and management of facilities and resources in 

order to create a safe environment for all; collaborating with family and community 

members; acting with integrity and fairness in an ethical manner; and understanding, 

responding to, and influencing the political, social, legal, and cultural contexts (ISLLC,

2008). The ELLC guidelines for leadership accreditation included seven leadership 

standards to support the framework for principal professional development (Wilmore, 

2004). Six standards are aligned to the ISLLC standards, but the seventh standard 

addresses the internship for building principals that provides for a “substantial, sustained 

standards-based work in real settings” (Wilmore, 2004, p. 8).

Using the ISLLC standards as guideline, Marzano (2003) identified five 

characteristics of successful schools. These characteristics included a guaranteed and 

viable curriculum; challenging goals and effective feedback; parent and community 

involvement; a safe and orderly environment; and collegiality and professionalism among 

the faculty and staff (Marzano, 2003). These characteristics affirmed earlier research 

findings regarding effective schools and was the impetus for the 2005 Mid-continent 

Research for Education and Learning (McREL) commissioned study by Marzano,

Waters, and McNulty. Marzano and his colleagues examined 69 studies spanning over 35 

years looking for specific behaviors related to principal leadership. In their meta-analysis, 

Marzano and his colleagues (2005) found that this study quantified the relationship 

among 2 Header responsibilities with student achievement. One of the 21, situational
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awareness, had the largest correlation (r = .33) with student academic achievement. 

Situational awareness addresses a leader’s awareness of the details and the undercurrents 

of a school and the use of this information to address issues or problems before they arise 

(Marzano et al., 2005). Marzano and his colleagues (2005) further stated that “it makes 

intuitive sense that a school leader must understand the innermost working of the school 

at the nuts and bolts level to be effective. The more one knows about the inner workings 

of an organization, the more one is able to lead and manage that organization” (pp. 63- 

64).

Additionally, Cotton (2003) described 26 principal behaviors that contribute to 

student achievement. These 26 attributes were similar to Marzano (2005) and Edmond’s 

(1979) characteristics of effective schools. Cotton (2003) noted that these attributes do 

not exist separately; but an effective leader will use nearly all of the traits simultaneously 

to lead change initiatives and sustain success in school.

Stronge, Richard, and Catano (2008) found that effective principals exhibit eight 

qualities. These qualities were identified through a collection of existing research 

(Edmonds, 1979; Marzano et al., 2005; Cotton, 2003). Unlike Marzano’s research, these 

qualities are not ranked. Stronge and his colleagues (2008) list instructional leadership, 

school climate, human resources management, staff evaluation, organizational 

management, communication and public relations and professionalism as the 

characteristics of effective principals. These qualities, similar to the ISSLC standards as 

well as the correlates of effective schools, highlight the principal’s role in creating and 

fostering the conditions for teachers and students to be successful.
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In a recent 2010 study conducted by McREL, Goodwin found that student 

achievement increased when principals were directly involved in the design and 

implementation of curriculum, assessment, and instruction; protected teachers from 

unnecessary disruptions and allowed them to focus on quality instructional activities; and 

provided teachers with the resources and professional development to support the 

delivery high-quality instruction. In addition, Goodwin (2010) noted that in order to 

support these efforts, school districts must provide extensive staff development for 

teachers and principals. As principals make hiring decisions, provide staff development 

for teachers, and monitor their growth, school districts must support the principal’s 

efforts to frequently observe and coach teachers (Goodwin, 2010).

The research on effective schools and effective administrators point to the 

principal’s role in creating an environment where teachers are provided the instructional 

support and resources needed to help students succeed. In addition, the effective schools 

research also highlighted the skills that a principal must have to make schools effective 

such as creating and sustaining a vision, creating a culture of high expectations for all 

students, collaborating and monitoring teacher and student progress, and creating positive 

parent and school relationships. School principals have the complex task of addressing a 

multitude of issues on a daily basis while keeping a focus on the improvements necessary 

for school success.

In order for principals to become effective, they must develop the skills necessary 

to balance the complexity of the job. However, as principals enter the job, they are 

confronted with issues such as isolation, fear of being incompetent, difficulty setting 

instructional direction and generating buy-in for initiatives, and the logistical and political
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constraints of running a school (Spiro et al., 2007; Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). The 

complex nature of the school environment, coupled with increased local, state, and 

federal demands make the job of the principal even more difficult. These same challenges 

and complexities have also been identified as factors that could impact job satisfaction 

and ultimately lead to principal turnover.

Principal Challenges 

A principals’ job is fraught with fragmentation (Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 

2012). New projects, problems, and crises regularly interrupt the cycle of ongoing 

activities at school (Lovely, 2005). A principal must simultaneously provide information, 

cope with workflow issues, and make short-term and long-term decisions (Lovely, 2005). 

New principals may unexpectedly encounter experiences for which they are unprepared, 

regardless of their teaching experience and administrative leadership preparation 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Mitgang et al., 2013; Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). 

Research indicates that low salary, long work hours, increased accountability measures, 

high levels of stress, and lack of support, makes the principalship unappealing to 

prospective candidates as well as new principals taking the helm (Bass, 2007; DiPaola & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2003; DuFour & Marzano, 2009; Jacobson, Brooks, Giles, Johnson,

& Ylimaki, 2007; Partlow, 2007; Weingartner, 2009). Partlow (2007) found that first- 

year principals often face additional challenges from teachers and staff who are resistant 

to any changes initiated by a new principal. She also found that first-year principals face 

the challenges of poor discipline, high expectations, and a limited amount of time given 

by the district to achieve positive results (Partlow, 2007). Mitgang, Gill, and Cummins 

(2013) assert that there is an inequitable distribution of quality teachers and principal
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with poor and low achieving students. School districts have the responsibility to support 

new principals, but often there are minimal resources and attention to effective resources 

and structures that would hire, support, and retain high quality principals (Leithwood, 

Anderson, & Seashore Louis, 2012).

While the demands placed on principals have increased, the profession and 

preparation has changed little to meet these demands (Hull, 2012). These challenges may 

influence the level of satisfaction that a principal has about his or her work. Locke (1976) 

defined job satisfaction as the positive emotional state an employee feels as a result of 

favorable feedback from his or her superiors or colleagues. Monroe (2007) stated that 

when examining job satisfaction, the following variables should be considered: salary, 

working conditions, job stress, and on-the-job support. Spector (1985) stated that the 

intention of employees to leave, absenteeism, and/or withdrawal behavior correlated with 

job satisfaction. There are a myriad of studies on employee job satisfaction (Herzberg, 

1966; Locke, 1976; Gregory, 2009; Saari & Judge, 2004; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), 

but there is limited research examining how mentoring employees, specifically school 

principals, can mitigate the challenges that may increase a principal’s level of 

satisfaction.

Salary

The salary for principals is not always commensurate with the time commitment 

and responsibilities of the role (Weingartner, 2009). Principals, on average, work 

approximately 10 hours a day, equating to 60-80 hours a week with the expectation to 

attend nightly and weekend events (Hull, 2012). In addition to meeting more stringent 

accountability measures, principals may also spend more time dealing with district
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mandates rather than in classrooms with teachers and students (DuFour & Marzano, 

2009). Principals state that the compensation does not equate to the amount of the work, 

time, and energy that is spent at school and weekly events (Pijanowski & Brady, 2009). 

As compared with other professionals, the average annual salary for a principal in 

Georgia is $85,000 (Battle & Gruber, 2009). If this salary is amortized, the daily rate of 

pay would equate to about $230 a day. Often, the salaries for new principals can be as 

little as ten percent more than a master teacher (Sorapuru, 2012). Hancock and Bird 

(2008) found that teachers did not want to become administrators because there was a 

small differential between teacher and administrative salary coupled with the loss of job 

security and autonomy. Weingartner (2009) stated that some teachers who were 

appointed to the principalship incurred a pay cut. The added responsibility and time spent 

may not equate to the pay resulting in the decision to return to the classroom even after a 

year or two (Villani, 2006). Even though the literature does not cite salary as a primary 

source of contention for many principals, it is a factor that contributes to the overall 

decision to remain on the job or a future candidate’s decision to become a school 

principal.

Job Stress

Principals face enormous pressures to succeed. Principals must create an 

educational environment where all students much reach proficient levels of achievement 

on local, state, and national standardized exams. With the passage NCLB and the ESEA 

Flexibility Waiver, all students and schools were expected make significant gains in 

student achievement during a three-year period. The consequences of failing to meet 

these achievement gains equate to the removal of the principal and the restructuring of
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the school, yet research indicates that it takes at least five years to positively effect 

change (Fullan, 2001; Seashore Louis et al., 2010).

Furthermore, societal and political pressures, as well as demographic changes, 

have created additional challenges for principals. Today’s principals must create a vision 

and culture of high expectations for all students, maintain a safe and orderly environment, 

monitor the teaching and instructional quality of the school, increase the instructional 

focus; and assess student progress (Stronge et al., 2008; Mendels, 2012 ). Since NCLB 

was enacted in 2001, the use of accountability measures increased the role a principal 

plays to meet the stringent standards (Sorapuru, 2012). Additionally, the standards for 

student academic success have been raised, often creating increased tension and stress for 

principals and teachers when the school does not perform well (Militello & Behnke, 

2006). DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran, (2003) found that stress and time demands were 

significant factors discouraging potential principal candidates from applying for principal 

positions. For example, in Georgia, students in grades three through eight take the 

Criterion-Reference Competency Test (CRCT) and students in high school, prior to 2012, 

took the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHGT) and now take End of Course 

Tests (EOCTs). High stakes standardized test results, graduation and attendance rates, 

and achievement gap closures are indicators used to determine the success of a school 

and ultimately the success of a principal. Schools unable to meet proficiency levels in 

each category will be designated as Priority or Focus Schools (Georgia Department of 

Education, 2012). Additionally, Georgia will also identify Alert Schools in three 

categories: Subgroup Alert Schools, Subject Alert Schools, and Graduation Alert 

Schools. These Alert Schools will be identified based on subgroup performance (Georgia
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Department of Education, 2012). Priority, Focus, and Alert schools will be monitored for 

a period of three years. The monitoring includes completing a Flexible Learning Plan 

(FLP), monthly visits by a state implementation specialist, and required leader and 

teacher training. This level of monitoring is in addition to the mandates required of the 

local school district. The compounded stress can lead to work overload and eventual 

burnout (Weingartner, 2009).

Weingartner (2009) contends that stress should not be taken lightly. It could lead 

to withdrawal and physical fatigue, sleep disorders, and poor concentration (Weingartner,

2009). These symptoms can ultimately lead to poor decision making, increase error, and 

ultimately burnout (Weingartner, 2009). In a study of 860 students enrolled in 

administrative preparation programs, Bass (2007) reported that stress was the primary 

factor discouraging potential candidates from entering school administration. The second 

and third factors include the increase in time commitment and the pressures of 

standardized testing. These increased challenges have contributed to the decline in the 

number of potentially highly effective, satisfied principals (Casavant & Cherkowski, 

2001). Sorapuru (2012) contends that high accountability standards that are not met “are 

stress-inducing and may have an im pact... on the perceptions of [the principal’s] ability 

to perform the job, job dissatisfaction, and ultimately retention” (p. 24).

Working Conditions 

A principal is primarily responsible for administering all aspects of school 

operations. According to Lunenburg (2010), principals are responsible for planning, 

organizing, monitoring, managing, hiring, and developing teachers and staff. These 

responsibilities translate to heavy workloads with long hours. The traditional view of the
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principal as a school manager who focused on discipline, scheduling, parent concerns, 

and district mandates have been extended to include instruction guidance and monitoring 

for teachers and students growth (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Portin et al., 2009). 

Studies regarding job satisfaction and work place situational influences (Judge & Church, 

2000; Jurgensen, 1978) show that when employees were asked to evaluate different 

facets of their job such as supervision, pay, promotion opportunities, coworkers, the 

nature of the work itself generally emerged as the most important job facet (Saari & 

Judge, 2004). In this case, principals increasingly say the multifaceted job of today’s 

principal is not doable (Hull, 2012). Loeb, Kalogrides, and Homg (2010) contend that 

principals tend to transfer to less challenging schools or leave the profession as a result of 

poor working conditions such as inferior facilities, fewer resources, and less experienced 

staff.

In February of 2013, MetLife released the report, The MetLife Survey o f the 

American Teacher: Challenges for School Leadership. Markow, Macia, and Lee (2013) 

surveyed 500 public school principals regarding the responsibilities and challenges facing 

school leaders, including the changing roles of principals and teachers, budget and 

resources, professional satisfaction, and implementation of the new Common Core State 

Standards. Markow and her colleagues (2013) found that 75% of the principals surveyed 

reported that the job had become too complex; and 65% reported that the job 

responsibilities today are not similar to the work five years prior. Markow and her 

colleagues (2013) also found that principals in urban school districts find it more 

challenging to maintain an adequate supply of highly effective teachers and forge 

relationship with parents and community members. These findings are similar to the
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literature regarding the challenges with attracting quality personnel to schools that need 

them the most (Loeb, et al, 2010).

On-the-job Support 

Organizational support structures such as induction, just-in-time training, and 

networking are necessary to ensure that a principal transitions successfully to the role 

(Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). With an emphasis on removing principals from 

failing schools, the assumption was made that the principal alone drives student learning 

(Rud, 2011). Extensive research (Fink and Brayman, 2006; Murphy and Myers, 2008) 

has determined that there are a number factors that contribute to failing schools such as 

ineffective instructional practices, lack of accountability, and inadequate professional and 

financial support for administrators, teachers, and students. With a plethora of new 

initiatives, priorities, accountability standards, and community demands, principals need 

a myriad of support from their supervisors, colleagues, and professional organizations 

that understand and can advocate for the support needed to ensure that the school is 

successful (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Mitgang et al., 2013). Despite the federal 

mandates, state interventions, and the millions of dollars earmarked for reform efforts, 

many school districts have a substantial number of schools that did not meet Adequately 

Yearly Progress (AYP) (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010). In Georgia, there were 613 

schools that did not AYP in 2010-2011 (Georgia Department of Education, 2012); and in 

2012, Georgia identified 79 Priority schools, 156 Focus schools, and 28 Alert schools. 

Schmidt-Davis and Bottoms (2011) contend that districts and states are failing to provide 

the resources or create the conditions for principals to lead school improvements, 

especially in schools with the highest need.



Principals need access to data, instructional strategies, and other professional 

development activities to help them acquire the skills needed to support classroom 

teachers. They need opportunities to reflect on their practice, identify areas of growth, 

and target ways in which their leadership can best help students (Bloom et al., 2005).

This is especially true of principals serving in low performing schools and low-income 

schools (Hull, 2012). Principal professional development has historically ranked low on 

the list of priorities for districts; and during tight budget seasons, professional 

development is the first to get cut (Mitgang, 2013). Leithwood and his colleagues (2012) 

found that an important source of principal self-efficacy was the districts’ investment in 

their professional development. Self-efficacy is defined as a person’s belief in their 

ability to succeed in situations (Bandura, 1977); and in the case of the principalship, the 

belief that he or she can improve student achievement and teacher quality. Research 

regarding the principal’s work highlights the isolation embedded in the job that leads to 

bum out and job dissatisfaction (Bauer & Brazer, 2011). Bauer and Brazer (2011) found 

that the lower the level of social support experienced by new principals, the more isolated 

the principal felt which in turn led to low self-efficacy. School districts can create the 

conditions that are viewed by principals as supportive of their work, such as the focus on 

student learning, quality of instruction, targeted approaches to school improvement, and 

professional development of their leaders (Leithwood, Mascall, & Jantzi, 2012).

Principal Turnover

Since the mid-1990s, an abundance of research has been conducted to ascertain 

what’s keeping aspirants away from the principalship and what’s causing them to leave 

the job once they have it (Conley & Cooper, 2011; Fuller & Young, 2009; Hargreaves et
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al., 2003; Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012; Lovely, 2005; Roza, Celia, Harvey, & 

Wishon, 2003). A recent study found that on average, schools experience fairly rapid 

turnover -  about one new principal every three to four years (Seashore Louis et al.,

2010). According to Lovely (2005) the following deterrents to the principalship have 

transcended every level and demographic group of principals: time and overload, 

increasing responsibilities, work-related stress, salary, and institutional interference. 

Fuller and Young (2009) found that low retention of principals were caused by a variety 

of factors including accountability pressures, the complexity and intensity of the job, lack 

of support from the central office, and low compensation. In addition to the large 

numbers of baby boomer principals retiring, increased accountability and numerous 

reform agendas have intensified the work of principals, making the job less attractive for 

many who are certified to fill the positions (Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012). Fink 

(2010) suggested that not only has the role of the principal become less desirable, the 

applicant has changed as well. Referring to the millennial generation, Fink (2010) 

offered, "The combination of younger generations' reticence to assume leadership 

positions and their passionate desire to maintain a reasonable life-work balance 

compounds the problem" (p. 69). In some parts of the country, the issue is not finding 

candidates to fill these positions, but finding qualified candidates who are willing to work 

in the most challenging schools with increased demands and decreased resources and 

support (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Markow et al., 2013; Roza et al., 2003).

Saari and Judge (2004) contend that in a number of studies regarding employee 

job satisfaction, the nature of the work and workplace situations have had an impact on 

the employee’s satisfaction with the work and ultimately their retention. These employee
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turnover studies can provide additional insight to how and why principals turnover more 

frequently. Although the literature regarding principal turnover and a principal’s intent to 

remain is limited, the findings from seven studies share a common conclusion: the fact 

that low performing schools, high poverty schools, and schools with less experienced and 

certified teachers, experience the highest principal and teacher turnovers compared to 

other schools with different demographics (Sorapuru, 2012).

Leithwood and Seashore Louis (2012) contend that as the demand for new 

principals increases, the likelihood that principal turnover will increase is high. The 

impending shortage does create opportunities for both those who consider administrative 

careers as well as the programs that prepare them. The United States Department of 

Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (Selected Occupational Projections, 2010) reports, with 

regard to elementary and secondary school administrators, the projected number of 

principals needed by 2020 will increase by 10%. In a study conducted by Mascall and 

Leithwood (2010) on the effect of principal turnover, they concluded that principal 

turnover is moderately and negatively correlated with school culture (r = -.36) and 

classroom curriculum and instruction (r = -33). The total effect of principal turnover on 

student achievement was significant and negative, explaining at least 11 % of the variance 

(Mascall & Leithwood, 2010). Principal turnover disrupts staff members’ focus on 

improving student achievement when a leader who supports an initiative leaves and is 

replaced by a leader with different priorities (Leithwood and Seashore Louis, 2012). 

Mascall and Leithwood (2010) argued that frequent or rapid principal turnover caused by 

district policies can lead to teacher mistrust of the leader or district practices concerning 

principal turnover. Inevitably, teachers who experience this practice learn to wait out the
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new principal and not buy-in to any recommended changes or initiatives that could 

positively impact the school (Mascall & Leithwood, 2010).

Homg, Kalogrides, and Loeb (2009) examined the principal labor market in 

Miami-Dade County Public Schools from 2003-2004 and 2008-2009 to consider the 

patterns within the labor market. After examining more than 350 schools and their 

administrators over a six-year period, the data revealed that the schools with the greatest 

concentration of low-income students had the highest turnover; 20% of first-year 

principals left, as compared to 11 % in the schools with fewer poor students (Homg, 

Kalogrides, and Loeb, 2009). About 17% of the low performing schools had an interim 

principal while transitioning to a newly appointed principal (Sorapuru, 2012). In addition, 

Homg and his colleagues found that schools labeled a grade of D or F had, on average, 

principals with 2.5 years of experience, compared to 5.1 years on average for schools 

receiving an accountability rating of A or B (Homg et al., 2009).

In 2012, Beteille, Kalogrides and Loeb conducted a secondary study of Miami- 

Dade County Public Schools. The researchers found that students attending schools with 

a new principal made lower achievement gains in math than they had been under the 

previous principal. This was true whether the incoming principal had no prior experience 

or if he or she was a temporary or interim principal (Beteille et al., 2012). Yet, if the new 

principal at the school had previous experience at another school, the negative impact 

was minimized (Beteille et al., 2012).

Fuller and Young (2009) examined 1,504 new principals in Texas between 1996 

and 2008. They found that retention rates for new principals were heavily influenced by 

the level of student achievement in the principal’s first year of employment. Principals in
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the lowest achieving schools had the shortest tenure and lowest retention rates and 

conversely, principals in the highest achieving schools had the longest tenure and highest 

retention rates. In addition, high school retention rates were low for all schools in the 

study, with more than 50% of new principals staying for less than three years (Fuller and 

Young, 2009). Fuller and Young (2009) concluded that most of the principals, who left 

the school, actually left the profession. These data also suggested that there is a revolving 

door of new principals who may not have the knowledge, skills, and talents needed to 

meet the challenges of today’s schools.

Papa, Lankford, and Wyckoff (2002) examined the attributes and career paths of 

principals in New York State and found that there was not a shortage of certified 

applicants for the principalship. They found that 60% of the principals were to retire in 

the next five years, but the number of certified principals exceeded the number of 

principalships by more than 50% (Papa et al., 2002). Urban schools were much more 

likely to have principals with less experience and degrees from lower ranked universities 

and colleges (Papa et al., 2002). In a secondary study, Papa (2007) followed several 

cohorts of new principals hired in New York State public schools from 1991 to 1999 in 

order to examine their retention rates. In Papa’s (2007) multivariate analysis of principal 

retention, he concluded that schools with a higher percentage of at-risk students and less 

experienced and qualified teachers, had difficulty attracting and retaining highly effective 

principals. The likelihood of a principal leaving a school with higher poverty levels is 

doubled as compared to schools with a higher socio-economic status (Sorapuru, 2012).

Partlow (2007) examined the relationships among principal turnover and eight 

variables: superintendent turnover rate, building enrollment, student attendance, student
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mobility, pupil-teacher ratio, teacher attendance, student achievement in reading, and 

student achievement in mathematics. A multiple stepwise regression was used to predict 

principal turnover based on seven years of school data from 1997 and 2003 in 109 

elementary schools in Ohio. Partlow (2007) found that student achievement was the only 

predictor variable to influence principal turnover. She also found that as the percentage of 

students who passed the reading and math standardized exams increased, the frequency 

of principal turnover decreased (Partlow, 2007). Partlow (2007) recommended that 

further research should be conducted to look at additional contextual factors such as the 

finances of a school district or school student discipline records; the level of parental 

involvement; and the adequately yearly progress (AYP) status of the schools.

Miller’s (2009) twelve-year analysis of North Carolina principals and 

administrative data from North Carolina schools measured the student achievement at 

schools that have undergone change in leadership; are undergoing a change in leadership; 

or will undergo a change in leadership. Miller (2009) found that principal turnover 

adversely impacted the school. She found that when there is a change in principals, 

teacher turnover rates increase as well (Miller, 2009). In fact, the teacher turnover 

continued two years after the departure of the principal (Miller, 2009). Miller (2009) also 

found that principal turnover followed a downturn in school performance which began a 

few years earlier. Miller (2009) theorized that “it is possible that a drop in student 

achievement is a cause of principal turnover, either because principals quit in response to 

the unpleasantness of working at low performing schools, or because falling test scores 

make it more likely that a principal is fired” (p. 2). Miller (2009) also noted that test 

scores during a new principal’s two years were relatively low, but began to rebound
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during the fourth year; returning to the pre-transition levels. These findings were 

supported by the literature regarding change initiatives and the time it takes to see 

measured improvements (Fullan, 2001; Hargreaves et al., 2003; Seashore Louis et al., 

2010).

Since school principals have an indirect influence over student achievement and a 

more direct influence on teacher performance and school culture, the principal is the best 

positioned person in every school to ensure successive years of quality teaching for each 

child (Leithwood and Seashore Louis, 2012). This research also highlights some the 

challenges that principals face that can be contributing factors to principal turnover. With 

a growing concern over sustaining the quality of leadership in schools, the principalship 

should be examined more closely particularly as the job market becomes increasingly 

competitive and the availability of highly effective principals becomes more of a priority. 

To address the principal shortage and turnover, state Boards of Education and local 

school districts are revising recruitment plans and providing practical training in the form 

of mentoring support and professional development for both novice and veteran 

principals (Leithwood & Seashore Louis 2012; Lovely, 2005; Mitgang et al., 2013; 

Weingartner, 2009).

Mentoring

The word mentor first appeared in Homer’s Odyssey. Mentor was entrusted to 

take care of Odysseus’ son, Telemachus, as Odysseus fought in the ten-year Trojan War. 

After the war, Odysseus spent another ten years trying to find his way back home. In 

Ithaca, it was assumed that Odysseus is dead, but with the urging from Mentor, 

Telemachus ventured out to find his father. Athena, goddess of war and patroness of the
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arts, assumed the form of Mentor and accompanied Telemachus on his journey to find his 

father. Throughout his quest, Mentor advised Telemachus, helped him to evade capture, 

and eventually found his father (Yirci & Kocabas, 2010).

The word Mentor has evolved to mean trusted advisor, friend, teacher and wise 

person (Yirci & Kocabas, 2010). History offers many examples of helpful mentoring 

relationships: Socrates and Plato, Hayden and Beethoven, Freud and Jung. Mentoring is a 

fundamental form of human development where one person invests time, energy, and 

personal know-how in assisting the growth and ability of another person (Shea, 1997). In 

addition, mentoring is a dyadic relationship between a more experienced or senior person 

(mentor) and a less experienced or junior person (mentee) (Sambunjak & Maruisic,

2009). Parylo and her colleagues (2012) stated that the purpose of mentoring is to help 

the mentee improve their performance, develop their leadership qualities, and learn new 

social skills. Kram’s (1985) seminal study of workplace mentoring delineated several key 

aspects of mentoring relationships such as the function of mentoring and the phases of a 

mentoring relationship. Kram (1985) concluded that the support received by the mentee 

helped him or her develop a sense of competence and identity as a professional. Her work 

became the foundation for additional mentoring research in the fields of psychology, 

management, and education.

In the Mentor’s Guide, Zachary (2000) lists the following four assumptions about 

mentoring: mentoring can be a powerful growth experience for both the mentor and 

mentee; mentoring is a process of engagement for all involved; mentoring is reflective 

practice that takes mutual commitment on the part of the mentor and mentee; and 

mentoring focuses on the learning process and learning of the mentee. The four
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assumptions provided an explanation of mentoring but also highlighted the complexity of 

this practice. With the focus on the partnership and meeting a mentee’s professional 

goals, a mentor must facilitate authentic learning opportunities that will help the mentee 

meet the proposed goals (Zachary, 2000). Kouzes and Posner (2007) identified five 

exemplary practices that enable a leader to achieve extraordinary results. One of the 

practices is called model the way (Kouzes and Posner, 2007). Zachary and Fischler 

(2009) contend that Kouzes and Posner’s leadership framework has implications for 

mentoring models. Kouzes and Posner (2007) asserted the leaders who model the way 

establish principles for the way people should be treated and the way goals should be 

pursued by setting standards and examples for other to follow. Mentors model the way by 

aligning their leadership practices to the values and norms of the organization (Zachary & 

Fischler, 2009).

Corporate Mentoring 

Corporations have used mentoring, informally or formally, as a means of sharing 

knowledge of the most senior staff with new employees in order to increase productivity 

and career advancement (Schaffer, 2008). In addition, there has been a boom in 

mentoring programs within the various corporate sectors in the United States. Workplace 

mentoring occurs within the organizational setting and the purpose is to provide both 

personal and professional growth for the mentee (Kram, 1985). According to an article 

published by Knowledge®Wharton (2007), 71% of Fortune 500 companies have formal 

mentoring programs. In a case study conducted by Sun Microsystems in 2007, it was 

noted that their mentoring programs resulted in a 72% retention rate for those who 

participated in the program as compared to 49% for those who did not participate
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(Knowledge@Wharton, 2007). Erickson (2008) cited that the opportunities to receive 

support through mentoring should not be reserved for only junior employees, but for all 

levels. The benefits of mentoring for all levels of the organization include increased 

morale, productivity, and career development (United States Office of Personnel 

Management, 2008). This also holds true in academic organizations.

Schools have established one-on-one tutoring programs to improve academic 

achievement; colleges and universities have deployed academic advisors or peer mentors 

to support incoming freshmen; medical schools offer residency training programs, pairing 

experienced physicians with medical students; government agencies, large corporations, 

and associations have integrated mentoring into human resource development processes 

and diversity initiatives, often using mentor-mentee matching systems (Williams, 2005). 

This pairing of a novice and expert has had a positive impact on the development of the 

novice as he or she learns the appropriate behaviors, increases skills, and receives 

feedback in order to grow professionally (Zachary, 2000).

Teacher Mentoring 

In recent years, there has been increased support for beginning teachers. 

Historically, new teachers were often left to their own devices to succeed or fail without 

any structured support provided by the school district or individual school (Ingersoll and 

Kralik, 2004). Smith and Ingersoll (2004) stated that “critics have long assailed teaching 

as an occupation that ‘cannibalizes its young’ and in which the initiation of new teachers 

is akin to a ‘sink or swim,’ ‘trial by fire,’ or ‘boot camp’ experience” (p. 682). Informal 

mentoring had existed in schools where veteran teachers provided some level of support 

to new teachers (Aycock, 2006), but by the early 1980s, mentoring had become part of a
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broad movement to improve support to teachers (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). In 2010, 

more than 30 states required new teachers to participate in some form of induction 

(Johnson, Goldrick & Lasagna 2010), and teacher mentoring programs have become the 

primary element of formal novice teacher induction, often being used to describe all 

teacher induction (Ingersoll & Strong 2011).

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) found that mentors for new teachers, especially in 

their first year, were role models and helped to socialize the new teachers to the climate 

and culture of the school. Smith and Ingersoll (2004) found that induction and mentoring 

had a positive effect in the retention of beginning teachers. Using data from the 1999- 

2000 Schools and Staffing Survey, the researchers found that beginning teachers who 

participated in collective induction activities such as planning and collaboration with 

other teachers, were less likely to leave the profession after one year or move to another 

school. Smith and Ingersoll (2004) also found that “having a mentor from the same field, 

having common planning time with other teachers in the same subject or collaboration 

with other teachers in the same subject... and being part of an external network of 

teachers” (p. 706) were more effective than other factors in reducing teacher turnover. 

Moreover, Hallam and her colleagues (2012) affirmed Smith and Ingersoll’s (2004) 

findings. They found that when beginning teachers were paired with a mentor, retention 

was substantially increased because of the increased support and better working 

conditions which led to increased job satisfaction (Hallam, Chou, Hite, & Hite, 2012).

The collegial support created through the formal teacher mentoring program, 

helped to socialize novice teachers into the profession and the local context (i.e., 

communicate the values, norms, and expectations of the school) that translated to
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additional professional learning opportunities (Pogodzinski, Youngs, Frank, & Belman, 

2012). In 2007, Kapadia, Coca, and Easton (2007) surveyed more than 1100 teachers in 

Chicago and found that novice teachers receiving strong mentoring were much more 

likely to report a favorable mentoring experience, and intent to continue teaching and 

remain in the same school. Additionally, Kapadia and his colleagues (2007) found that 

novice teachers who had the opportunity to collaborate regularly with peers and who had 

similar experiences were more likely to report positive support systems and intent to 

remain at the same school.

Compared with the most obvious rationale for investing in mentoring teachers, 

whose impact on children’s learning is direct, the justification for public funding for 

principal mentoring is not as immediately transparent, given the less direct influence of 

school leaders on student success (Spiro et al., 2007). Mentoring and induction programs 

for new teachers have strengthened teacher performance and retention; mentoring and 

induction programs for principals have enormous potential for the same outcome (Villani,

2006).

Principal Mentoring 

Principals are often isolated from other administrators in the school district and 

lack time to meet with other new administrators or experienced principals who work in 

the district and who could share information about the culture and history of the system 

(Villani, 2006; Weingartner, 2009). Lovely (2005) contends that a structured orientation 

to the assigned school and district is a must for every first-year principal. In their book, I f 

Only /  Knew... Successful Strategies for Navigating the Principalship, Alvy and Robbins 

(1998) stressed the intricate relationship between performance during the principal’s
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inaugural year and their long term effectiveness. The first year is a stronger predictor of 

principals’ future success; therefore, it is imperative that they get it right the first time 

(Alvy & Robbins, 1998). Quality principals lead to quality schools that produce higher 

student performance; and conversely, poorly prepared principals lead schools nowhere 

and obstruct school improvement (Gray et al., 2007). There is significant research that 

focuses on the importance of the principalship and the impact school leaders have on 

student achievement and the wellness of the school community (Leithwood et al., 2004, 

Seashore Louis., 2010, Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012; Villani, 2006), but the 

research regarding the effective induction strategies to support new principals is fairly 

limited.

During the next decade, a substantial number of new principals will need to be 

hired. A number of factors contribute to the growing need for principals such as 

impending retirements, population growth; especially in the Southern states, and the need 

for principals willing to lead the most challenging schools. As states begin to grapple 

with the increasing need for principals and the shortage of qualified applicants, new 

legislation is emerging to ensure careful attention to the induction and formal mentoring 

of new principals (Alsbury & Hackman, 2006; Spiro et al., 2007; Villani, 2006).

In 2009, United States Senators Franken and Hatch introduced the School 

Principal Recruitment and Training Act. The purpose of the bill is to recruit, support, and 

prepare principals to improve student achievement at high-need schools. As part of the 

bill, aspiring principals would spend one year in a residency with a mentor principal 

followed by two years of professional development and mentoring support (S. 2896,
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2009). This support may enhance their performance and increase the likelihood that they 

will want to remain in their positions (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Villani, 2006).

A range of state and district principal mentoring programs have also emerged over 

the past 10 years. In 2010, the Alabama New Principal Mentoring (ANPM) Program was 

established. ANPN is a two-year program for all new principals. Each principal is 

assigned a trained mentor who serves as a guide to help the new principal create a 

professional learning plan with activities that helps the new principal accelerate his or her 

orientation to the job and facilitate professional growth (Alabama Department of 

Education, 2013). In 2002, The Iowa Administrator Mentoring and Induction (IAMI) 

program was a two-year pilot program, funded through a $350,000 grant from the Iowa 

Department of Education, intended for superintendents and principals who were 

completing their first years in leadership position (Alsbury & Hackman, 2006). The 

program paired mentors with novice administrators and provided comprehensive training 

for mentors (Alsbury & Hackmann, 2006). In 2004, the New York City Leadership 

Academy launched the third phase of its aspiring principal program which included 

enhanced coaching support for new principals. The coaching consisted of 72 hours of 

coaching in their first year, followed by a menu of coaching services in the second year 

ranging from one-to-one coaching to group coaching (New York City Leadership 

Academy, 2013). In 2012, Georgia adopted the induction guidelines for new principals 

and teachers that included two years of formal professional development consisting on 

mentoring support for new principals (Georgia Department of Education Principal 

Induction Guidance, 2012).
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According to Villani (2006), principals must focus on issues that are within their 

span of control or influence, recognize conditions beyond their control, and try to remain 

encouraged, but new principals and early career principals may not be able to discern 

these differences. The elements, qualities, and/or characteristics that Edmonds (1979), 

Stronge and his colleagues (2008), and Mendels (2012) described as essential to an 

effective leader and school do not occur without the time and support needed from school 

districts to make a positive difference.

Informal versus Formal Principal Mentoring 

Informal mentoring occurs every day and in most cases without any official or 

legitimate reason (Zachary, 2009). These mentoring relationships occur without any 

formal agendas, goals, expectations, or action steps that lead to any measurable results. 

Instead, the mentor and mentee relationship emerges naturally where they share ideas, 

advice or commiserate over the challenges of the job (Zachary, 2009). Unlike formal 

mentoring programs, informal mentors are not screened or trained as mentors. In most 

cases, the informal mentors counsel, facilitate social interaction, and provide friendship to 

a colleague in need (Inzer & Crawford, 2005). Zachary (2009) asserts that rarely does a 

person who needs mentoring the most, asks for it. The structure is organic which leads to 

minimal oversight or guidelines for improvement. However, there are benefits to this 

informal structure. One of the criticisms of formal mentoring is that the perceived forced 

match between a mentor and mentee may lead to less than expected outcomes 

(Clutterbuck, 2005). When a mentee has the flexibility to choose his or her mentor, the 

probability for success is greater (Allen, Eby, and Lentz, 2007; Ragins, Cotton, & Miller 

2000). Conversely, formal mentoring provides a social structure that provides a more
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equal balance between the organizational benefits and the individual benefits 

(Clutterbuck, 2005).

Formal mentoring programs are planned, structured, and coordinated 

interventions employed by human resource agencies to ensure that new employees or 

junior employees understand the goals and expectations of the organization (Hansford, 

Ehrich, & Tennant, 2004). Zachary (2000) contends that what makes a formal mentoring 

effective is mentor commitment and program understanding. Formal mentoring and 

induction programs can provide support for new principals to tackle the challenges that 

await them (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Daresh, 2004; Hall, 2008; Lochmiller & 

Silver, 2010; Parylo, Zepeda, & Bengtson, 2012; Villani, 2006). In addition, the formal 

mentoring and induction support can help principals become familiar with the 

expectations of the job and manage the conditions which can be influenced (Hall, 2008; 

Lochmiller & Silver, 2010).

In 2012, Skillestad Bangert found that mentor commitment and program 

understanding was directly and significantly related to a mentee’s perceived effectiveness 

of the formal mentoring program. Skillestad Bangert (2012) also found that mentors who 

received structured training in adult learning theory, perceived personal benefits that 

transcended to their work with the mentee. After surveying 849 principals regarding their 

perceptions of professional development, Darling-Hammond and her colleagues (2009) 

found that formal mentoring and coaching was ranked as the most helpful form of 

professional development and support for principals. Mentoring was seen an integral 

component of principal preparation program and induction programs designed to improve 

school and student performance (Lochmiller & Silver, 2010).
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Benefits of Formal Mentoring for Principals 

In the National Association of Elementary School Principals’ (NAESP) 

publication, Making the Case for Principal Mentoring, Riggins-Newby and Zarlengo

(2003) argued that mentoring is one of the most effective tools for preparing and 

developing leaders. With the increased complexity of the job, principals cannot be left to 

learn on their own and isolated from experienced colleagues (Riggin-Newby & Zarlengo,

2003). As a principal is learning the job, community, and determining the goals of the 

school, a mentor, who is neutral and understands the challenges that a principal faces on a 

daily basis, can assist the mentee in the socialization of the job. Daresh (2001) cautions 

that mentoring should not be the only tool used to improve principal development, but it 

must be part of a formal comprehensive induction and development process that districts 

employ to provide on-going to support to all of its leaders. However, Daresh (2001) 

contends that principals who have participated in some form of mentoring, informal or 

formal, have gained more insight into their professional needs through the reflective 

practice facilitated by the mentor.

SREB’s 2007 publication, Good Principals Aren’t Bom — They’re Mentored, 

draws on survey data from a sample of seasoned principal mentors who have guided 

interns in university-based principal preparation programs in the SREB region (Grey et 

al., 2007). The region is comprised of 18 Southern states including Georgia. These data 

suggest that mentor and mentee match is important; adequate mentor training is needed to 

ensure that the mentor is providing the highest level of support; and the mentors must 

help their mentees focus on school improvement (Gray et al., 2007). Klasen and 

Clutterbuck (2002) outlined the benefits of formal mentoring and contend that through
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the socialization and on-going support of a new principal, it is more likely to have a 

positive effect on retention. Additionally, Grissom and Harrington (2010) found after 

examining the 2003-2005 Schools Staffing Survey, that principal effectiveness was 

related to his or her participation in a mentoring program, whether formal or informal. 

Supporting principals through mentoring in their beginning years helped them to develop 

the knowledge and skills need to make the job more satisfying and make them more apt 

to remain in the principalship (Yirci & Kocabas, 2010).

Villani (2006) asserted that mentoring support from a more experienced colleague 

can powerfully enhance the learning for principals, especially novice principals. Browne- 

Ferrigno and Muth (2006) defined principal mentoring support as “the formal and 

informal social construction of professional performance expectations developed through 

purposeful interactions between aspiring and practicing principals in the context of 

authentic practice” (p. 276). This interaction is known as professional and organizational 

socialization. Hertting and Phenis-Bourke (2007) stated that professional socialization for 

principals includes knowledge of the core roles, responsibilities, and expectations for all 

principals; and the organizational socialization refers to the process by which principals 

learn what is expected of them in a specific district or school. Leithwood, Steinback, and 

Begley (1992) further defined socialization as “those processes by which an individual 

selectively acquires the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to adequately perform 

the social role, in this case the school principalship” (p. 38).

Principals, especially new principals, are often left alone to face complex school 

issues (Lochmiller & Silver, 2010). When resorting to their own devices, principals 

usually deal with issues in stages. Villani (2006) described the following stages; survival,
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control, stability, educational leadership, and professional actualization. New principals 

begin the principalship in a survival stage. During this stage a principal is attempting to 

understand the role and balance the professional expectations with personal and family 

commitments. Daresh (2004) noted that novice principals and principals new to the 

district often feel a sense of job isolation and lack of on-the-job feedback due to a loss of 

support systems that they have created in their previous job experiences. Alsbury and 

Hackman (2006) contend that mentoring programs can enhance a principal’s professional 

growth through recognition and acceptance from peers and advanced career 

opportunities. A mentor can help a novice principal build a professional network, provide 

timely feedback, and increase his or her confidence and competence (Alsbury & 

Hackman, 2006).

There have been few studies that have examined the impact of formal mentoring 

on beginning principals and aspirants (Daresh, 2004; Leithwood, Begley, & Cousins, 

1994; Spiro et al., 2007; Weingartner, 2009; Young et al., 2005) and studies that have 

examined principal mentoring as part of professional development (Browne-Ferrigno & 

Muth, 2004; Daresh, 2004; Hansford et al., 2004; Parylo et al., 2012; Petzko, 2004).

These studies have all supported the notion of mentoring and its contribution to a 

principal’s professional growth, but there is limited links regarding increased job 

satisfaction coupled with the intent to remain on the job; especially in schools that need 

the most support.

Browne-Ferrigno (2003) examined the development of members of a university 

leadership preparation program and found that only 3 of the 18 participants felt they were 

ready for an administrative position. In 2004, Browne-Ferrigno and Muth found similar



results. Less than half of the participants in several university leadership preparation 

programs indicated that they planned to seek promotions as principals. They stated that 

their findings suggested a disconnected linkage between principal recruitment, 

preparation, and placement of principals (Browne-Ferrigno and Muth, 2006). But they 

suggested that increased clinical practice supported by mentoring could strengthen the 

ties between the universities and districts. Additionally Brown-Ferrigno and Muth (2004) 

found that principals who engage in professional networking, such as mentoring, were 

socialized more effectively into their role. “The intricate process of learning and 

reflection requires working closely with leadership mentors in authentic-based 

experiences, developing confidence through engaging in leadership activities and 

administrative tasks, and assuming a new professional self-concept grounded in 

confidence about leading schools” (p. 471).

Hansford, Ehrich, and Tennent (2004) conducted a meta-analysis of mentoring 

literature across the education and business sectors. After reviewing and analyzing 318 

mentoring studies, they found that 82.4% of the studies noted positive outcomes for the 

mentee and 47.8% noted positive outcomes for the mentor. Hansford and his colleagues

(2004) further discussed the four most frequently cited positive outcomes of mentoring 

for mentors and mentees in educational studies. Table 1 illustrates the positive outcomes 

of the studies.
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Table 1

Percentages of Studies Reporting Positive Outcomes for Mentoring (N = 318)

Outcomes %

Mentee

Support, empathy, encouragement, counseling, and friendship 42.1

Help with teaching strategies, subject knowledge, resources 35.8

Discussion, sharing ideas, problems, advice from peers 32.1

Feedback, positive reinforcement, constructive criticism. 27.7

Mentor

Collegial, collaboration, networking, sharing ideas 20.8

Reflection 19.5

Professional development 17.6

Personal satisfaction, reward, growth 16.4

Hansford and his colleagues (2004) also noted some shortcomings to mentoring such as 

time constraints, mentor-mentee match, and varied mentor training. But despite these 

issues, the findings suggested that mentoring appears to offer far-reaching benefits for 

mentors and mentees such as personal and emotional support as well as career 

development and job satisfaction (Hansford et al., 2004).

Leithwood and his colleagues (1994) reported a significant value for participants 

for on-the-job embedded experiences once they decided to pursue leadership positions. 

The experiences that were embedded in the school life of the individual was reported to 

be more consistently effective and valued over formal preparation programs. Leithwood
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and his colleagues (1994) defined these experiences through the socialization of 

principals which entails acquiring the knowledge, skills and dispositions needed to 

perform effectively as a school leader.

Novices entering a professional field such as doctors, lawyers, nurses, athletes, 

architects and others have partnered with an experienced guide, role model, or coach to 

help them adjust and acclimate to the job expectations (Spiro et al., 2007). In their study 

of mentoring programs in New York City and Jefferson County Public Schools in 

Kentucky, Spiro and her colleagues (2007) acknowledged that mentoring for principals 

has been slow to gain widespread support by states and districts over the last ten years. 

They attribute this to the sink or swim mindset toward principals; the lack of formal 

structures in place to provide mentoring for principals; and the limited data regarding 

mentoring’s impact on principal retention. However, mentoring has gained acceptance in 

recent years. As more research linking leaders to student achievement emerges 

(Leithwood & Seashore Louis, 2012) and the shortage of qualified and effective 

principals increases, states, national educational organizations, and school districts are 

launching mentoring programs to prepare and support principals (Spiro et al., 2007). In 

their examination of mentoring programs in New York and Kentucky, Spiro and her 

colleagues (2007) found that high quality mentoring is beneficial to principals. In 

addition, they found that mentoring is more effective if it is part of a leadership 

development continuum, but difficult to isolate the impact of mentoring on improving 

instruction for student performance (Spiro et al., 2007).

In 2010, Correll examined whether principal mentoring and induction experiences 

had a positive impact on principals. Using the results of the 2003-2004 Schools Staffing
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Survey administered by the National Center for Education Statistics, Correll (2010) 

divided the data analysis into two stages: descriptive data on mentoring and a 

multinomial logistic regression analysis of the impact of participation in mentorship and 

induction activities. The sample included 3,222 public school principals who were within 

the first five years on the job. Correll (2010) found that even though induction programs 

varied widely by region, 56% of principals who participated in a principal network or 

were assigned a mentor reported that they were satisfied with their job. The data also 

indicated that only 60% of principals from Georgia who responded to the survey reported 

that they did not participate in a formal mentoring program.

In 2009, Remy surveyed 27 high school principals an interviewed 10 

mentor/mentee pairs in Iowa in order to investigate the components of the mentoring 

relationship that impacted a principal’s perception of the roles mentors played in their 

professional development and job satisfaction. Remy (2009) found the following benefits 

to the mentoring relationship: support, networking, additional experience, and readily 

available person to talk to without judgment. The professional development activities 

occurred through structured workshops and informal on-the-job learning (Remy, 2009). 

The interaction was mutually beneficial as the mentors became teachers again, and the 

mentees learned from experts in the field (Remy, 2009).

Parylo, Zepeda, and Bengtson (2012) examined principal mentoring as a 

significant process in principal preparation, socialization, and retention. Parylo and her 

colleagues interviewed 16 principals in Georgia regarding their perceptions about 

mentoring. This secondary study materialized when an initial study (Zepeda et al., 2009) 

of four districts in Georgia examining principal socialization, development, supervision
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and evaluation, and succession found that mentoring was a major component of 

leadership development even though none of the interviews focused on mentoring. In the 

secondary analysis, five major themes emerged: mentoring as recruitment, mentoring as 

socialization, mentoring as support, mentoring as professional development, and 

mentoring as reciprocal learning (Parylo et al., 2012). Principals described mentoring as 

supportive as well as aiding in professional learning for novice and experienced 

principals. The researchers stated that “as a practice of developing, socializing, and 

supporting leaders, mentoring emerged as an important component of the principalship” 

(p. 130). Zhang and Brundrett (2010) posit that professional learning and socialization for 

leaders are sources of contextually grounded knowledge and understanding of the role, 

responsibilities, and expectations of the leader within the school. Increase individualized 

and contextualized support will increase the likelihood of leadership success (Zhang & 

Brundrett, 2010).

Young, Sheets, and Knight (2005) contend that the real learning for principals 

begins once they are appointed to the position and handed the keys to the building; and 

those who succeed “can identify one or more influential people who were very effective 

in helping them learn the important things about being a principal” (p. 1). Based on the 

research regarding how adults learn, Young and his colleagues (2005) stated that a new 

principal’s success is based on how he or she meets the internal and external 

expectations, develop relationships with various stakeholders, and turns obstacles or 

challenges into goals that are met. Mentors, who are attuned to these factors, can assist 

principals in navigating the job-embedded situations that they will face (Young et al.,

2005). In the book, Mentoring Principals: Frameworks, Agendas, Tips, and Case Stories
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for Mentors and Mentees, Young, Sheets, and Knight (2005) provided a 25 component 

framework for mentoring that consisted of 4 mentoring stages developed by Zachary 

(2000): preparation, negotiation, enabling, and closure. This text described the mentoring 

experiences among the three authors as they shared their challenges as well as their 

successes. One of the insights gleaned by the authors was that mentoring must focus on 

learning, particularly the mentee’s learning and student learning (Young et al., 2005).

This socialization occurred when the mentor and mentee were engaged in “diverse 

professional activities through their participation in school and district committees, task 

force groups and professional training activities” (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003 p. 485).

Weingartner (2009) asserted that a mentor is an essential partner in the success of 

the mentor-mentee relationship. Lindley (2009) confirmed that a mentor’s job is to make 

sure that a principal thrives during the first year by helping him or her to gain confidence, 

anticipate issues, and meet expectations of the district. Building capacity in principals 

will not only benefit the climate and culture of the schools, but it helps to improve the 

overall achievement of the school (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004). Daresh (2004) 

described that principals who participate in mentoring have more professional 

competence. Even though there is no empirical evidence that demonstrates a direct 

relationship between mentoring and student achievement, there is evidence that 

mentoring can contribute to a school’s culture that fosters collaboration, planning, and 

collegiality (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Daresh, 2004; Parylo et al., 2012; Spiro et 

al., 2007).

Mentoring offers mentees the opportunity to learn from an experienced employee 

who can assist in professional development, problem-solving, and networking. Holloway
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(2(304) contends that mentoring can provide the collegial support that new principals 

need. Learning from others provides insight into how an organization operates and helps 

to build the skills needed to improve the organization as well (Gettys, Martin, & Bigby,

2010). Mentoring programs are beneficial for veteran principals as well. Hertting and 

Phenis-Bourke (2007) argued that veteran principals who move to a new school district, 

school level, or who are ready to initiate a change within their school could benefit from 

a mentor’s support. This collegial exchange provides veteran principals the opportunity to 

reflect and share ideas with experienced colleagues about new challenges or endeavors. 

The novice and veteran principal who engage in a mentoring program can receive the 

support needed to increase their effectiveness (Hertting & Phenis-Bourke, 2007).

The aforementioned literature points to the mutual benefits of mentoring for the 

mentee and the mentor. In addition, the literature is replete with findings that mentoring 

has implications for socialization of principals, however, there is limited research 

regarding how mentoring explicitly increases the level of job satisfaction and retention of 

principals as well as being incorporated in a district’s induction and succession 

management plan.

Succession Planning 

With the looming shortage of qualified principals willing to accept the current 

challenges of today’s schools, school districts are trying to identify ways to strategically 

plan for succession when there is a vacancy. Organizations, such as the military, have 

considerable experience and expertise with succession planning. In the event of a 

personnel change or a loss, the leadership knows exactly who will lead and what his or 

her role will be-from the newest recruit all the way up to the general (Hedum, 2010).
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Organizations similar to the military typically understand the strengths and weaknesses of 

individuals within the organization possess and what is required to fill gaps in skills and 

competencies (Butler & Roche-Tarry, 2002).

Recent world events and tragedies such as the sudden death of a key executive 

can reverberate throughout an organization, paralyzing both leadership and staff and 

impeding the organization’s ability to execute its business plan (Hedum, 2010). When the 

World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks took place, dozens of companies lost key 

executives and personnel. Although it is not feasible to plan for every possible scenario, 

particularly for the loss of several key leaders at the same time, it is entirely realistic to 

map out a comprehensive plan for the departure of a leader and the appointment of a new 

one (Hedum, 2010). Effective organizations create alternatives by investing their time, 

thoughts, and planning in order to ensure the quality and continuity of their leadership 

(Hedum, 2010).

Leadership succession is central to the life of any organization and (Hunte-Cox, 

2004) succession planning focuses on three main areas: it addresses the needs of the 

organization as senior leadership retires; it helps an organization prepare for an 

unexpected event such as the sudden illness or departure of a key leader in the 

organization; and it ensures that an organization has the right personnel in place both now 

and in the future (Hunte-Cox, 2004). Succession planning can serve as a means to 

forecast the human capital need in order to better identify existing or future gaps; 

especially where schools are concerned (Hedum, 2010).

One aim of succession planning and management is to match the organization’s 

available (present) talent to its needed (future) talent (Rothwell, 2010). Another is to help
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the organization meet the strategic and operational challenges facing it by having the 

right people at the right places at the right time to get the right results (Collins, 2001).

The third aim is to embed succession planning into the human resource management 

within an organization (Rothwell, 2010). Zapeda, Bengtson, and Parylo (2010) suggest 

that how systems recruit and select leaders, how they plan for the development of future 

leaders, and what is done to ensure the retention of quality leadership needs to be a 

primary focus of a human resource strategic plan. Rothwell (2010) identified increasing 

the talent pool through job embedded development as one of the top five reasons an 

organization should have a succession and management program.

Principal Succession 

Most of the literature regarding succession planning comes from the private sector 

that focuses on organizational structures. There is limited research on how school 

districts plan for leadership succession. Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) found that 

administrative succession leads to instability and can have a negative impact on the 

organizational processes and performance especially when the succession events are 

frequent. Hargreaves (2005) found that the departure of principals precipitated by 

retirements and accountability and reform pressures have created heightened instability in 

schools. Hargreaves (2005) added that in some school districts, leadership turnover or 

succession is not an episodic event or an unexpected exception; it is a regular and 

recurring part of the life of the school. In these circumstances, teachers and students 

sometimes develop long-term responses to the repeated and predictable process of 

succession in general, as well as to specific moments of leadership succession in 

particular. For teachers, succession feels more like a procession (MacMillan, 2000).
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Teachers may develop cynicism towards change efforts, devise strategies to wait their 

principals out, exploit changes of direction for their own benefit, or become determined 

to survive a poor principalship in the almost certain hope that a better one will soon 

follow (Hargreaves et al., 2003). Leadership succession may be a relative mystery or a 

passing concern to many individual leaders, but it is a way of life to large numbers of 

public school teachers (Hargreaves et al., 2003).

Few people are more aware of the impact of leadership succession than the 

teachers who experience processions of leaders coming through their school. For most 

members of the organization, a leadership succession event is often an emotionally 

charged one surrounded with feelings of expectation, apprehension, abandonment, loss, 

relief or even fear (Hargreaves et al., 2003). The staff grieve for well-loved leaders who 

have retired or died, feel abandoned by leaders who are being promoted and moving on, 

or experience relief when with the removal principals who are self-serving, controlling or 

incompetent (Hargreaves et al., 2003). Incoming principals, however, may be viewed as 

threats to a comfortable school culture, or as saviors of ones that are toxic. “Whatever the 

response, leadership succession events are rarely treated with indifference -  they are 

crucial to the ongoing success of the school” (Hargreaves et al., 2003, p. 4). This complex 

interplay between the feelings of staff and the accountability pressures facing the new 

principal make the supports for new principals even more critical.

Succession planning is a complex task that must be viewed as an ongoing 

strategic process. School districts must devote considerable time and resources to 

mapping out a comprehensive plan for identifying and supporting the leaders in place 

(Hargreaves et al, 2003). Succession planning is a critical component to the induction and
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mentoring of principals within a district. Through this planning, school districts can be 

more strategic with their human capital management plans when it comes to the selection 

and support of principals. But once on the job, how are principals embedded into the 

culture so that they are supported effectively and more likely to remain on the job? 

Numerous theories exist, but job-embeddedness theory (Mitchell et al., 2001) may 

provide a clue into how districts can increase the likeliness that a principal will remain on 

the job and be effective.

Job Embeddedness

Most leaders in all sectors of society are creatures of the organizations they lead 

(Elmore, 2000). One does not get to lead in education without being socialized to the 

norms, values, predispositions, and routines of the organization one is leading (Elmore,

2007). Being socialized and having personal connections within the organization are 

important elements in job satisfaction, retention, and increased productivity. When an 

employee feels isolated and has limited feedback regarding performance, productivity 

tends to diminish or be inefficient, satisfaction is low, and ultimately the employee leaves 

(Gregory, 2009.). Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, and Erez (2001) suggested when an 

employee has multiple attachments to an organization; he or she is less likely to leave the 

organization even if the working conditions are less than ideal. Job embeddedness is a 

multidimensional constmct that describes the various attachments that an individual has 

with the organization and community that leads to an individual’s decision to remain on 

the job (Mitchell & Lee, 2001). Mitchell and Lee (2001) purport that an employee’s 

decision to leave an organization is not made in isolation, but is shaped by the work and 

non-work environment in which the employee is embedded; that is, he or she has
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multiple links to people within the organization or community; the organization is a good 

fit; and the sacrifice made to leave would be great. The dimensions of job embeddedness 

-  links, fit, and sacrifice -  are extensions of earlier turnover models.

Research regarding employee turnover (Horn & Griffeth, 1981; March & Simon, 

1958; Mobley, 1977; Price 1977; Steels & Mowdy, 1981) has evolved to include 

additional factors that contribute to employee turnover. March and Simon’s (1958) 

turnover model describes employees and organizations in a state of equilibrium; where 

employees perform duties and the organization compensates them for the work. When the 

organization does not compensate the employee or the compensation is out of balance 

with the performance of the employee, the employee will leave. Additional factors such 

as job opportunities (Mobley, 1977), performance feedback and pay (Price, 1977), job 

performance and advancement (Steers & Mowdy, 1981), job satisfaction, and 

commitment (Horn & Griffeth, 2001) have been shown to explain about 5-15% of the 

variance in actual turnover (Ramesh, 2007). Job embeddedness, specifically 

organizational embeddedness dimension, had been found to explain variance in turnover 

above pay, additional job opportunities, performance and advancement, and satisfaction 

(Ramesh, 2007).

Dimensions of Job Embeddedness 

The relationship of the individual to the organization and the relationship of the 

individual to the community are important predictors of turnover (Mitchell & Lee, 2001). 

Within the organization and community, an employee can have three attachments: links, 

fit, and sacrifice. These attachments create six dimensions: organizational links, 

organizational fit, organizational sacrifice, community links, community fit, and
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community sacrifice (Figure 2). For the purposes of this study, the researcher has focused 

on the organizational links, fit, and sacrifice. Because the literature is replete with the 

organizational challenges principals must face as well as the reasons why certified 

administrators are choosing not to apply for leadership positions, the use of job 

embeddedness theory may help researchers explain why a principal may remain on the 

job.

Job Embeddedness

Organizational^x Community

Links Links

Fit Fit

Sacrifice Sacrifice

*Focus is on the organizational dimension.

Figure 2: Dimension of Job Embeddedness

Mitchell and his colleagues (2001) suggested that “people have a perpetual life space in 

which all aspects of their lives are represented and connected ... like a net or web in 

which an individual can become stuck” (p. 1104). The dimensions of fit, links, and 

sacrifice explain attachment to work (Mitchell et al., 2001). Fit refers to the perception of 

the shared values and goals within the organization and community. Mitchell and his 

colleagues (2001) found that if an employee’s values and goals align to the organization’s 

beliefs, values and commitments, the likelihood of the employee remaining is high. 

Additionally, sacrifice is the perception of the psychological or financial stress from
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leaving the organization (Mitchell et al., 2001), but links differ in that links are related to 

the employee and the institutions as well as others associated with the organization 

(Mitchell et al., 2001). An employee’s links may be formal or informal such as 

colleagues, mentors, advisors, pastors, neighbors, and friends. The network of links can 

tie an employee more deeply to the organization and community.

These dimensions are also critical to the connections that principals make to his or 

her internal and external stakeholders. On average, a principal spends about 70% to 80% 

of their time interacting with people (Lunenburg, 2010). Effective principals establish 

relationships with colleagues, district administrators, staff, parents, community partners, 

and local and state educational and political policymakers in order to communicate 

information about the school and to seek support (Lunenburg, 2010). Lunenburg (2010) 

notes that all effective leaders must have a set of human skills. These skills consist of 

motivating, coordinating, facilitating, leading, communicating, and managing conflict 

with others (Lunenburg, 2010). Lunenburg (2010) contends that effective principals use 

these human skills to help staff grow resulting in increased performance. This same 

theory can be used for principal performance. District supervisors and support personnel 

can use these same skills to support the growth of a principal; creating an organizational 

link that will engage principals in a positive manner.

Waskiewicz (1999) studied administrator job satisfaction by examining variables 

associated with job satisfaction: age, opportunity for advancement, career aspirations, 

compensation, and feelings of compensation fairness, supervisor relations, and ability 

utilization. Two hundred and ninety-one assistant principals completed the Minnesota 

Satisfaction Questionnaire, and the data indicated that supervisor relations and ability
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utilization were found to be related to extrinsic, intrinsic, and general job satisfaction 

(Waskiewicz, 1999). Lunenburg (2010) stated that in human skills research, the need to 

take care of the human side of the organization is essential.

Mentoring support for principals can provide the links needed to increase 

principals’ level of job satisfaction and retention. Supporting and socializing principals is 

seen as an important component on the professional development (Parylo et al., 2012), 

especially in light of the shortage of qualified principals willing to take the job and 

remain on the job. Job embeddedness theory, specifically the linkage between an 

employee and his or her peers, mentors, supervisors, and community members can add to 

the research on principal job satisfaction and retention.

Georgia Induction and Mentoring Guidelines 

In 2011, the Georgia Department of Education created a draft of induction and 

mentoring guidelines for teachers and principals. As outlined in Georgia’s Race to the 

Top scope of work, these guidelines were created by a task force of fifty educators across 

disciplines and divisions to enable local school districts to create, implement, and sustain 

an induction program for teachers and principals (Georgia Department of Education, 

2012). The purpose of the induction guidelines is to provide a structure for the 

implementation of leader induction programs within each of the 26 districts based on six 

domains of high-quality principal induction: 1) Roles and Responsibilities, 2) Leadership 

and Organizational Structures; 3) Orientation; 4) Mentoring; 5) Ongoing Assessment; and 

6) Program Evaluation (Georgia Department of Education, Principal Induction Guidance, 

2012). The mentoring component requires that the local school district recruit, select, and 

train a pool of mentors who will serve in a non-evaluative role in order to provide
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feedback and professional learning for principals in their first two years on the job 

(Georgia Department of Education, Principal Induction Guidance, 2012). Formal 

mentoring programs that are embedded within an organization’s human resources 

management structure have the potential to create a planned, structured process for 

providing targeted support to new and veteran principals (Hansford, Ehrich, & Tennant,

2004). Riley (2009) contends that a formal mentoring and induction program provides the 

structures that must meet the needs of a principal. These guidelines are aligned to the 

research on succession planning (Rothwell, 2010), mentoring (Parylo et al., 2012; Villani,

2006), and job embedded learning. Formal district mentoring programs can reinforce the 

vision and mission of the school and the district (Weingartner, 2009).

Georgia is not the only state to adopt a formalized principal mentoring and 

induction construct. Roughly half of the states have adopted mentoring guidelines for 

new principals and 30 states require some form of mentoring for new principals 

(Mitgang, 2012). In addition, organizations such as the New York City Leadership 

Academy, New Leaders, the Illinois New Principal Mentoring Programs, and the 

National Association of Elementary Schools Principals (NAESP) offer mentoring for 

principals and mentor training for veteran or retired principals. Even though these 

guidelines exist in many states, the implementation of the formal program has been 

sporadic. Villani (2006) identified and described several principal induction programs 

throughout the country. She categorized the programs into three models: district and 

regional, state, and professional organizations. Villani (2006) found that the district and 

regional models included a least one year of a mandated professional development 

program for new principals. These programs usually included monthly meetings that
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focus on the just-in-time needs of the principals. State models such as the Illinois New 

Principal Mentoring Program, Alabama New Principal Mentoring Program, Ohio’s 

Beginning Principal Mentoring Program, Kentucky Department of Education, and the 

New York City Leadership Academy offers at least a two-year induction program that 

includes mentoring and coaching. The mentor and mentee establish goals and some form 

of documentation such as a portfolio to evaluate the mentee, mentor, and the overall 

program (Villani, 2006). In the professional association model, prospective mentors are 

required to complete some formal on-line or in-person training. Successful completion of 

the training certifies the mentor to work with a mentee. The mentor is either assigned by 

a school system or by individual request. Similar documentation and evaluation 

requirements exist for these professional organizations. Hall (2008) stated that the 

establishment of a formal mentoring program that is embedded into the professional 

development plan for principals is crucial for the success of the mentoring process.

Summary

The review of the literature highlighted throughout this chapter explained the 

evolution of the principalship, the current problem and challenges facing new principals, 

the problem with principal turnover, the theoretical framework, and mentoring constructs 

in private and public sectors. Evidenced by the literature regarding the evolution and 

challenges of the principalship and the implications that principal turnover has on 

schools, socializing and embedding principals to the role and expectations of the job by 

providing a mentor can decrease the likelihood that the principal will leave the 

profession. Because the literature is relatively new regarding the most effective 

mentoring models and framework for supporting new principals, there is a need to
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understand how formal mentoring may address the problem of principal turnover and 

satisfaction.

The literature review addressed the need to support new principals, especially in 

the most challenging schools. New principals face isolation, increased pressures to make 

immediate changes, and lack of specific guidance on how to lead district mandated 

initiatives within their specific contexts. Principal turnover studies focus on the factors 

that may influence a principal’s decision to level especially in low-come, high minority 

schools. These factors include poor working conditions, inadequate physical and financial 

resources, and inexperienced faculty and staff (Hull, 2012). Research regarding effective 

schools point the leader’s ability to set a vision, create a safe and orderly environment, 

consistently monitor the curriculum and the progress of students, plan professional 

learning and provide feedback to teachers, and engage the community (Edmonds, 1979, 

Marzano et al, 2005; Mendels, 2012; Stronge et al., 2008). These expectations coupled 

with the challenges of the principalship increases the potential for principal turnover. 

Villani (2006) suggested that job embedded learning provides the best context for 

professional development.

Mitchell and his colleagues (2001) asserted that as employees are embedded into 

their job through organizational links, fit, and sacrifice, the intent to leave is diminished 

and the level of satisfaction increases. The increased number of links an employee has, 

the faster the socialization and acclimation to the role. The mandates and accountability 

pressures for school to improve has caused school districts to expect immediate results 

from its leaders. Principals, in their first year, face enormous pressures to live up to the 

expectations while learning the job. Numerous studies have determined that graduate
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institutions alone cannot prepare the principal for the realities of the job (Darling- 

Hammond et al., 2009). The learning takes place once they are on the job; and principals 

need guidance as they navigate the social and political nuances of being a school leader 

in the 21st century.

Numerous studies confirm the benefits of principal mentoring and even describe 

the frameworks for the creation of a formal mentoring program for principals. But a gap 

continues to exist in the literature regarding the relationship between formal principals 

mentoring and increase job satisfaction and retention. Further study is needed in this area 

in order understand how this strategy can attract aspiring principals to the role and reduce 

the exodus of potentially effective leaders. Zapeda and her colleagues (2009) stated that 

when ongoing support and professional development is embedded and linked to 

instructional supervision, the transfer of skills become part of the socialization of the job. 

Mentoring is seen as a beneficial component for principal learning, skill acquisition, 

professional confidence and competence, and support (Parylo et al., 2012).



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Principal turnover and its negative effects on teacher quality and retention and 

student outcomes is a major problem in public schools. Although there have been a 

number of studies that reveal the factors that potentially lead to principal turnover, such 

as stress, accountability pressures, and at times, unrealistic expectations, there are limited 

studies related to what would make a principal remain on the job despite these 

challenges. Additionally, there are studies that reveal the devastating impact that repeated 

leader turnover has on the school community. Seashore Louis and her colleagues (2010) 

contend that school districts have the responsibility to create formalized induction and 

support structures that are embedded human resources strategies to prevent frequent 

turnover. There are a number of studies that report on the formal mentoring constructs 

that exist and earlier studies shifted from comparing formal and informal mentoring to 

describing the characteristics of formal mentoring programs. However, there is limited 

research that explicitly connects formal mentoring to job satisfaction and retention.

This study was designed to examine mentoring of principals in the Race to the 

Top (RT3) partner districts in Georgia and the difference in principal job satisfaction and 

principal retention. This chapter describes the procedural steps necessary to conduct the 

study and the data methods used to address each of the three research questions. The 

methodology includes the research questions, a description of the research design

78
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including a description of the population and sample, data collection procedures, data 

analysis procedures for synthesizing the data, and a summary.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

This study was guided by the following research questions and related null 

hypotheses.

RQ1. What types of mentoring experiences do principals report as measured by 

the Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)?

RQ2. Is there a difference in reported levels of job satisfaction between

principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and principals 

who did not participate in formal mentoring programs?

Ho2. There is no significant difference in reported levels of job satisfaction 

between principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and 

principals who did not participate in formal mentoring programs.

RQ3. Is there a significant difference in retention between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not 

participate in formal mentoring programs?

Ho3. There is no significant difference in retention between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not 

participate in formal mentoring programs.

Research Design

This study used a quantitative non-experimental design to study the difference 

between principals who participated in formal mentoring within the Race to the Top 

(RT3) districts in Georgia and those who did not, and principal job satisfaction and
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principal retention. According Creswell (2009), quantitative methods are used to test a 

hypothesis by specifying narrow hypotheses and collecting data to support or refute the 

hypotheses. In order to determine whether there were significant differences in job 

satisfaction and retention between principals who participated in formal mentoring and 

those who did not, a quantitative approached was used.

According to Urdan (2010), quantitative statistics are used to collect information 

from a sample or population, summarize the data, and draw conclusions about general 

difference between groups. A quantitative approach to this study was appropriate because 

the researcher used descriptive and inferential statistics to draw conclusions regarding the 

differences between the mentoring groups. The researcher provided descriptive 

information regarding the respondents’ gender, years of teaching and administrative 

experience, subjects taught, building enrollment, school status, school district 

classification, professional affiliations, first-year administrative support. The focus of the 

first question was to provide descriptive information on the mentoring experiences 

reported by the respondents.. A Mann-Whitney U-test was used in answering research 

question 2 to compare the job satisfaction means of principals who have participated in 

formal mentoring and those who did. A cross tab analysis and a chi-square test for 

independence was used in answering research question 3 to report the frequency of 

principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who do not and their intent to 

remain on the job. An alpha level of .05 was used to determine significance. Data was 

compiled and reported for each variable: mentoring participation, job satisfaction, and 

retention.
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Population

The population for this study was the public school principals in Georgia who 

worked in one of the 26 Race to the Top partner districts. Principals of schools at the 

elementary, middle, and high school level were chosen so that the data can be 

generalizable to all principals in Georgia. These 26 districts represent 41% of Georgia’s 

public school students; 46% of Georgia’s students in poverty; 53% of Georgia’s African 

American students; 48 % percent of Georgia’s Hispanic students; and 68% of the state’s 

lowest achieving schools (Governor’s Office of Student Achievement [GOSA], 2012). 

These principals were chosen because they represent a broad range of schools in size, 

socio-economic status, achievement, and district type, such as rural, urban, and suburban. 

In addition, each participating district signed a memorandum of understanding with the 

Georgia Department of Education to recruit, prepare, reward, and retain effective teachers 

and principals; adopt standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in 

college and the workplace; build data systems that measure student growth and success, 

and turn around our lowest-achieving schools (Georgia Department of Education, 2012). 

Particularly, these districts were expected to develop or enhance their induction and 

mentoring programs for teachers and principals as outlined in the grant proposal by 2014- 

2015 school year. These induction programs may include a combination of mentoring, 

professional learning and support, and formal assessments for new principals during their 

first three years on the job (Georgia Principal Induction Guidelines, 2012). Because 

Georgia’s average principal tenure is 3.5 years, this population was selected to ascertain 

if formal mentoring and induction programs have the potential to reduce principal 

turnover and increase job satisfaction.
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Sample and Participants

In 2009-2010, there were approximately 93,900 public school principals in the 

United States (Nation Center for Educational Statistics, 2012). In 2012, there were 2,487 

public schools and principals in Georgia (Georgia Department of Education, 2012). The 

26 Race to the Top partner districts comprise 893 public schools and principals. A subset 

of these principals was used in this study. This sample was representative of the 

population as cited in the previous section.

The participants selected were principals who worked within the 17 Race to the 

Top partner districts at the elementary, middle, and/or high school level and had five 

years of experience or fewer as a principal. Seashore Louis and colleagues (2010) 

asserted that principals who remain in the position for 3-5 years see positive measured 

results with teacher quality and student performance. Three hundred and forty 

participants were sent the electronic survey; 197 elected to complete the survey; and 131 

participants met the criteria for participation in the study. The researcher compiled data 

from the survey in order to answer the three research questions regarding mentoring 

experiences, job satisfaction and the principal’s intent to remain on the job.

Procedures

In order to ascertain the relationship between principal mentoring programs and 

principal job satisfaction and principal retention, the researcher used the Principal 

Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006), developed and validated by 

Aycock (2006). The defined population for this study was principals within the 26 Race 

to the Top districts because of their district’s willingness to review principal induction. 

The researcher received Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from Mercer
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University and received permission to conduct research within 17 Race to the Top 

districts. The researcher included an approved informed consent form for all participants. 

The IRB approval form is included in Appendix B.

Superintendents and or designated district personnel within the 26 Race to the 

Top partner districts were contacted by letter and email to discuss the purpose of the 

research and to obtain permission to conduct the study. The communication included the 

assurances of confidentiality of data and participants. Once approval was received from 

the school districts, principals were emailed an informed consent letter informing the 

participants that they will receive a follow up email with a link to the PIMS (Aycock, 

2006) using Survey Monkey along with an introductory statement about the purpose of 

the research, how the data will be collected, managed, and protected. The informed 

consent is included in Appendix C.

The survey was limited to principals with five years of experience or fewer in 

order to receive more accurate account of their formal induction and mentoring 

experiences once they were appointed to the position. All participants were asked to 

voluntarily complete the survey. The survey was expected to take approximately 15 

minutes or less to complete. The introductory email informed all participants that the data 

obtained will be confidential in the results, findings, and other publications at the 

conclusion of the study. Each email was coded to keep track of who had completed the 

survey and so that a reminder would be sent to those who did not complete the survey. 

The survey was open for five weeks; one week was added as result of the spring break 

holiday.
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Instrumentation

The Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) was used 

in this study to ascertain principal’s level of mentoring experience, job satisfaction, and 

retention. The PIMS, developed by Aycock (2006), is based on three studies: Coleman, 

Low, Bush, and Chew (1996), Wilmore, McNeil and Townzen (1999), and Elsberry and 

Bishop (1993). Coleman and colleagues (1996) developed a survey the included 

questions regarding the personal and professional characteristics of a mentor, the nature 

of the relationship between the mentor and the mentee, and the perceived benefits of the 

strategies for supporting new principals. Wilmore, McNeil, and Townzen (1999) 

developed a survey that attempted to address intern selection, mentor professional 

development and cost effectiveness, and the number of interns hired for leadership 

positions for those who have participated in field-based principal preparation programs in 

Texas. Elsberry and Bishop (1993) surveyed principals in the Southeast to examine their 

perceptions of principal induction programs.

In 1996, Coleman and colleagues conducted a study comparing principal 

mentoring models in Singapore and the United Kingdom. The researcher used a 26-item 

questionnaire and surveyed 146 principal mentors in Singapore and the UK. The findings 

indicated that the mentoring experiences differed substantially in each country. The 

mentoring program in Singapore was described as a pre-service program that was well 

established with guidelines and expectations for mentors and mentees to follow. In the 

UK, the mentoring program was relatively new and voluntary, but was an in-service 

program. However, the perception of the benefits for mentoring was positive.
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Wilmore, McNeil and Townzen (1999) conducted a program evaluation of the 

University of Texas’s administrator mentoring for aspiring leaders after one year of 

operation. The researcher surveyed the administrative intern, mentor principals, and other 

school administrators associated with the intern’s development. The results indicated that 

the goals of the program were met with a 93.8% rating on the success of the program.

Elsberry and Bishop (1993) conducted a quantitative study to examine the 

induction of first year elementary principals in three states: Alabama, Mississippi, and 

South Carolina. They surveyed 112 principals and found that the pairing or mentoring of 

new principals with mentor principals proved most valuable. In addition, they noted that 

they found poorly planned or non-existent induction programs for new principals among 

the respondents.

The PIMS did not use any of the questions from the aforementioned studies, but 

these studies contributed to the development of the survey instrument by Aycock (2006). 

Using the survey guidelines devised by Dillman (2000), Aycock (2006) used the 

following constructs in the development of the survey:

1. Utilize a multiple contact strategy much like that used for regular email 
surveys.

2. Personalize all email contacts so that none were part of a mass mailing that 
reveals either multiple recipient addresses or listserv origin.

3. Keep the cover letter brief to enable respondents to get to the first question 
without scrolling down the page.

4. Inform respondents about the estimated completion time of the survey.
5. Inform respondents of alternative ways to respond, such as printing and 

sending back their responses.
6. Include a replacement questionnaire with the reminder message.
7. Limit the column width of the questionnaire to about 70 characters in order to 

decrease the likelihood of wrap-around text.
8. Begin with an interesting but simple to answer question.
9. Ask respondents to place X’s inside brackets to indicate their answers. 

(Aycock, 2006, p. 80)
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The PIMS (Aycock, 2006) is a 23-item survey that addressed the two hypotheses. 

The survey in displayed in Appendix D. A 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 

Absolutely (4) to Never (1) was used to calculate a mean score for each item. Likert-type 

scales are sometimes truncated to an even number of categories (typically four) to 

eliminate the neutral option in a forced choice survey scale (Allen & Seaman, 2007). 

Questions 3-5 and 9 were created with the intention of collecting demographic 

information from the survey participants such as gender, age, configuration of the 

building, years of administrative and teaching service, building enrollment, school and 

district classification, and professional membership of participants. Questions 6.1 and 10 

were created to describe the induction experiences during their years as a building 

principal. Question 6.2 asked if the respondent plans to stay at the current school in an 

administrative position for the foreseeable future. If the respondent indicated Sometimes 

or Never, he or she answered questions 7.1 and 7.2 regarding their intent to leave. 

Questions 8.1 and 8.2 were intended to ascertain what would make them remain in the 

principal ship. Questions 11 through 12 were intended to describe the mentoring 

experiences of the respondents. Permission to use and add to the PIMS was granted by 

Aycock, the author of the PIMS. The formal permission for the use of the survey is 

included in Appendix A. Table 2 illustrates the link between each research question and 

PIMS questions.



87

Table 2

Link between Research Questions and PIMS Questions

Research Questions PIMS Question! s) #

1. What types of mentoring experiences did principals 

report as measured by the Principal Induction and 

Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)?

11, 12.1, 12.2. 12.3, andl2.4

2. Is there a difference in reported levels of job 

satisfaction between principals who participated in 

mentoring programs and principals who did not 

participate in mentoring programs as measured by the 

Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) 

(Aycock, 2006)?

6 and 10

3. Is there a difference in retention between principals 

who participated in mentoring programs and principals 

who did not participate in mentoring programs as 

measured by the Principal Induction and Mentoring 

Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)?

6.2-8.2

Reliability

Warner (2008) defined reliability as the consistency of measured results. Aycock 

(2006) established reliability of the PIMS through statistical analyses. Cronbach’s alpha 

is a popular form of reliability testing for multiple item surveys (Warner, 2008). Using 

Pearson Correlation coefficient, Aycock (2006) tested her three hypotheses: beginning 

principals who are mentored will perceive a greater level of support than those who are
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not; there is a difference in the decision to remain on the job between principals who are 

mentored and those who are not; and there is a correlation between the types of induction 

principals received and their level of job satisfaction. The correlation related to the first 

hypothesis was .72 which indicated good internal consistency; and the correlation 

between mentoring and job satisfaction had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .82 which 

indicated good reliability. A composite score from the PIMS (Aycock, 2006) relating to 

job retention and mentoring was analyzed and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was equal 

to -.108 which indicated poor reliability. The poor reliability was a result of very few 

items on the scale to test the hypotheses. In order to mitigate this outcome, the researcher 

added supplementary items to the survey, with Aycock’s permission, and conducted an 

alternate statistical analysis to ascertain the principal’s intent to remain on the job.

Validity

Content validity refers to the “degree to which the content of questions in a self- 

report measure covers the entire domain of material that should be included” (Warner, 

2008, p. 1002). The content validity of the PIMS was established through of review of the 

survey by five educators -  two district leaders, service center administrator, a middle 

school principal, and an elementary school principal -  who were directly involved in 

principal support (Aycock, 2006). Dillman (2000) recommended that selecting reviewers 

with a variety of experiences and expertise will provide feedback that will improve the 

validity of the instrument. Aycock (2006) field tested the survey with thirty six principals 

who were in their fourth year as building principals. The reviewers were asked:

1. Were the questions/statements clear and understandable?
2. Would the beginning principals with whom you have worked understand and 

be able to answer the questions given the response options?
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3. In your opinion, would the questions result in the answers to the research 
questions?

4. How long do you estimate it would take participants to complete the survey?
5. Have I included all of the necessary questions?
6. Could some of the questions be eliminated? (Aycock, 2006, p. 78)

Aycock (2006) field-tested the survey with six principals to ensure that the 

instrument was clear to sitting principals. One change was made to the Likert scale. The 

term somewhat was changed to sometimes (Aycock, 2006). The researcher made the 

recommended changes to the survey, with the author’s permission, in order to increase 

the reliability and validity of the instrument. For the purpose of this study, the researcher 

replicated parts of Aycock’s study by focusing on the differences between formal 

principal mentoring at it related to job satisfaction and retention.

Data Collection

The Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) was used 

to collect data about Georgia’s principal mentoring experiences. After receiving 

permission from the dissertation committee as well as IRB approval from Mercer 

University, the researcher contacted the research departments and/or superintendents of 

each of the 26 Race to the Top (RT3) partner districts to seek permission to conduct the 

study and for the researcher to seek the cooperation and participation of the school 

principals. Using Survey Monkey with an email link, a cover letter explaining the 

purpose of the study and the PIMS (Aycock, 2006), an email was sent to all principals 

currently working in the 17 of the 26 RT3 districts. Electronic surveys have multiple 

benefits such as the reduction in postage and phone costs, ease of notification and follow- 

up, and the compatibility of data with existing data collection software (Shannon, 

Johnson, Sercy, & Lott, 2002). In addition, responses can be instantaneous. The
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researcher provided a 30-day window for submission. Follow up email reminders with a 

link to the survey were sent twice from the initial distribution to those who have not 

responded. The emails were coded so that the respondents who have completed the 

survey did not receive an email reminder.

The researcher wanted to ensure that the participant size was reasonable. There 

were a total of 893 principals within the 26 RT3 partner districts who could have been 

surveyed; and approximately 300, based on the national average, who could have met the 

criteria of five years of experience or fewer on the job. Even though the Race to the Top 

districts had agreed to create a formal principal induction program by 2014-2015, the 

induction will vary based on the needs and capacity of the districts. According to Karen 

Wyler (personal communication on April 10, 2013), an induction phase principal is 

considered to be in the induction phase until they have successfully completed a district’s 

induction program. The district induction program can be tiered to provide differentiated 

support based on the individual’s needs. Because the districts and principals’ needs vary, 

there may be a varying degree of how principals may be inducted to the position. The 

researcher wanted to find out if a formal mentoring program as an induction strategy had 

positive implications for job satisfaction and retention.

In order to have a clearer understanding of how formal mentoring or the lack of it 

has influenced principals within the RT3 districts, the researcher anticipated a response 

rate of 30% - 45%. According to Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle (2010), survey response 

rates depend on several factors, including the participant interest, the subject matter, and 

the purpose of the research. The authors contend that after reminders, a response rate of 

30 to 50 percent is somewhat common. Based on this information, an estimate of a
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response rate for this study could range from 30 to 50 percent, with 40% as the 

researcher’s goal. With 340 principals receiving the PIMS survey, 197 were completed. 

After data cleaning, several responses were removed including surveys that did not meet 

the criteria or incomplete surveys, bringing the total to 131 respondents who completed 

the survey and had five years of experience or fewer. The final response rate totaled 38%.

Data Analysis

The researcher used the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 

19 in order to analyze the data. Data analysis included the following statistical procedures 

for each research question: descriptive and inferential statistics. First, descriptive 

statistics were reported to describe the characteristics of the respondents such as gender, 

age, years of teaching and administrative experience, subjects taught, student enrollment, 

school status, school district classification, and professional affiliation.

RQ1: What types o f mentoring experiences do principals report as measured by 

the Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIM) (Aycock, 2006). Descriptive 

statistics were used to report the percentages and frequencies of the types of mentoring 

experiences in which principals participate. The results of the study provided background 

information on the needs and experiences of novice principal support in order to develop, 

revise, or enhance principal support structures that would be mutually beneficial to the 

principal and the organization. The results and related tables are reported in Chapter 4.

RQ2: Is there a difference in reported levels o f job satisfaction between principals 

who participated informal mentoring program and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programs? In order to answer this question, the researcher created a 

composite score for job satisfaction and then conducted an Mann-Whitney U-test to



determine whether the mean ranks of the variables were statistically significant different 

between the two groups. The groups compared in this study were the formally mentored 

principals and non-mentored or informally mentored principals. Formal mentoring 

represented the dichotomous independent variable and the point values on the likert-type 

scale represented the interval variables. Likert scales have been treated as interval scales 

and used in parametric and non-parametric tests. The adequacy of treating ordinal data as 

interval data continues to be controversial in survey analyses in a variety of applied fields 

(Allen % Seaman, 2007). While Likert scale variables usually represent an underlying 

continuous measure, analysis of individual items should use parametric procedures only 

as a pilot analysis (Allen & Seaman, 2007). If the assumptions of normality are not met, 

analysis for nonparametric procedures can be followed, such as a Mann-Whitney U-test. 

According to Warner (2008), researchers should use nonparametric statistics when the 

data fails to meet some or all of the requirements for parametric tests such as the normal 

distribution of data and/or equal variances across groups. With the alpha level set at .05, 

the researcher rejected the null hypothesis if the p  value was equal to or less than .05. The 

group statistics and the //-test output are reported in Chapter 4.

RQ3: Is there a significant difference in retention between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programsl This research question was answered by comparing the 

formally mentored and non-mentored or informally mentored principals with their intent 

to remain on the job. A cross tab analysis and a chi-square analysis were used to report 

the frequencies and percentages of principals who participated in formal mentoring and 

those who did not and their intent to remain on the job. Urdan (2010) stated that chi-
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square, a non-parametric test, is used to compare categorical coded data, known as 

observed frequencies, with the expected frequencies. The researcher analyzed the 

differences in order to determine whether the independent variables in the sample fell 

into categories in proportion to what one would expect by chance. For example, would 

principals who were formally mentored more than likely state that they will remain on the 

job for the foreseeable future versus principals who were informally mentored or not 

mentored. In order to achieve scores for analysis, questions were tallied using the point 

values for each item. Additionally, if the respondents stated that they would Never or 

Sometimes think about the leaving the principals, supplementary questions were asked to 

ascertain the reason. The scores were analyzed and reported as well as the supplementary 

data. Reviews of the findings from the analysis are presented in Chapter 4.

Summary

Chapter 3 discussed the procedures, population, instrumentation, and data needed 

to conduct the study. Three research questions were described in order to determine the 

relationship between principal mentoring and job satisfaction and retention. The Principal 

Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) instrument was used ascertain 

the differences between the principals within the Race to the Top (RT3) districts in 

Georgia who participated in formal mentoring and those who did not and their level of 

job satisfaction and their intent to remain on the job. The study was limited to principals 

with five years of experience or fewer within these districts.

Superintendents or designated district representatives were asked for permission 

to allow principals within their district to participate in the study. Principals were emailed 

an introductory letter explaining the purpose of research, how the data was collected, how
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the results were reported, and an embedded survey link. Participant confidentiality was 

maintained by coding each email survey. Participants who did not complete the survey 

were reminded twice in a 20-day span before the survey closes. The respondents’ 

responses will be analyzed using an independent samples t-test to test whether there is a 

mean difference between the groups and their level of job satisfaction and a chi-square 

test for independence will be used to compare the mentored and non-mentored principal 

and their intent to remain on the job. The results and discussion regarding the findings 

will be presented in Chapters 4 and 5.



CHAPTER 4 

DATA RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

Introduction

Principal turnover continues to be a problem in public education despite research 

indicating the importance of the role of the principal in improving school performance. 

Additionally, federal and local resources have been allocated to increase the level of 

support for principals, especially in low performing schools. Formal mentoring has been 

a strategy employed by Fortune 500 companies to transition employees into new 

positions, as well as to provide guidance and feedback regarding employee performance 

(Zachary, 2000). The sparse literature regarding the induction and mentoring of 

principals as a strategy to reduce turnover and improve the overall job satisfaction has led 

to purpose of this study. This study was designed to determine whether or not principals 

who participate in formal mentoring experience a higher level of job satisfaction and 

reduction in their intent to leave the job.

Chapter 4 presents the findings of this quantitative study of principal mentoring as 

it relates to job satisfaction and retention as measured by the Principal Mentoring and 

Induction Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006). This chapter includes a description of the 

participants, analyses of the data from the Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey 

PIMS (Aycock, 2006) using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 

19 and the results of two hypotheses of this study. This chapter concludes with a 

summary and synthesis of the findings.
95
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Respondents

The Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) was sent to 17 Race to the 

Top districts in the state of Georgia, encompassing 340 schools. Two school districts had 

blackout dates for conducting research and did not allow research to be conducted from 

January to May. Three districts did not allow research to be conducted by out-of-district 

individuals with the exception of the Georgia Department of Education. One school 

district only reviewed IRB applications in the fall and late winter; one district denied the 

IRB request; and two districts did not respond to the research request. Three hundred and 

forty surveys (340) were emailed between March 7, 2013 and April 16, 2013. Each 

school district received two email reminders after the initial email. The responses totaled 

197 which represented an initial response rate of 58% response.

Warner (2008) stated that researchers should conduct a thorough data screening in 

order to reduce inconsistencies and potential errors prior to data analysis. After 

completing the initial screening, the researcher determined that several respondents had 

more than five years of experience on the job. In order to ascertain the mentoring and 

induction experiences of early career principals, the researcher selected principals with 

five years of experience or fewer. After removing the principals with more than five 

years of experience, 65 respondents, the researcher performed additional data screening. 

Three respondents did not complete the survey. These respondents were omitted from the 

results. The final data set included 131 principals. Thirty eight percent of the surveys 

were used for data analysis. The 38% rate is aligned to the response rate of 30-50% 

suggested by Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle (2010).
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Demographic Data 

The first section of the PIMS was created to examine the demographic 

background of the respondents. It included items related to gender, years of experiences 

as a principal and teacher, subjects taught, grade configuration of the school, school 

building enrollment, Title 1 or Non-Title I status of the school, school district 

classification, and professional memberships.

According the National Center for Educational Statistics’ The Conditions of 

Education (Aud et al., 2012), the number of female principals had increased by seven 

percent in public elementary and secondary schools in the United States. Table 3 provides 

the information regarding the gender of the respondents. Fifty-five percent of the 

respondents to the PIMS were female and 45% were male.

Table 3

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents by Gender (N = 131)

Gender N %

Male 59 45.0

Female 72 55.0

Total 100.0

Table 4 provides information related to the years of administrative experience. Of 

the 131 respondents who were surveyed, approximately half (51.6%) of the respondents 

have two years or fewer on the job; and few (18.3%) indicated that they were in their fifth
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year on the job. The mean years of experience was 2.70 (SD = 1.49), with a median of 

two years.

Table 4

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents’ Years o f Experience (N = 131)

Years N %

1 40 30.5

2 27 20.6

3 20 15.3

4 20 15.3

5 24 18.3

Total 100.0

The majority of survey respondents (38.1 %) listed their years of teaching 

experience as 16 years or more. The data revealed that principals had a greater tenure as a 

teacher prior to becoming a principal. According to the Georgia Professional Standards 

Commission’s (GaPSC) certification rule for educators, teachers interested in obtaining 

leadership certification must have a Master’s degree in educational leadership or 

approved academic area, be appointed to a leadership position or role, and complete a 

GaPSC approved program of study (Georgia Professional Standards Commission, 2013). 

Additionally, many school districts in Georgia have the practice of requiring at least four 

years of teaching before recommending appointment to a leadership position, especially
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to the principalship. Table 5 illustrates the years of teaching experience of the 131 

respondents.

Table 5

Frequencies and Percentages o f Years o f Teaching Experience (N  = 131)

Years N %

3-5 16 12.2

6-10 34 26.0

11-15 32 24.4

16+ 49 37.4

Total 100.0

The survey respondents were directed to mark all of the options that apply as they 

indicated the subjects that they taught. There was a higher frequency (48.1%) of the 

respondents who indicated that they taught in elementary school, followed by those who 

taught secondary core subjects (42.0%). Respondents who selected Other were asked to 

describe other teaching experiences. These included special education, speech language 

pathology, instructional coach, school counselor, and middle school music and athletics. 

Table 6 represents the subjects taught by the respondents prior to the principalship. 

Additionally, Table 7 has revealed that the majority (90.8%) of the respondents had not 

served as a principal in the school where they have taught.
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Table 6

Frequencies and Percentages fo r  Areas Taught Prior to the Principalship

Subject N %

Elementary -  classroom 63 48.1

Secondary -  core subjects 55 42.0

Secondary -  elective 18 13.7

Post-Secondary 4 3.1

Other 19 14.5

Note. Respondents could select more than one option.

Table 7

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents Serving 
Which They Previously Taught (N = 131)

as Principals in the Building in

Response N %

Yes 12 9.2

No 119 90.8

Total 100.0

Table 8 provides information regarding the grade configuration of the schools that 

represent the respondents’ schools. These data represent the average percentages of 

schools in Georgia and the United States. There are approximately 1,335 (58.3%) 

elementary schools, 485 (21.1%) middle schools, 461 (20.1%) high schools, and less than
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1 % of K-8 public schools in Georgia (Quick Facts about Georgia Public Education, 

2012). Seven percent indicated that they lead schools described as 6-12 alternative 

schools, pre-school to second grades, 5-6 grade intermediate, and primary schools that 

include pre-kindergarten. These data reported in Table 8 is representative of the 

population of schools in Georgia.

Table 8

Frequencies and Percentages o f Grade Configurations o f Respondents’ Schools (N = 131)

Building Configuration N %

K-5 Elementary School 78 58.0

6-8 Middle School 22 16.8

9-12 High School 19 14.5

K-8 Primary/Middle School 4 3.0

Other 10 7.6

Total 100.0

Schools in most enrollments categories were represented. Schools with fewer than 

100 students were not represented. The majority of the respondents (41%) have between 

501-1000 students enrolled in their schools; and 25% have between 1001 -  1500 students 

enrolled. According Aud and colleagues (2012), public school enrollment in the Southern 

states has increased by 29% between school years 1989-1990 and 2010-2011 and is 

expected to grow by 9% by the 2021-2022 school-years. Table 9 illustrates the 

enrollment frequencies and percentages for the respondents to the PIMS.
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Table 9

Frequencies and Percentages o f Building Enrollments (N = 131)

Enrollment N %

101-300 2 1.5

301-500 24 18.3

501-1000 54 41.2

1001-1500 33 25.2

1501-2000 9 6.9

2001-3000 6 4.6

3000 + 2 1.5

Total 100.0

Title I schools receive federal funding in order to ensure that all children have a 

fair and equitable chance of achieving a high quality education (www2.ed.gov, 2013). 

Schools identified as a Title I school have 50% or more economically disadvantaged 

students. Fifty-nine percent of the schools were identified as Title I schools from the data 

collected on the PIMS. In addition, three classifications of districts; urban, suburban, and 

rural, were represented. The largest representation was urban school districts (41%) 

followed by suburban (38%) and then rural (19%). These data are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10

Frequency and Percentages for School Status and District Classification (N -1 3 1 )

N %

School Status

Title I 76 58.0

Non-Title I 55 42.0

District Classification

Urban 54 41.2

Suburban 51 38.9

Rural 26 19.8

Table 11 represents the professional organizations in which the respondents 

participated. Both national and local organizations were represented. The respondents had 

the option to choose more than one. In addition, they could select Other and then add the 

name of an organization that was not listed. The majority of the respondents (60.3%) 

indicated that were members of Association for Supervision and Curriculum 

Development (ASCD), followed by membership (34.4%) in the Georgia Association of 

Educational Leaders (GAEL). Ten respondents who selected Other stated that they 

participated in the Professional Association of Georgia Educators (PAGE); and eight 

stated that they did not participate in any professional organizations.
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Table 11

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents Who are Members o f Professional 
Organizations

Professional Organizations N %

GAEL 46 34.4

GLISI 23 17.6

GSU Principals’ Center 7 5.3

NASSP 32 24.4

NAESP 26 19.8

ASCD 79 60.3

Other 27 20.6

Note. Participants could select more than one answer to this item.

Respondents were asked to identify the types of support, other than mentoring, 

did they receive within the first year on the job. Respondents were directed to mark all 

that apply for this survey item. The majority of the respondents (n = 122, 90%) reported 

that they received support from other principals within the district. Central office 

administrators were also identified as providing professional support to first year 

principals (n = 110, 84%), but colleges and university professors, consultants, and outside 

educational agencies were identified with less frequency. Those who selected Other listed 

retired principals, leader mentor, cohort of new principals, and a principal network. Table 

12 represents the reported frequencies and percentages of professional support provided 

to principals within their first year.
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Table 12

Frequencies and Percentages o f Person/Groups Providing Support to Principals within 
their First Year

Person/Group N %

Other principals in the district 122 93.1

Another principal outside my district 30 22.9

Other new principals 87 66.4

Central office administrators 110 84.0

Consultants 14 10.7

College or university professors 21 16.0

State professional organizations 8 6.1

National professional organizations 8 6.1

Other 19 14.5

Note. Participants could select more than one answer to this item.

The frequencies and percentages presented provide a profile of the principals in 

the sample who are in their first five years on the job. The data indicated that a 

respondent is mostly likely in his or her first two years on the job; a female elementary 

principal with more than 16 years of experience in education having taught elementary or 

secondary core subject; serving in a Title I urban district with a student enrollment 

between 500-1000 students; has elected to participate in a number of professional 

educational leadership organizations; and has received professional support from other
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principals within their school district during the first year of the principalship. These data 

may have implication for the level of targeted support that is provided to novice 

principals. These findings are discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The results of the analysis were used to answer the research questions developed 

for this study and to test their associated hypotheses. Research question 1 addressed the 

type of mentoring experiences the respondents reported on the PIMS. Research questions 

2 and 3 addressed the difference in the reported levels of job satisfaction and retention 

between principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and those who did not 

participate in formal mentoring.

Research Question One 

What types of mentoring experiences do principals report as measured by the 

Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)? This question was 

designed to gather information regarding the formal and informal mentoring experiences 

principals within the 17 Race to the Top districts in Georgia received. In Table 13, 90.8% 

of respondents reported that they had mentoring support. Only 9% indicated that they did 

not receive mentoring support.
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Table 13

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents Who Reported Having a Mentor (N = 131)

Mentor N %

Yes 119 90.8

No 12 9.2

Total 100.0

Upon completing PIMS question 11, respondents who answered Yes to having a 

mentor continued answering questions about their mentoring experiences and those who 

answered No did not answer questions pertaining to mentoring experiences. The 119 

respondents who indicated that they had a mentor were then asked to identify their 

mentoring experiences by first identifying whether they participated in a formal 

mentoring program or had an informal mentor. Definitions of formal and informal 

mentoring were provided on the PIMS to help respondents to select the type of mentoring 

in which they had participated. Table 14 indicated that most of the respondents, 75%, 

participated in formal mentoring and 24% had an informal mentor.
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Table 14

Frequency and Percentages o f Types o f Mentoring Respondents Reported Receiving 
(N= 119)

Type of Mentoring N %

Formal 90 75.6

Informal 29 24.4

Total 100.0

In order to ascertain who provided the mentoring support and how mentors 

provided support, the respondents were asked to identify the person who served as their 

primary mentor and the approaches used to mentor them such as email, phone 

conversations, face-to-face meeting, or other means. According to Table 15, 78% of the 

respondents indicated that a colleague within the school district served as their primary 

mentor. Those who selected Other reported that their mentor included a retired or former 

principal.
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Table 15

Frequencies and Percentages o f People Serving as a Primary M entor (N  = 119)

Primary Mentor N %

A colleague in my school district 103 78.6

An administrator in another district 4 3.1

A college/university professor 1 0.8

An employee from an educational service 
center

1 0.8

Other 10 7.6

Total 100.0

In Table 16, respondents reported receiving mentoring support in various ways. 

The most frequent responses were telephone calls and emails. The respondents, who 

reported Other, indicated that the mentors would meet for lunch, reply to text messages, 

or participate in online meetings such as “face time”.
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Table 16

Frequencies and Percentages o f Mentoring Methods Reported

Mentoring methods N %

Visits and meetings at the job site of my 
mentor 61 46.6

Personal visit from my mentor 95 75.5

Visits and meetings off site 63 48.1

Telephone calls 106 80.9

Emails 105 80.2

Other 4 3.1

Note. Respondents could select more than one answer to this survey item.

Question 12.4 of the PIMS asked respondents to accurately reflect on their 

mentoring experiences during their first year as a building principal. The 119 respondents 

who reported receiving mentoring support completed these items. Respondents were 

asked to think about whether the mentor provided them with an orientation to the school 

district; helped them develop strategies to meet their individual strengths and weaknesses, 

helped them to reevaluate their changing needs and strengths; offered feedback after 

observing interactions with students and teachers; mentors stated their roles and 

responsibilities clearly; met on a regularly scheduled basis; helped to understand the 

community and culture; and formed a strong, collegial relationship. The results of these 

items are illustrated in Table 17.
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Table 17

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents ’ Mentoring Experiences

Mentoring Experiences Survey Responses 
(AT=119)

Absolutely Mostly Sometimes Never

n % n % n % n %

Received an orientation to 
the district.

66 55.4 32 26.8 8 8.0 13 10.9

Received help to develop 
strategies to meet 
individual needs.

70 58.8 32 26.9 12 10.1 5 4.2

Received help to reevaluate 
individual strengths and 
needs throughout the year.

63 52.9 35 29.4 14 11.8 7 5.9

Received feedback from 
mentor after observing 
interaction with teachers 
and students.

45 37.8 21 17.6 22 18.5 31 26.1

Understood the roles and 
responsibilities of the 
mentor.

67 56.3 30 25.2 16 3.4 6 5.0

Met regularly with the 
mentor.

78 65.5 20 16.8 12 10.1 9 7.6

Helped to gain a better 
understanding of the 
community and culture.

48 40.3 37 31.1 18 15.1 16 13.4

Had a strong, collegial 
relationship with the 
mentor.

82 68.9 30 25.2 5 4.2 2 1.7
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As reported in Table 17, the mentoring experiences were favorable. The majority 

of the respondents indicated Absolutely for each item. Sixty-five percent of the 

respondents met with their mentors regularly. The PIMS did not define the term regularly 

for the respondents. Based on their interpretation of the term, the majority of the 

respondents indicated that their meetings took place on a regular basis. Sixty-nine percent 

of the respondents indicated that they have a strong, collegial relationship with their 

mentor. When compared with survey item 12.2 regarding the person who served as their 

primary mentor, these results were aligned with the majority of the mentors identified as 

a colleague within the school district. Additionally, a majority (59%) of the respondents 

indicated that they received help to develop strategies to meet their individual needs.

Forty percent of the respondents indicated that their mentors, formal or informal, helped 

them to gain a better understanding of the community and culture in which they work.

Twenty-six percent of the respondents reported that they did not receive feedback 

from their mentors after observing their interactions with teachers and students and 10% 

reported that their mentor did not provide them with an orientation to the district.

Thirteen percent of the respondents indicated that their mentor did not help them gain a 

better understanding of the community and culture.

Research Question Two 

RQ2. Is there a difference in reported levels of job satisfaction between 

principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not 

participate in formal mentoring programs?
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H02. There is no significant difference in reported levels of job satisfaction 

between principals who participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who 

did not participate in formal mentoring programs.

The second research question was intended to ascertain if there is a difference in 

the reported levels of job satisfaction between principals who participated in a formal 

mentoring program and principals who did not participate in a formal mentoring 

program. Data were sorted into three broad categories. Ninety respondents in = 90) 

indicated that they had a formal mentor, 29 indicated that they had an informal mentor, 

and 12 indicated that they did not have a mentor. In order to compare the levels of 

satisfaction of principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who did not, the 

researcher combined the informal mentor group with the non-mentored group. Data were 

then sorted into two sub-categories. The new groups were formal mentoring (n = 90) and 

informal/no mentoring (n = 41).

Three analyses were performed to compare job satisfaction between the two 

groups. General descriptive statistical analyses were reported. Crosstab commands and 

the Mann-Whitney U test were conducted to compare the data.

First, descriptive analyses were performed to show the percentages and 

frequencies of the two groups. Warner (2008) states that descriptive statistics are used to 

summarize information about a sample. Table 18 shows the percentages and frequencies 

of the principals who participated in formal mentoring and their responses to the survey 

items on the job satisfaction section of the PIMS and Table 19 shows the percentages and 

frequencies of those who did not participate in formal mentoring.
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Table 18

Frequencies and Percentages o f Respondents Who Participated in Formal Mentoring 
and Their Reported Levels of Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction Survey Items Survey Responses (n = 90)

Absolutely Mostly Sometimes Never

n % n % n % n %
I was given the opportunity to 
observe the practices of highly 
effective, experienced principals so 
I could learn from them.

47 52.2 12 13.3 13 14.4 18 20.0

I was part of a support group made 
up of other principals.

66 73.3 15 16.7 8 8.9 1 1.1

I received emotional 
support/encouragement from 
colleagues during my first year as a 
building principal.

71 78.9 11 2.2 6 6.7 2 2.2

My support system continued after 
the first year.

64 71.1 15 16.7 7 7.8 4 4.4

I know that I made the right 
decision to become a principal

80 88.9 6 6.7 4 4.4 0 0.0

My superintendent or supervisor 
offers feedback concerning my 
professional performance.

71 78.9 9 10.0 9 10.0 1 1.1

I believe the parents at my school 
have confidence in my abilities as a 
principal.

67 74.4 23 25.6 0 0.0 0 0.0

I believe that staff at my school had 
confidence in my abilities as a 
principal

58 64.4 32 35.6 0 0.0 0 0.0

I like my current school. 84 93.3 6 6.7 0 0.0 0 0.0

I like my currents school’s size. 67 74.4 18 20.0 5 5.6 0 0.0

I like the grade configuration/grade 
levels of the building that I serve.

81 90.0 8 8.9 1 1.1 0 0.0
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Table 19

Frequencies and Percentages of Respondents Who Did Not Participate in Formal 
Mentoring and Their Reported Levels o f Job Satisfaction

Job Satisfaction Survey Items Survey Responses (n = 41)

Absolutely Mostly Sometimes Never

n % n % n % n %
I was given the opportunity to 
observe the practices of highly 
effective, experienced principals so 
I could learn from them.

11 26.8 4 9.8 11 26.8 15 36.6

I was part of a support group made 
up of other principals.

12 29.3 10 24.4 10 24.4 9 3.1

I received emotional 
support/encouragement from 
colleagues during my first year as a 
building principal.

16 39.0 16 39.0 8 19.5 1 2.4

My support system continued after 
the first year.

12 29.3 15 36.6 10 24.4 4 9.8

I know that I made the right 
decision to become a principal

28 68.3 9 22.0 4 9.8 0 0.0

My superintendent or supervisor 
offers feedback concerning my 
professional performance.

20 48.8 15 36.6 5 12.2 1 2.4

I believe the parents at my school 
have confidence in my abilities as 
a principal.

22 53.7 18 43.9 1 2.4 0 0.0

I believe that staff at my school 
had confidence in my abilities as a 
principal

17 41.5 23 56.1 1 2.4 0 0.0

I like my current school. 36 87.8 4 9.8 1 2.4 0 0.0

I like my currents school’s size. 31 75.6 8 19.5 2 4.9 0 0.0

I like the grade configuration/grade 
levels of the building that I serve.

31 75.6 9 22.0 0 0.0 1 2.4
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A composite variable for the job satisfaction items on the PIMS was used to 

compare the means of the principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who 

did not and their level of job satisfaction. The overall job satisfaction mean for both 

mentoring groups was calculated at M = 3.53. An overall job satisfaction score was 

determined by averaging the 11 items. A mean job satisfaction score of M  = 3.53 was 

used to compare formal mentoring and informal/no formal mentoring group. These data 

are represented in Table 20.

Table 20

Overall Mean Score for Job Satisfaction on the PIMS

Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Score Std. Deviation

Job Satisfaction 131 2.27 4.00 3.53 .429

Eleven items on the PIMS assessed the level of job satisfaction. Respondents 

responded to a 4-point ordinal scale with responses ranging from Never to Absolutely. 

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to test the internal consistency of the items. The output 

from the analysis indicated Cronbach’s reliability of .880, indicating good internal 

consistency. According to Warner (2008), Cronbach’s alpha is used to assess the 

reliability of scale with multiple items. Homogeneity of variances was evaluated using 

Levene’s test which was significant for the formal mentoring and informal/no mentoring 

group. The formal mentoring group did not represent a normal curve, and the informal/no 

mentoring group presented a somewhat normal curve. There were four outliers in the 

formal mentoring group and three missing values. In order to mitigate Type I error, the
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researcher transformed the independent variables and conducted a Mann-Whitney U test. 

Ruxton (2006) states that in order to control for Type I error, unequal variance r-tests 

such as the Mann-Whitney U performs as well as the independent samples r-test when the 

underlying assumptions are violated. The results of the Mann-Whitney U test indicated 

that there is statistically significant difference in the level of job satisfaction between 

principals who received formal mentoring and principals who did not receive formal 

mentoring; U = 901, p = .000. Principals who participated in formal mentoring reported a 

greater level of satisfaction than those who did not. The researcher rejected the null 

hypothesis. The mean rank for (n = 91) formal mentoring was higher (76.4) than the 

mean ranking for (n = 29) informal/no mentoring (42.9) so formal mentoring had a higher 

mean job satisfaction score as compared to the informal/no formal mentoring group.

Table 21 displays the rank summaries of the Mann-Whitney U test and Table 22 displays 

the Mann-Whitney U test results.

Table 21

Job Satisfaction Rank Statistics for Principals Who Participated in Formal and 
Informal/No Mentoring (N=131)

Variable N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Job Satisfaction

Formal Mentoring 90 76.48 6883.5

Informal/No Mentoring 41 42.99 1762.5
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Table 22

Job Satisfaction Mann-Whitney U Test Statistics for Principals with and without Formal 
Mentoring (N=131)

Mann-Whitney U Wilcoxon W Z Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

901.5 1762.50 -4.70 p<.001

Research Question Three 

RQ3. Is there a significant difference in retention between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programs?

HO3. There is no significant difference in retention between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programs.

The third research question was developed to determine if principals who 

participated in formal mentoring were more likely to remain in their current position as 

compared to those who did not participate in formal mentoring. The data used to answer 

this question came from the items in the PIMS concerning the principals’ plans to remain 

on the job for the foreseeable future (item # 6 .2), the plan to move to district office in five 

years (item #8 .1), and the decision to leave if they could earn as much money in another 

profession (item # 8.2). If respondents selected Never or Sometimes, they were prompted 

to respond to three additional items regarding the reasons they would leave. A cross-tab 

analysis was completed regarding principals’ intent to remain on the job. A case
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summary is displayed in Table 23 and the results of the crosstab analysis are displayed in 

Table 24.

Table 23

Descriptive Summary for Principals ’ Intent to Remain on the Job

Survey Items N Missing Total

I plan to stay at this school, in this 
administrative position, for the foreseeable 
future

131 0 131

Thinking ahead five years, I’m planning on 
moving to a district office position.

125 6 131

If I can earn as much money in another 
profession, I would leave my position as 
principal?

125 6 131
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Table 24

Percentages o f Principals’ Responses to their Intent to Remain on the Job

Survey items Absolutely Mostly Sometimes Never

I plan to stay in this administrative 
position, for the foreseeable future.

Formal Mentoring (n = 90) 82.2% 14.4% 3.3% 0%

Informal/No Mentoring (n = 41) 58.5% 34.1% 7.3% 0%

Thinking ahead five years, I’m 
planning on moving to a district 
office position.

Formal Mentoring (n = 87) 5.7% 9.2% 54.0% 31.0%

Informal/No Mentoring (n = 38) 13.2% 10.5% 50.0% 26.3%

If I can earn as much money in 
another profession, I would leave 
my position as a principal.

Formal Mentoring (n = 87) 0% 3.4% 28.7% 67.8%

Informal/No Mentoring (n = 38) 2 .6% 7.9% 34.2% 55.3%

The researcher intended to conduct a chi-square test of association to determine 

the difference between principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who 

did not and their intent to remain on the job. According to Yates, Moore, and McCabe 

(1999), at least 80% of the expected counts in each cell must be equal or greater than 

five. Because there were cells that had less than five frequencies, the assumptions of the 

chi-square were not met, diminishing the strength of the results. The researcher used the 

Crosstab command, a descriptive statistic, to display the frequencies for each item related
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to retention. The results indicate that principals who participate in formal mentoring had a 

higher frequency of intent to remain on the job (82%) as compared to the principals who 

had an informal/no mentor (56%).

The researcher analyzed the data pertaining to the participants who indicated 

Never or Sometimes on the PIMS items for retention. Twenty participants indicated that 

they would leave the principalship as the result of the following: salary (n = 4), lack of 

support (n = 4), accountability mandates (n = 4), promotion (n = 2), and other reasons (n 

= 6). The participants who indicated Other stated the following reasons: education is no 

longer about serving kids; family/time required; reassignment to a Title I schools, 

reduction in fiscal and human resources as school continues to increase challenges and 

workloads of the principal, relocation, and wealth of job duties and responsibilities.

Summary

The problem of principal turnover and the challenges for current novice principals 

has led to a study focused on the difference between principals who participated in formal 

mentoring and those who did not participate in formal mentoring and their level of job 

satisfaction and their intent to remain on the job. The Principal Induction and Mentoring 

Survey (PIMS) was used to answer the three research questions. The PIMS was emailed 

to principals in 17 Race to the Top districts in Georgia. Sixty-six percent (N = 131) of the 

respondents included principals with five years or fewer on the job and approximately 

67% of the respondents participated in formal principal mentoring.

The data was screened, organized, and entered into SPSS version 19 for data 

analysis. Descriptive statistics were reported with percentages and frequencies for the 

mentoring experiences reported by the principals who participated in formal and informal
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mentoring; Mann-Whitney U was conducted to determine the statistically significant in 

their level of job satisfaction as measured by the Principal Induction and Mentoring 

Survey (PIMS); and a Crosstab analysis was used to report the frequencies and 

percentages for principals who participated in formal mentoring and informal/no 

mentoring and their intent to remain on the job.

The analysis of research question 1 confirmed the literature regarding the types of 

experiences that principals who have formal mentors would expect such as a strong, 

collegial relationship between a mentor and mentee. A greater number of mentees 

indicated that the mentor helped them to develop strategies to meet their individual needs, 

and helped them to gain a better understanding of the community and culture in which 

they work. Respondents were varied in their answers regarding feedback from their 

mentors about their interactions with teachers and students.

Research question 2 focused on principal job satisfaction between principals who 

participated in formal mentoring and principals who participated in informal/no 

mentoring. Data revealed that principals who participate in formal mentoring perceived a 

greater level of job satisfaction as opposed to those who did not. The a was set by the 

researcher at .05. There were statistically significant (p < .05) findings in the Mann- 

Whitney U test for job satisfaction; and therefore the researcher rejected the null 

hypothesis associated with job satisfaction.

Research question 3 focused on principal retention and the reported differences in 

principals’ intent to remain on the job with formal mentoring or informal/no mentoring. 

The findings from the Crosstab analysis revealed that principals who participated in
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formal mentoring had a higher frequency to remain on the job versus the principals who 

did not participate in formal mentoring.

The following chapter summarizes the findings and discusses the implications 

these findings may have on the satisfaction and retention of principals; especially in light 

of literature regarding the challenges of leading public schools today. An interpretation of 

the results as well as the conclusion and implications for novice principals especially in 

more challenging schools are reported. Recommendations for future research are 

included so that the study can be expanded to include a better understanding of the level 

of support novice principals may need to reduce turnover and increase their satisfaction 

with the job.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

The problem of high principal turnover in Georgia has led to the investigation of 

formal mentoring and the analysis of whether formal mentoring makes a difference in job 

satisfaction and retention as measured by the Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey 

(PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) in 17 school districts. Principals in Georgia with principals who 

had five years of experience or fewer were surveyed and their responses were analyzed. 

This chapter provides an overview of the study including the background of the problem, 

the purpose, and the major research findings. The major findings are described for each 

research questions as well as the conclusions, implications, and recommendations for 

future research.

Summary of the Study

The review of literature examined research regarding the history of the

principalship, the characteristics of effective schools and principals, and the challenges

facing school districts including principal turnover and minimal early career support.

Given the disturbing trends regarding the shortage of quality principal candidates and

current principal retention data, especially among high schools and low performing

schools, school districts need to employ strategies to attract, support, and retain quality

leaders (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009, Mitgang, 2013, Weingartner, 2009). Effective

schools research identified an effective leader as one of the two main levers of student
124
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performance and school success (Leithwood et al, 2004; Mendels, 2012; Stronge et al.,

2008).

Mentoring can be used as a strategy to reduce employee turnover and increase the 

level of satisfaction through a comprehensive induction and support program for novice 

principals. There are numerous empirical evidence citing the impact mentoring has on the 

socialization and growth of employees (Kram, 1985; Daresh, 2004, Zachary, 2000) and 

theories related to employee satisfaction and retention such as job embeddedness 

(Mitchell et al., 2001). Generally, in addition to factors outside the organization such as 

spousal relocation, illness, etc., “job attitudes combined with job alternatives predict 

intent to leave, which is the direct antecedent to turnover” (Mitchell et al. 2001, p. 1102). 

This study attempted to relate the literature regarding principal turnover and job 

satisfaction with mentoring as a construct for increasing retention and job satisfaction.

As early as the 1970s, Edmonds (1979) argued that among the qualities of 

effective schools, the principal was an integral part of creating the vision for the school, 

monitoring the curriculum and improvements, providing feedback to faculty and staff, 

creating profession learning opportunities, and ensuring that the school was a safe and 

orderly environment. In fact, in 2004 and 2010, Leithwood and colleagues and Seashore 

Louis and her colleagues stated that in addition to the teacher have the primary impact on 

student success, the principal was the second in his or her influence on student 

achievement. Many studies also illustrate the indirect benefits of effective leadership, 

pointing to significant influence on teacher satisfaction and retention (Branch, Hanushek, 

& Rivkin, 2013; Seashore Louis, et al., 2010, Pogodzinski et al., 2012). Because 

principals play an integral role in the success of schools, it is important to understand the
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disturbing national trends regarding principal retention. In 2010, the National Center for 

Educational Statistics reported that the average tenure for public school principal in the 

United States was 4.2 years (Battle, 2009). In addition, the average tenure for public 

school principals in Georgia was 3.5 years (Aud et al., 2011), with 60% of principals with 

3 years of experience or fewer (NCES, 2009). These data are important to understanding 

the impact that turnover of leadership can have on the culture and academic progress of 

schools. Beteille and her colleagues (2012) stated that schools that experience rapid 

turnover tend to be schools with low student achievement, poor working conditions and 

minimal financial resources, and an inexperienced staff. In some cases, new principals 

use these schools as “stepping stones” (Beteille et al., 2012, p. 905) to other principal or 

leader positions at the district or state level (Beteille et al., 2012). According to Fullan 

(2001), leaders who initiate changes, must do so slowly in order to be effective. He 

asserts that in order to see marked school improvements that are sustainable and part of 

the culture of the school, a leader must be in place for a minimum of 5 years (Fullan, 

2009).

Despite the mounting evidence that school leaders have an impact on a school 

success; school districts are challenged to create a systematic and strategic approach to 

leader preparation, induction, and support. Even though these challenges exist, school 

districts as well as state licensing agencies are placing greater emphasis on the support of 

school leader. For example in 2010, 23 states initiated programs to increase the support 

for novice principals (Mitgang, 2012). According to the Georgia Professional Standards 

Commission (PSC), appointed administrators must enroll in a performance-based 

educational program that has a partnership with the district and provides a mentor/coach
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during the program (PSC rule 505-2-.300, 2012). In 2012, through Georgia’s Race to the 

Top grant, Georgia adopted induction guidelines for new teachers and leaders. The 

guidelines recommend using mentors to assist novice teachers and principals in their 

development through their first two years on the job.

Mentoring has been a strategy used in approximately 70% of Fortune 500 

companies to socialize employees to the culture of the company or to assist junior leaders 

in their professional development as they move to more senior leadership positions. In 

addition, mentoring has been used as a strategy for medical students in residency, junior 

lawyers, primary and secondary at-risk students, as well as novice teachers. Formal 

mentoring as a strategy to socialize novice or early career principals is relatively new. 

Numerous studies have been conducted to ascertain the effectiveness of early mentoring 

programs for principals (Daresh, 2001; Villani, 2006), but few quantitative studies have 

been conducted to determine the impact mentoring could have on the satisfaction and 

retention of principals in the early stages of their careers. It was for this reason that the 

researcher chose to examine principal mentoring in Georgia and the relationship to job 

satisfaction and retention.

The researcher chose to focus this research on Georgia principals because of 

higher principal turnover rate as well as the school improvement challenges. In addition, 

Georgia’s lower than average scores on the NAEP for 4th and 8th grade math and 

language arts as well as a 68% graduation rate has led to the further examination of the 

supports provided to principals who will make critical decisions to move Georgia schools 

from the bottom of the national average on performance test and graduation rates.
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Although the literature is replete with studies indicating that the role of the 

principal in transforming schools is critical, Bottoms and Schmidt-Davis (2010) and 

Hargreaves and his colleagues (2006) contend that school districts do not have 

comprehensive support structures for new principals, perpetuating the sink or swim 

phenomenon. The majority of literature regarding the impact of mentoring cite the 

benefits of mentoring for both the mentee and mentor (Daresh, 2004; Villani, 2006) 

Mentoring as a retention strategy holds great promise in addressing the needs school 

districts have in retaining effective principals, especially in Georgia.

The researcher surveyed principals within the 17 Georgia Race to the Top districts 

to determine their mentoring experiences as related to job satisfaction and retention. The 

Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006), an electronic survey, 

was emailed to 340 principals and 131 respondents were used in the study. Data 

collection lasted approximately six weeks, with two reminders sent to each school district 

after the initial request to participate in the study. At the close of the data collection 

window, the researcher exported the data to SPSS version 19 for data screening and 

analysis.

Three research questions were used in the study. Descriptive statistics were used 

to summarize the characteristics of the participants; a Mann-Whitney U test was used to 

measure the differences between principals who participated in formal mentoring and 

those who did not as related to job satisfaction; and a crosstab analysis was used to report 

the frequencies and percentages between the two groups and their intent to remain on the 

job. The results were analyzed to determine whether the overall difference between the 

groups was significant at the p < .05 level.



129

Summary and Discussion of Major Findings

Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the sample. Of the 340 respondents 

to the survey, 131 met the criteria of having five years of experience or fewer on the job 

at their current school. Seventy-three (54%) of the participants were female and 60 (44%) 

were male. Half of the participants had two years of experience or fewer as a principal, 

but 80% had more than 11 years of teaching experience before being appointed to the 

principalship. In addition, nearly half of the respondents had experience teaching in the 

elementary school. Twenty participants indicated they taught special education, middle 

school music and athletics, or were school counselors. Furthermore, 90% of the 

participants were not appointed to the principalship at the school in which they taught.

In order to describe the schools in which these principals lead, 58% of them were 

K-5 schools, 41% had between 501-1000 students enrolled, and 59% were classified as 

Title I schools. However, the district classification was relatively even with 41% 

classified as urban, 38% suburban, and 19% rural. These data are similar to the national 

characteristics reported by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) with the 

exception of the district classification. According to Aud and colleagues (2012), 67% of 

public schools in the U.S. are elementary; 30% have enrollments of fewer than 300 

students; 33% of schools are in rural areas, followed by 28% in suburban areas, and 25% 

in cities.

The participants were asked to identify if they received mentoring support in their 

first year as a principal. Ninety percent or 121 participants reported that they had received 

mentoring support with 90 of the participants indicating they had participated in a formal 

mentoring program. One hundred and three participants indicated that their primary
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mentor was a colleague in their school district and they talked on the phone (89%), 

emailed (88%), and had personal visits (79%) from their mentors frequently. Parylo and 

her colleagues (2012) indicated that the mentors who serve as in-district colleagues are 

better equipped to socialize novice principals in their role. These in district colleagues 

can provide the context for how new principals can or should navigate the political and 

nuances of the job.

Research Question One

What types of mentoring experiences do principals report as measured by the 

Principal Induction and Mentoring and Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006)?

In responding to the items regarding their mentoring experiences, the majority of 

the participants indicated that their mentors oriented them to the school district (81%), 

received help to develop individual strengths and needs (84%), received help to 

reevaluate individual strengths and needs through the school year (81%), received 

feedback after being observed interacting with teachers and students (54%), understood 

the roles and responsibilities of the mentor (81%), met with their mentor regularly (81%), 

gained a better understanding of the community and culture with the mentor’s assistance 

(71%), and had a strong, collegial relationship with their mentor (91%). Villani (2006) 

asserted that a mentor’s responsibilities include the aforementioned activities, but these 

activities are reciprocal. New principals should meet with their mentees on a regular 

basis, communicate often, and use their mentors as technical coaches, asking for 

feedback and resources in order to strengthen skills (Villani, 2006). The results of the 

study indicated that the majority of the mentees understood the roles and responsibilities
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of the mentor which has led to a higher indication of the level of support received by the 

mentee.

Research Question Two

Is there a difference in the reported levels of job satisfaction between principals 

who participated in formal mentoring programs and principals who did not participate in 

formal mentoring programs?

Job satisfaction has been studied by many notable theorist such as Herzberg 

(1966), McGregor (1960), Maslow (1954), and Locke (1976). In fact, Locke’s (1976) 

definition of job satisfaction is the most widely used. He defines job satisfaction as one’s 

feelings or state of mind regarding the nature of the work (Locke, 1976). Implicit in this 

definition is the notion that as a person thinks about their job, her or she also links 

feelings to those thoughts about the work (Saari & Judge, 2004). New principals, like any 

new employee, must contend with many challenges as they acclimate to the new role. 

Research has shown that when employees were asked to identify the facets of the job that 

had the most impact on their level of job satisfaction, the nature of the work emerged as 

the most important facet (Judge & Church, 2000). In most cases new principals are 

unprepared for the challenges of leading today’s schools regardless of their teaching 

experiences and graduate preparation (Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Darling- 

Hammond et al., 2009; Mitgang, 2013; Villani, 2006). A first year principal may 

experience isolation as a result of the fear of being seen as incompetent or making 

difficult decisions (Weingarten, 2009). Additionally, learning the school culture and 

community increases the visibility of principals, conversing increasing the expectations 

from many constituents (Villani, 2006). Increased accountability, inadequate
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compensation, time, and stress related to the nature of the work and the expectation to 

make changes immediately, have made the job of the principalship less desirable to 

prospective candidates. The study of whether participation in a formal mentoring 

program makes a difference in the level of satisfaction for principal can have great 

implication for the reducing the perceived negative nature of the principalship.

A Mann-Whitney U test was conducted with the alpha level set at .05, between 

principals who participated in formal mentoring and principals with informal/no 

mentoring and their level of job satisfaction. A composite score was calculated for job 

satisfaction and the mean ranks were compared. The results indicated that there was a 

statistically significant difference between principals who participated in formal 

mentoring and those who had informal/no mentoring and their level of job satisfaction. 

Therefore, the researcher rejected the null hypothesis.

The literature regarding formal mentoring (Daresh, 2001; Skillestad Bangert, 

2012, Bottoms & Schmidt-Davis, 2010; Villani, 2006; Spiro et al., 2007; Weingarten,

2009) indicated that principals who participated in formal mentoring programs also 

participated in additional professional learning opportunities that included just-in-time 

training and formal principal networks or cohorts. These professional learning 

opportunities were usually conducted by the principal mentors or were attended by the 

mentors. The mentors, who were familiar with the culture of the district, were able to 

provide the principals with the necessary background needed to navigate the political 

intricacies of the job as well (Parylo et al., 2012). In addition, a formal mentoring 

structure that is embedded as professional development for novice principals illustrates 

the district’s explicit intent to support principals. A formal mentoring program can create
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a network of support that can lessen the stress and isolation that principals feel as they are 

learning to lead while leading (Remy, 2009). Bauer and Brazer (2011) state that support 

mechanisms for new principals can reduce the stress of isolation and helps them adjust to 

the demands of the job. These connections or webs of support, as described by Mitchell 

and his colleagues (2001), can increase the level of job satisfaction as well the 

commitment an employee feels toward the organization. If the employees feel that they 

are a right fit, have links through employer support, and feel that the sacrifice will be too 

great to leave, then the intent to leave may be diminished. These formal support 

mechanisms may also attract aspiring principals, especially if they know that the district 

is making a concerted effort to support their work as they transform schools.

Research Question Three

Is there a difference in retention between principals who participated in formal 

mentoring programs and principals who not participate in formal mentoring programs?

Job satisfaction is closely linked to retention. Principals spend approximately 60 

hours a week at work. Within the 60 plus hours, principals face a barrage of tasks ranging 

from student discipline, teacher performance, district mandates, community issues, and 

mounds of paperwork. If the nature of the work is the best predictor of overall job 

satisfaction, then the resulting outcome is employee retention (Saari & Judge, 2004). This 

study of whether principals who participate in formal mentoring and those who 

participate in informal/no mentoring differ in their intent to remain on the job may have 

implications for district human resource strategies that include more targeted supports to 

reduce unexpected turnover.
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The researcher conducted a crosstab analysis to determine the frequencies 

between principals who participated in formal mentoring and those who had informal/no 

mentoring and their intent to remain to on the job. Results indicated that both groups had 

a greater tendency to remain on the job. In fact, these findings can be attributed to the fact 

the principals appointed to the role are driven to do the work regardless of the challenges. 

Like teachers, principals have an intrinsic need to make a difference for the students in 

their districts. Additionally, principals enter the role believing that they are prepared to do 

the job and intend to stick it out. Weingartner (2009) stated that principals see this role as 

another stage in their professional growth and development, an opportunity to design and 

lead instruction, an opportunity to increase their level of influence, a stepping stone to 

other leader positions in the district, and an honor to serve and influence more 

constituents.

Conclusions

Because of the low retention rates for school leaders and slightly lower principal 

retention in Georgia, the state board of education and local school districts have begun to 

address the problem of principal turnover through the adoption of principal induction 

guidelines as outlined in Georgia’s Race to the Top (RT3) scope of work. Though the 

acknowledgement of the need to address the problem of principal turnover is evident 

through the State’s commitment to adopt the induction guidelines, the efforts to embed 

this into the culture of each district is slow. In 2011, five of the 26 RT3 partner school 

districts reported having a comprehensive principal induction program, while 24 of the 

districts had a comprehensive teacher induction program (Karen Wyler, personal 

communication April 11, 2013). Formal mentoring for novice principals has great
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potential for increasing principal job satisfaction and reducing principal turnover.

Maslow (1954) contends that if the lower order basic needs of a person are taken care of, 

then the possibility of self-actualization is more likely. After the physiological and safety 

needs of a person are fulfilled, the third level -  belonging- can help develop a person’s 

confidence and self-esteem (Maslow, 1954). It is during this state that principals can gain 

the connection or links (Mitchell et al., 2001) that are needed to lessen the feelings of 

loneliness, isolation, and social anxiety. Even though the literature associated with 

principal turnover highlights the potential causes for decreased tenure, the most 

significant implication for this phenomenon is the impact on school success and 

ultimately student success.

U.S. schools have been scrutinized for failing students (Nation at Risk, 1983; 

NCLB, 2001) and U.S. schools have ranked lower than 9 industrialized countries in 

reading, 17 in math, and 12 in science (Fleischman, Hopstock, Pelczar, & Shelley, 2010). 

Among the criticisms are the lack of qualified teachers and leaders needed to improve 

schools. In reaction to these criticisms, a number of reform efforts have emerged such as 

Goals 2000, NCLB (2001), Race to the Top (2010), and the ESEA Flexibility Waiver 

(2012) to increase the quality of teachers and leaders through more stringent licensing 

and certification requirements, increased professional learning requirements, and 

incentives for working in the most challenging schools. Additionally, schools that do not 

show improvements face possible sanctions such as increased local and state monitoring, 

restructuring of the staff resulting in the removal or displacement of teachers and the 

removal of the principal, and school closure.



136

The problem of principal turnover, whether voluntary or involuntary, provides a 

foundational perspective regarding the implications for organized structures districts can 

employ to increase the retention of principals and their level of satisfaction with the 

work. Daresh (2004) cited that mentoring is a frequently used model that provides 

personal and professional development in industry, art, and business, but has been limited 

in its use as a professional development strategy in education. An employee’s first years 

on the job are almost always the most challenging because he or she cannot know exactly 

what to expect or what he or she may encounter (Yirci & Kocabas, 2010). Because 

principals are appointed to the top of the hierarchal order in the school, it is more 

challenging to find the collegial support and assistance needed to be successful as a new 

professional (Villani, 2006; Weingarten, 2009; Yirci & Kocabas, 2010). Traditional 

leader preparation programs have provided a theoretical leadership foundation and have 

attempted to provide real-world simulated activities that would better prepare principals 

for the job; but studies indicate that graduate institutions and pre-service programs do not 

provide adequate training related to issues such as school-community relations, personnel 

evaluation, creating a school improvement plan, allocation of staff, and arranging a 

school budget (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Yirci & Kocabas, 2010). This training 

takes place in the real school environment. Today’s school principals are expected to be 

an instructional leader while being a child advocate, a community activist, a professional 

developer, a crisis negotiator, and a problem-solver -  all while increasing students’ 

performance (Blackman & Fenwick, 2000; Stronge et al., 2008). New principals are 

expected to take the helm and be effective from the beginning. With such enormous 

pressures coupled with the lack of support provided to new principals, mentoring can
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help new principals overcome this troublesome stage enabling them to persist (Bauer & 

Brazer, 2011).

The findings from this study illustrated that principals who received support from 

a mentor, whether formal or informal, indicated a greater level of job satisfaction and 

intent to remain on the job. Mentoring provides an expert model for novice principals, 

enabling them to cope with school problems as they occur (Yirici & Kicabas, 2010). 

Mentoring helps principals strengthen their leadership skills through feedback regarding 

their developmental needs. Conley and Cooper (2011) asserted that understanding the 

needs and growth opportunities of a new principal are critical to school improvement as 

well. The feedback provided to new principals illustrates the districts commitment to the 

needs of the principal (Coley & Cooper, 2011). The collegial relationship that is forged 

will also enable the principal to utilize the mentor’s expertise to increase student learning, 

improve community and public relations, improve school culture, and navigate district 

and community politics (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Parylo et al., 2012; Gray et al., 

2007; Villani, 2006). Holtom, Mitchell, and Lee (2006) asserted that when an 

organization invests strategically in its people, it communicates that the organization is 

vested and supportive of its employees.

Mitchell and his colleagues (2001) theory of job embeddedness provides a 

framework for how local and state districts can include formal mentoring program as a 

human resources strategy to retain principals and increase their competence and 

confidence; ultimately increasing their level of job satisfaction. Job embeddedness is 

described as a series of networks or webs by which an employee is attached; the more 

webs or networks tied to the employee, the less likely the employee would leave.
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Conversely, if an employee feels relatively isolated at work, with few connections to 

colleagues or friends, the choice to leave will greater. The networks and webs for this 

employee are minimal. Mitchell and his colleagues (2001) identified three dimensions- 

fit, links, and sacrifice -  in which a person can become embedded in a job. When 

describing the fit within an organization, Holtom and his colleagues (2006) focus on the 

recruitment and selection process. School districts can invest in recruitment and selection 

strategies that include the use of surveys or assessment that capture information about a 

prospective principals’ and exiting principals’ previous training, personality traits, skills, 

and talents that would closely align to the needs of the school and its community. Conley 

and Cooper (2011) stated that school districts must pay attention to finding the most 

qualified candidates for the position by providing real job previews that would ensure the 

best fit between the job, the school, and the leader. Additionally, if districts know of 

impending retirements or staff changes, school districts can provide a year-long residency 

for aspiring principals who will transition to the role after working alongside an expert in 

the field (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Hargreaves, 2005). In order to lessen the stress 

and feelings of isolation, Holtom and his colleagues (2006) also recommend that 

organizations increase the number of links that a person creates with the organization 

through networking events, cohort training models, and executive coaching and 

mentoring support. Daresh (2001, 2004) revealed that mentoring support has an 

important impact on the increased confidence in the mentee’s leadership abilities 

alleviating the detrimental feelings of isolation. As the study revealed, new principals 

find it important to have a colleague or mentor within the school district to share ideas 

and to socialize them into the new role (Alsbury & Hackman, 2006, Spiro et al., 2007,
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Weingarten, 2009). Forging these strong, collegial relationships emerged as an important 

factor in the success of the mentor-mentee experiences. This relationship provides the 

opportunity to cultivate a culture of collaboration whereby new principals feel more 

comfortable to share their fears and apprehension. These personal and professional 

relationships that are built make it more difficult for the principals to step away from the 

work. Holtom and his colleagues (2006) stated that the number of sacrifices that 

employees may have to make, if they decide leave, can have an impact on their decision 

to leave. Even though school districts cannot offer extended vacations or flexible work 

schedules to principals, the benefits in terms of targeted support, training, and school- 

based autonomy may lead to the desirability of the job.

There are numerous studies that portend that mentoring is mutually beneficial for 

mentors and mentees (Villani, 2006, Daresh, 2001, 2004, Brown-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; 

Parylo et al., 2012; Correll, 2010) and is a critical strategy for the socialization and 

development of new principals. The study highlighted the need for additional research 

regarding the impact formal mentoring has on early career principals and whether the 

retention rates of principals who have participated in a formal program has increased. 

Principal turnover is inevitable through natural attrition such as retirements and 

promotions. In some cases, principals who are not effective or engage in unethical 

practices must be removed, but in order retain principals that have the potential to lead 

the improvement efforts necessary for future success; targeted support in the early stages 

of a principal’s career is critical. Mentoring is not the sole answer to the principal 

retention issue, but it has great implications for providing principals with the basic
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support needed to increase their level of satisfaction and confidence to do the challenging 

work of improving schools.

Implications

Based on the findings of the research, several implications for continued research 

and consideration were revealed. School districts and state departments of education may 

gain further insight into the supports that may be necessary for the increase level of jobs 

satisfaction and retention of school principals. In addition, this research may increase the 

discussion regarding effective and innovative recruitment and selection practices of 

principals.

Seashore Louis and her colleagues (2010) stated that there is no evidence of a 

school being transformed without an effective leader at the helm. Knowing that principals 

are responsible for creating the vision, a culture of collaboration, a positive professional 

learning environment, and safe and orderly environment for staff and students; then more 

emphasis needs to be given to how districts can provide the support needed to enhance 

the skills and confidence of principals. The role of the principal has transformed from 

mainly a manager to an instructional leader. Through this transformation, the pressure for 

principals to be responsible and accountable for all facets of a school has increased 

dramatically over the recent years. Schools that do not make marked improvements over 

time, risk closure and/or the reorganization of staff including the removal of the principal. 

The stakes are high for students as well as the principal. It is imperative that districts and 

state boards of education create comprehensive induction programs for principals that 

include formal mentoring programs for novice principals and early career principals.
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Research indicated that the shortage of principals are not related to a shortage of 

eligible, licensed candidates, but a shortage of those who are willing to take on the 

challenges and accountability related to the job (Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; 

Guterman, 2007; Roza et al., 2003 ). Long work hours, increased level of accountability, 

internal and external stakeholder pressures, decreased financial resources, lack of 

support, and the isolation in the job; has discouraged potential leaders from applying for 

the positions or leaving the principalship after approximately three years on the job. 

Cooper and Conley (2011) purport that these challenges have led administrators 

“crashing or leaving their posts” (p. 3). Principals need support to not only get though 

these challenges, but to thrive as instructional leaders that will turn around the most 

challenging schools. The results of the PIMS indicated that principals that participated in 

formal mentoring programs had higher levels of job satisfaction than those that did not, 

but being satisfied is half of the support. High levels of satisfaction can equate to high 

levels of confidence (Bandura, 1997). If principals feel confident in the work that they 

do, then the likelihood that they will be successful may increase. These results of this 

research match with prior literature supporting the notion that mentoring for employees 

has a positive impact on the socialization and acclimation of skills for the improved 

development of the employee. The mentor provides immediate feedback based on his or 

her observations and conversation to enhance the mentee’s strengths and improve areas 

that may be of concern. In addition, the mere participation in a formal mentoring program 

does not guarantee a positive impact on principal job satisfaction or retention, but more 

research needs to be conducted on the impact that other support mechanisms for 

principals such as district supervisor support and additional professional development
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models have on principal’s success. In fact, the results of the study indicated that there 

was no statistically significant difference between principals who participated in formal 

mentoring and those who had informal/no mentoring and their intent to remain on the 

job. But the results do point to the fact that most participants were able to identify a 

person that they considered a mentor or support personnel to support their development 

in the early stages of their career.

As principals develop in their career and become successful with developing 

teachers, improving school climate and culture as well as improve student performance, 

these principals can be selected to mentor new principals. The results of the study 

indicated that 78% of the identified mentor was a person within the school district. 

Human resource departments can embed mentoring of new and early career principals as 

a professional development strategy as well as the expectation of leaders to develop 

others. School districts can pair experienced, successful leaders with novice leaders in 

order to increase sustainability and embed the development of leaders within the culture 

of the district. Additionally, these experienced principals can receive additional 

compensation and/or notoriety for providing this level of professional development to 

novices.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study was conducted with the principals within Georgia’s 17 Race to the Top 

districts. In order to investigate whether formal mentoring for new principals exist in all 

districts in the Georgia, the researcher recommends an expansion of the study to include 

additional districts as well as qualitative review of a new principal’s induction 

experience. Since Georgia has recently recommended induction guidelines for new
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teachers and principals, a longitudinal study can be completed of identified districts that 

may have been using mentoring as an induction strategy for more than ten years.

Further studies can be conducted to investigate the types of mentoring programs 

that are offered to new principals including the structure and components of the program. 

Additionally, research should be conducted to identify the most appropriate and effective 

induction strategies that have been used for principals of turnaround schools, high 

schools, and school with low socio-economic status and student achievement. Because 

the literature has concluded that these schools have the lowest retention rates for 

principals, the researcher would recommend that further study be conducted on the 

principals and district strategies used in the successful turnaround these schools.

Mentoring for new principals must continue to be studied. With numerous studies 

concluding that mentoring is an effective strategy to socialize and professional develop 

employees, more recent research must be conducted to ascertain the effectiveness of this 

strategy for new principals throughout the country. The results of the studies may 

strengthen the support for additional mentoring and induction for principals who will 

ultimately lead the transformation of our public schools.

Summary

With numerous report regarding principal shortages and retention, inadequate 

preparation for the challenges that lie in leading school today, and a lack of targeted, 

comprehensive support for new principals, this study added to the literature regarding 

formal mentoring programs as a professional development strategy to increase the level 

of job satisfaction and retention of principals at their current school, especially in Georgia 

schools. The Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS) (Aycock, 2006) was sent
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via email to 340 principals in 17 Race to the Top school districts in Georgia, with 131 

completing the survey. Data analysis revealed that principals who participate in formal 

mentoring reported higher levels of job satisfaction and intent to remain on the job. These 

findings align with previous literature which states that formal mentoring programs for 

new principal yield more satisfied novice or early career principals. In addition, the 

findings indicate that as long as there is a person that a new principal can seek guidance 

from and help them become acclimated to the role, the greater the likelihood that the 

principals will be more satisfied with their work.

Conclusions and implications for school districts emphasize embedding formal 

mentoring as a human resource strategy to train and support early career principals. 

School districts have the primary responsibility of making sure that all students are 

successful in schools, and this success begins with an effective principal creating the 

vision, leading the instructional and professional development of students and staff, 

providing a safe and orderly environment, and monitoring student progress. These 

expectations coupled with the additional challenges associated with leading a school 

make the strategies used to support principal critical to retaining the most qualified, 

effective school leaders. Recommendations were made for additional research in the field 

of principal mentoring. Expansion of this study should include all school districts in the 

state, the use of longitudinal data to identify the school districts that have greater 

principal retention rates especially in high-needs schools, and a mixed method approach 

to examine differing mentoring structures in order to ascertain the ones that are the most 

effective. Research in the area of principal mentoring and support must continue in order 

address the problems and challenges involving principal turnover and the impact it can
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have on the effectiveness of school. Continued research may provide viable solutions 

that may increase the retention and satisfaction of school leaders, ultimately increasing 

the likelihood that schools will succeed.
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Re: Permission to use Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey

Marcy Aycock 
to:
kendra_washington_bass@gwinnett.kl2.ga.us 
04/07/2012 10:57 AM 
Show Details

History: This message has been replied to.

Kendra:

Great!! Yes, you have my permission. I would like to see the results of 
your survey.

Keep in touch.
Marcy

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 7, 2012, at 9:53 AM, Kendra_Washington_Bass@Gwinnett.kl2.ga.us 
wrote:

Good morning Dr. Aycock,

My name is Kendra Bass and I am a doctoral student at Mercer University in Atlanta. I am in the pre
proposal stage of my study, but I plan to conduct my study on the novice principals who receive 
mentoring in their first three years and its relationship to student achievement. Many states are 
investing in mentoring programs as part of induction. Georgia has changed its licensing for 
administrators to include an internship and mentoring.
Based on these changes, the monetary investment, and the limited amount of research on the 
relationship between mentoring principals and student achievement, I hope to add to the research.

I would like to talk to you more about my research as it continues to develop and how I intend to use 
the PIMS, if granted permission. I can be reached at the phone number below or on my cell phone at
\ \ \  \ \ \  \ \ \ \

Thank you for your consideration and have a great weekend.

Kendra Bass
Director, Leadership Development

mailto:kendra_washington_bass@gwinnett.kl2.ga.us
mailto:Kendra_Washington_Bass@Gwinnett.kl2.ga.us
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"MERCERA. Y  JC i.. N i v r n s i r v
/w j S v r i ’tf

f i >J A iM tfV X lr'fc  f n % i * f \ t ' t g  H > .W fc'd h r 'rs

20-Feb-20l3

Ms. Kendra Washington-Bass 
Tift College of Education 
Tift College of Education - Atlanta 
2930 S. Flowers Rd 
Atlanta. GA 30341

RE: A STUDY OP THE RElATtONSHV AMONG PR1NOPAL MENTORING, JOB SATISFACTION, AND RETENTION (H13O1061 

Dear Ms. washington-Bass:

Your application entitled: A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIP AMONG PRINCIPAL MENTORING, JOB SATISFACTION, AND RETENTION 
(H1301061 was reviewed by this institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with Federal 
Regulations 21CFR 56.110(bl and AS CFR46.110fb) (for expedited review) and was approved under Category 7 per 63 FR 60364.

Your application was approved for one year of study on 20-Feb-2013. The protocol expires 20-Feb-2014. If the study continues 
beyond one year, it must be re-evaluated by the IRB Committee.

ltem(s) Approved: 
new application

Please complete the survey for the IRB and the Office of Research Compliance. To access the survey, click on the following
link: ftttp://htlD>://i»mni».iufvcyttiorntev.a)m/*/<7CTT6R

Respectfully,

(k'iJL.hLL': 
Ava Chambhss-Richardson, MED., CIP, cim 
Member
intuitional Review Board
Mercer university IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 
fax(478)301-2329 
ORC_Mercer£Mercer.Edu

t-rrvwiwey * m  < ro  <*gr««o ec- l jiw u c  i> c lr > i«  r*M*r>:n w ujw a r  « .i3 ia 4 n i«  w>er me
| | < 4 4 M C u k N i m k *  iWr :>CM> 0 « A J * lr t» «  K>- Q l u i I C I i i h a I r*>4L»Lw

I vtiwwt * Mm. v«i ; i jr.-1
.-rihioi «io;*rAXi4Ttj ini you
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Title of Project: The Study of Principal Mentoring as it Relates to Job Satisfaction 
and Retention
Investigator Name: Kendra Washington-Bass
E-Mail Contact Information: Kendra Washington bass@gwinnett.kl2.ga.us or 
Kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu

You are invited to participate in an online survey for a research project conducted 
through Mercer University. Mercer University’s IRB requires investigators to provide 
informed consent to the research participants.

The purpose of this online research study is to examine principal mentoring as it relates to 
principal job satisfaction and retention Your participation in the study will contribute to a 
better understanding of principal mentoring support. You must be at least 18 years old to 
participate.

If you agree to participate
The survey will take approximately 15 minutes of your time. You will complete an activity 
about your principal induction and mentoring experiences. You will not be compensated.

Risks/Benefits/Confldentialitv of Data
There are no known risks. There will be no cost for participating. Although your 
participation in this research may not benefit you personally, it will help us understand 
more about the support needed for early career principals. Your name and email address 
will be kept during the data collection phase for tracking purposes only, but will be deleted 
once the data collection is complete. A limited number of research team members will have 
access to the data during data collection. Please be assured that neither the names of 
participants, school district, or school will be used or revealed in the research finding, oral 
presentation, or the final dissertation.

Participation or Withdrawal
Your decision to participate or decline participation in this study is voluntary. You may 
decline to answer any question and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any 
time. Withdrawal will not affect your relationship with Mercer University in anyway. If you 
do not want to participate, click on the “stop survey” arrow or close the browser window.

If you do not want to receive any more reminders, you may email us at
Kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu.

Contacts
If you have any questions about the study contact the investigator Kendra Washington-Bass 
at XXX-XXX-XXXX or send an email to kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu. 
Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed study #(H1301061) and 
approved it on [20-Feb-2013].

mailto:bass@gwinnett.kl2.ga.us
mailto:Kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu
mailto:Kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu
mailto:kendra.diane.washington-bass@live.mercer.edu


152

Questions about vour rights as a research participant
If you have questions about your rights or are dissatisfied at any time with any part of this 
study, you can contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at 
(478) 301-4101 or email at ORC_Research @Mercer.edu.

If you agree to participate in the research study, click on the following link 
http://www.survevmonkev.eom/s/.IG22QL5

Thank you in advance for your time and participation!

Please do not forward this e-mail to others.

Please print a copy of this document for your records.

M c i v c r  I n n  c m l \  I R B  

A p p i  o \  a l  I ) a t c :  < 12/21 ) / 2 ( ) I 3

http://www.survevmonkev.eom/s/.IG22QL5
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Principal Induction and Mentonng Survey (PIMS)

1.

This survey Is for research purposes; your participation is completely voluntary You may withdraw consent at any time, 
and stop participating without explanation, penalty, or loss of benefits. For further information, p lease contact the Mercer 
University Institutional Review Board by phone at (478) 301-4101 or email at ORC_Research@  Mercer edu



Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

2.

Thank you for taking the time out of your busy schedule to complete this survey First, you will be asked several 
demographic questions, to help with data disaggregation. Next, you will be asked questions about your induction and 
mentoring experiences As you answer the questions, please reflect on your experiences during your FIRST year a s  a 
building principal The survey will take approximately 10-15 minutes to complete
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

3. Background Information

1. This is my.

o  *•*o second

Q  fourth 

fifth

Q  sixth

Othsr (p lu s*  specify)

ysar as  a building principal.

Page 3
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

4.

1. Indicate your total years of TEACHING experience.
Less than 3  years 

O  > 5  years 

6-10 years 

O ’ 1-15 yearso 16+ years

2. Indicato the subjects you taught prior to your career as  a building principal.
□  Elementary - classroom

□  Secondary - cere subjects

|  | Secondary - elective (P.E.. Band. Art, Industrial Arts, Foreign Language)

□  Post Secondary 

[ 1  Other

Other (please specify)

3. Have you served as the PRINCIPAL in the building where you taught?

O yeso°
4. How many years (including this year) have you served as the principal in the CURRENT 
building where you work?

o°™
O Two
Q  Thre«

O Fcur 
O Ru*o Six or more

Page 4



Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

5.

1. Ptoast indicate your gender,
Q  Male 

Q  Fw nila

2. What Is the configuration of the building you currently serve?
Q  K-5 Elementary School 

O-fl Middle School o 9-12 High School o K-S Primary/Middle School 

Q  Other 

Other (please specify)

3. What is tfes currant enrollment of students in your building?o 100 or lesso 1 0 1 -3 0 0  

Q  301 - 500  o 501 - 1000  

O  1 0 0 1 -1 5 0 0  

O  1 5 0 1 -2 0 0 0  

O  2001 - 3000 

Q  3000 +

4. What is the status of my school?o Title One o Non-Title One

5. What is the classification of my school district?
Urban

o Suburban

Rural

^age  5
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Principal Induction and Mentonng Survey (PIMS)

6.

* 1 . Ruud each statement carefully. Marfc responses that most aceaiately reflects the 
experiences you had during your FIRST YEAR as a  building principal.

Absolutely Modly Sometimes Never

I w as given the opportunity 
to observe the practices of 
highly effective, 
experienced principals so  I 
could team from them.

o o o o

I w as part of a  support 
group made up o f other 
principals.

o o o o
I received emotional 
support/encouragement 
from colleagues during my 
irst year a s  a  budding 
principal.

o o o o

My support system  
continued after the first 
year.

o o o o
I know I made the right 
decision to becom e a 
principal.

o o o o
My superintendent or 
supervisor offers feedback 
concerning my professional 
performance.

o o o o
I believe the parents at my 
school have confidence in 
my abilities a s  a  principal.

o o o o
I believe the staff at my 
school has confidence in 
my abilities a s  a  principal.

o o o o
I Wee my current school. o o o o
I like my current school's 
size.

o o o o
I like the grade 
configure bona/grade levels 
of the bulking I serve.

o o o o
* 2 . | plan to stay at this school, in this administrative position, for the foresee bale future.

Absolutely Mostly Som etim es Nevero o o o

Page 6
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

7.

*  1. Pirns* Identify th* reasons for planning to loavo your currant position. Mark all that 
apply.
| | Salar,

□  Lack of support

| ' j Accountability m andates 

( j Lack of preparation 

| | Other

Other (please specify)

1- .      u
*2 . What support or training, if any, do you wish you had received prior to assuming your 
role as a principal?
□  More time to acclim ate to  the  position

□  A formal leadership developm ent program

□  A formal mentoring program to help m e p repare  for my transition 

|  ]  More time In my previous position

| | Other

Other (please specify)

P age -



Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

8 .

*1 . Thin king ahead flva years, I'm plaaalag oa moving to a district ofllco position.
Absolutely Mostly Somstimss N s w

o o o o
*2 . If I caa earn as much money in another profession, I wonld leave my position as 
principal?

Absolutely Mostly Somatirnss N o w

o o o o

P aae c
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Principal Induction and Mentonng Survey (PIMS)

9. Professional Affiliations

* 1 .1 »m the member of the foRowing professional organizations. (Mark all that apply.)
Q g a e l

| I GLISI

□  G*crgia Stata's Principal Center

□  NASSP

□  NAESP 

|  |  ASCD

| |  Other

Other (please specify)

p age 9
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

10. Professional Support

* 1 .1 received support as I began the principalsliip from: (Marie all that apply.)
□  Other principals in the district

| j Anotherprincipai outside my district

□  Other new principals

□  Central office administrators

□  ConsuKants

□  College or university professors

□  State  professional organizations

□  National professional organizations 

|  |  Other

Other (please specify)

Page 1 0
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

11. Mentoring

1. For tha purposes of this study, a "MENTOR” Is defined as an experienced individual 
who provides support,modeling, and other services to now and novice principals. As a 
new or novice principal, I received the support/assistance of an Individual I consider a 
mentor.

O y»o

Page '
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Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

12.

*1 . G m m  rally, two typos of montoring toko placa; formal and informal. For tko purposes 
of this study;
A FORMAL MENTORING program is defined as a structured support system designed to 
provide planned, organized training and assistance to the now principal for a period of at 
least one full year.
INFORMAL MENTORING is defined as a  mentoring program without established 
guidelines.This type of mentoring is usually between two individuals. The person serving 
as the mentor generally has a vested interest In the mentoe, such as a coworker or a 
friend.o A FORMAL montoring program 

An INFORMAL mentoring program

* 2 . The person who served as my primary mentor is BEST describes as:
A colleague in my school district o An administrator from another school district, that I knew prior to starting my piindpaiship 

^  A coU eg e/university professor

A representative from a  professional organization o An employee from an educational service center

Other (please specify)

Page i 2
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Principal Induction and Mentonng Survey (PIMS) 
3. Mentoring can ba provided asiag a variety of approaches (i.e. amail, phono 
conversations, and face-to-face meetings).
Please Identify ALL the mentoring methods you and your meator utilized
□  Visit and m eetings at th e  job site  of my m entor

□  Personal visits from my mentor to  my school

□  Visits and m eetings at a  site off of school grounds

□  T elephone calls

□  Emails

| [ Other

Other (please specify)

Page  i 3



Principal Induction and Mentoring Survey (PIMS)

*4 . Read each statement carefully. Mark the response that most accurately reflects the 
experiences yon had with your MENTOR during your first year a s  a building principal.

Absolutely Mostly Som etimes Never

My mentor provided on 
orientation where 
inform ebon was provided to 
help m e know how to 
function in the school 
district.

o o o o

My mentor helped me 
develop strategies to meet 
my individual 
strengths/needs

o o o o
At various times throughout 
my frst year, my mentor 
helped me to reevaluate 
my changing 
strengths/needs.

o o o o

My mentor observed me 
interact with teachers and 
students and offered 
feedback from the 
observation.

o o o o

The roles and 
responsibilities of my 
mentor wore d ear to me.

o o o o
My mentor and 1 met on a 
regularly scheduled basis.

o o o o
My mentor helped m e gain 
an understanding of the 
community and its culture.

o o o o
My mentor and 1 formed a  
strong, collegial 
relationship.

o o o o

Page 1 4



Principal Induction and Mentonng Survey (PIMS)

14. End of Survey

Thank you for participating in the survey B ecause you noted that you are in your 6th plus-year a s  a building principal at 
your current school, your responses to the remainder of the survey will not tie needed
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