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PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE QUALXITY OF
ALTERNATIVE ADHINISTRATIVE INSERVICE {ODELS

In a recent reviev of the school principalship, Barth (19686) noted

that, happily, the role of the principal has enjoyed a "re-diacovery."
This popular acceptance of the notion that school principals indeed play an
important role in fostering more effective educational programs has also
led to an undesstanding that building adminiatrators have a genuine need
for more effective approaches to continuing professional develcpment. In
short, it im increasingly understood that providing incervice education for
administrators cannot be vieved as some sort of "frill," and that quality
programs 1equire an investment of time and thought for preparation.

There are numerous opportunities and programs currently available for
administrator inservice and professional development. In an earlier
reviev, Daresh and LaPlant (1983) identified five generic models that are
normally utilized for thae delivery of administrator inservice. The first
is the traditional model, consiuting of credit courses offered by
colleges and universities. Next, there are workshops, seminars, and other
gsimilar short-term learning praograms gponnored by profesaional
associations, and these have been described and defined more broadly aa
*inatitutes." A third model is virtually the same as this second inatitute
approach, with the difference being that sponsorship is from a state
education agency. A <fourth model is rep-esented by inservice that i=s
provided systematically within a local achool district or school through
organized courses. This strategy has been given the title of the inservice
academy. Finally, administrators also frequently engage in informal
netvorking as a vay to continue their personal and professional
development.

While the descriptions of these models wmay be useful in providing some
common terms and clarity regarding inservice th.t is typicall; available
for school leaders, little is known about the extent to vhich principals
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and other administrators actually take ndvantage of theme opportunities, or
the value that is attached to each alternative approach by participanta.
In addition, there is a real nead to learn more about the aepecific
objectives that are sought by principals vho engage in one or more of the
models,

Objectives

The specific objectives of this paper are to, first, describe a recent
study of principals’ evaluations and perceptions of the quality of their
inservice learning experiences vhich made use of one or more of the
identified alternative delivery wodele for administrator inservice.
Second, mome of the wajor findings of the study are summarized. Finally, a
series of implications are suggested as they vere derived from the etudy.
These implicationa concern the design of inmservice and continuing
professional development opportunities that are available to practicing
school principala.

Methodology

A survey quesiionnaire vas developed for use in this study and
consisted of tvo parts. The firat part saso.ght information concerning
background characteristics of respondents, their schools, and districta.
The second part consisted of a series of questions that aaked respondonts
to indicate vhich, if uny, wmodel of administrator inservice that they had
folloved during the past tvo years, and the grade that vould be assigned
(A, B, C, D, or F) to each of the models according to the success that a
model had in meeting three criteria of effective inservice design
identified in the literatura (Lavrence, 1974; Daresh & LaPlant, 1984;
McComas, 1985). These three criteria consisted on the extent to vhich a
particular model provided opportunity for participant inputl into the design
of activities, the likelihood that & wmodel would allov for tvo-vay
communicetion betveen ingervice providers and inservice participants, and
finally, the perceived effectiveness of the inservice model in terms of
helping an administrator to carry out his or her daily activities wvith



practical help. Reapondents vere alse asked to indicate the primary
purpoae that thay had in aelecting a particular mode).

Eurvey queationnairea were sent to a random mample of elementary and
secondary school principals in a widvestern state. Tvo hundred and fifty
questionnaires vere distributed, and 192 were completed and returned (77%).
Simple descriptive statistica wvere computed to provide the findinga liamted
in this paper.

Findings

The major findinga related to principala’ perceptions of alternative
models utilized in the delivery of administrator inservice include the
folloving:

1. The 'most frequently-utilized model of adminimtrator inservice, as
described by the principals in this study, vam the short-term
institute sponsored by a professional association.

Ae the information provided in Table I indicateas, 89.1% of ¢the 192
principals vho responded to this survey indicated that they had
participated in at least one short-term inatitute aponmored by a
professional association during the paat tvo years. Thia may not be
terribly surprising in viev of the fact that there are go many
opportunities available for such activities throughout the year. Fev
school administrators are able to go wmore than a day or two wvithout
receiving some information regarding vorkshops, institutes, or sewminarse
that are sponsored by either a state or national o.ganization such as the
National Academy of School Executives (NASE), the National Association of
Secondary School Principals (NASSP), the National Arsociation of Elementary
School Principals (NAESP), and the Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development (ASCD). One thing that may have been interesting to
deteraine is vhether principals tended to participate mostly in the
activities of the national associations or their atate and local
affiliates.
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As Table I aelso indicates, the least popular, or lesst frequently-
utilized, wodel for the delivery of administrator inservice ves the
traditional university course, vith only 60.9% of the respondents
pasrtiocipating during the past tvo years. The explunation for this finding
is somevhat more difficult to derive from the <findings. Tvo conclusions
wight be suggested, hovever, and might be verificd or rejected through
further investigations. . One wight be that principals do not siwmply viev
university courses s viable inservice learning activities. Presumably,
school adwministrators have had considerable exposure to traditional
coursev.urk vhile engaged in their preservice preparation programs. The use
of university coursss as & source of continuing professional development
might then not bs ueen as realistic activity. If this is indeed the case,
one might find that university courses vould fare even mwore poorly if one
vould understond that in the state used in this study, there is a
requirement of the atate department of education vhich requires
adminiatrators (and all educational personnel) to return to complete a
specified cwount of graduate level course vork as part of the credential
reneval process. If Iuithor data had been collected to indicate the
frequency vith vhich principela selected various ingervire models purely by
choice, the record concerning university courses may have been wuch vorse.

On the other hand, asnother pcssible explanation concerning the
relative lack of participation by principals in university courseec wight
have been that, at least in the state examined in this study, opportunities
for university participation are liwited because somn2 sreas of the state do
not have easy acceids to universities. In addition, even vhen college and
university programs vere nearby, course offerings wmay not have been
sufficiently diverse to meet the perceived inservice needs of practicing
school adwinistratora.
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INSERVICE MODEL KRUMBER OF X OF
PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPANTS

i, Traditional 119 61.4

2, Professional Association 171 89.1
Institutes

3. State Education Agency 137 72,14
Institutes

4. Academies 164 8%.9

S, Netvorking 117 60.9

TABLE I. Number and percentage of principals pnrticigltinq in each of the
five models of administrative inaervice. (Total N » 192),
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2, The wodel of delivery of adainiatrator inaervice desoribed as
natvorking vea viaved as the woat effective all-sround epprosch by
the principalas in thim study,

In torma of reapondenta’ ratinga of the effectiveneasa of each model,
the moat effective model in terms of providing for participsnt input into
the demign of prograss and activities vas netvorking, and the lesst
effective model according to thie oriterion vae the state education agency-
sponsored institute. The most effective model in terma of encouraging tvo-
vay communication among inservice participants vas also the netvork, and
the least effective model vas aleo the inatitute sponsored by the atate
education agency, Finally, the approach described as moat effective in
helping sdministrators perform theiy daily reaponaibilities ves alwo
netvorking, vhile traditional uﬁivorlitv courses vere vieved oss lesst
effective in thim regard (See Table II).

TABLE II HERE

The use of netvorking is bused on the desire of individuals vho share
comson concerns, problems, and potential solutions to those problems to
come together periodically to discuss matters of mutual concern. It is
probably not terribly asurprising, therefore, that this wodel for
scwinistrator inservice wvould be perceived so positively by practitioners.
Nothing in the netvorking spproach suggests that someone tells people vhat
to do, hov to do it, or vhen to do it; it is based on the concept of
support and assistance. On the other hand, the wmodels vhich received a
much lover rating <from practitioners, namely the state education agency-
sponsored institute and the university oclaas, include ® much wmore
prescriptive dimension. What this rpparently says is that practitionera
value more highly those situationa vhere they can engage in their ovwn
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1. Traditional 2.1 2.99 2.49

2. Profssaional Amsociation 2,40 2,94 3.0
Inatitutes

3, State Education Agency 1,94 234 2.70
Inatituten

4, Acadenies 2.081 3.13 2.78

3. ".t'ork1n° 2.96 3.34 J. 06
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TABLE II, Principals’ mean score rntxngl of each of the five models of
administrative inservice, relative to the ariteria of input into selection
of inservice objectives, amount of tvo-vay communication hetween inservice
grovidorl and participants, and perception of the effectiveness of models
n helping principala carry out daily responsibilitiea. (Range=1.0-4.0).
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problem solving, vithout wsowmeone olae auggesting (or dictating) the one
right vay to do thinga,

3. Each of the aduinistrator inservice wodela sddressed different
apecifio goala for partiacipanta,

The most popular reason for administrators taking univeraity courses
vaa to meet atate certification requiresenta. GOaining speocific information
or developing particular Jjob-related akills vaa given as the primary gosl
of principals vho partioipated in inatitutes and acedemies. No dimstinction
vas wade in this csae betveen {nstitutes that wvere gponsored by
profesaional associations or thoss promoted by atate education agencies;
principals vent to these activities to learn a epecific piece of
information. Finally, the opportunity to interact with professional peera
vas indicated as the most popular resson for psople to sngage in
netvorking.

Isplications and Discussion

Inservice opportunities for school administrators are videly used and
spparently readily available for practitioners. Dased on the findings of
this study, hovever, there are a nuaber of different suggestions regarding
possible improvement of these opportunities.

Firat, the {findings of this study indicate that administratoras
partiipate in a vide variety of inservice activities. Not one single
respondent indicated that he or she did not engage 4in some kind of
professional developsent activity during the past tvo years. In fact, wmost
respondents indicated that they participated in several different models of
administrator inservice. There 48 a clear ohgoing need for professional
school administrators to have opportunities for inservice education. As a
result, wore rather than less opportunity for inservice on a regular basis
for sdministrators is varranted.

Second, ongoing attention to the vays in vhich school principala as
inservice participants may be included in planning the design of inservice,
engaging in tvo-vay communication, and gaining inmsights and relevant
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information regarding immediste ond dai'y sdainlatrative taske needs Lo be
prosoted:. There hsa been s rich snd conatatent ast af fipdipgs walls
developad in the resesrch and Jitersture base related Lo the general design
snd implementetion of inservice in schools, There {s )ittle doubt, given
the enorsous nunber of surveys conducted in recent yeara and related to
inservice participants’ needs, that people wvant to have a voice in the
denign snd iwplewentetion of lesrning asctivities, Alao, people wvant
ingervice that sddresses imsediate needs, Theme obaervationa are vell-
founded and cannot be ignored by those who plan inservice for aechool
adeinietratora. Regardless of the individual wodel used to deliver
inservice to school principals, designera and planners cannot ignore the
basic realities of effective inssrvice design., To ighore these Ieatures
simost guarantess a continuing negative appraisal of professions)
davelopnent and continuing education for school sdministrators.

Third, the findings of this otudy aehov that practitioners clearly
believe that sose wmodels for inaervice are sisply not very effective.
Ingtitutes, particularly those sponsorsd by atate education sgencies, are
spparently in need of considerable improvesent. Perhapas anather suggestion
night be that atate departmsents of education, often vieved in negative
teras by practitioners because of their historic regulatory functions, are
not organizations that should attempt to engage as providera of inservice
for aduinistrators. There is not sufficient data in this atudy to provide
an absolute ansver, but tvo alternative observations wsay be posasible to
nake here. For one thing, principals night be saying that astate
departmsents have a legitimate role in providing inservice, but vhat they do
is poorly conducted. On the other hand, principals say be saying that
state departsents should get out of the inservice business entirely. This
second observation vould no doubt be ignored by those mtate education
officials vho vould like to see their agencies assume a more proactive
role in providing leadership to the aschool personnel 4n their states.

Finally, the single most obvious finding from this atudy 4s that
principals like to vork vith their collesgues in netvorking arrangesents.
As a result, additional opportunities for netvorking need to be provided,
particularly as those typea of opportunities may be used to foster
increased feelings of collegiality anmong adainiatrators. Isolation on the
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Job im one of the most dawaging problema faced by profeselionsl edueatorsr=-
teachera, sduiniatvators, apd al) psracnns]l who vork i #choole, The
developwent of, aupport for, and refinement of nelvorka for school
pringipale may be an iwportant vay to chenge the norm of separation that
characterizoea wsuch of what goea on in schools.
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