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Leadership and Research in Practice: 
Fall/Winter Issue for 2013 and 2014 

 
Paul Watkins, Editor 

Southeast Missouri State University 
 

The Southern Regional Council of Educational Administration (SRCEA) represents 
only a fraction of school administration programs around the country.  Although small, its 
mission of sharing leadership and research in practice is grand.  Articles in this issue 
demonstrate that the leadership and research are critical interests for SRCEA. 
 Jack Blendinger’s study reveals a process for developing school principal candidates 
through a shadowing experience.  Such an experience, he argues, bridges the gap between 
coursework and the authenticity of practice.  Jack draws from much of Mintzberg’s 
examining the quality of recording, collecting and coding observational efforts.  Mississippi 
State University finds that the purposeful field-work among its principal candidates provides 
a prerequisite for understanding the real work of building administrators. 
 Elizabeth Meyers, Pamela Lemonine, Kathleen Campbell, Mindy Crain-Dorough and 
Michael Richardson consider the significance of data management and the distinction 
between data, information and knowledge. In their article, they help us better understand 
how to capture information and manage it to serve our educational goals.  
 Another compelling contribution to our Journal this issue comes from Beverly 
Amlaner and Tak Cheung Chan.  These authors lead the reader through their development 
of a school climate survey for the Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day 
Adventists.  Amlaner and Chan demonstrate the various levels of validity for their 
instrument.  
 Finally, Brenda Tuckwiller and Ronald Childress investigate career and technical 
educators’ attitudes toward support they find in West Virginia’s policy around performance-
based student assessments.  A second question their article addresses are the factors that 
these educators find as barriers to policies guiding student assessment.  From their initial 
research, the authors discover many new avenues open to further research that enhances 
what they have learned. 
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Effectiveness and Productivity 

 
Beverly R. Amlaner Tak Cheung Chan 
Carman Adventist School Kennesaw State University 

 
 

Abstract 
The Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists (GCC) needed a standardized survey to be 

developed to measure the various stakeholders’ perceptions of school climate about its 36 elementary schools in 

Georgia, eastern Tennessee, and North Carolina. The survey needs to ascertain the educational aspects of the 

schools as well as the Christian values. Construct validity of the first draft of the instrument was tested by 

employing factorial analysis over the responses of the 35 students on 63 selected items in the pilot survey. A 

panel of experts examined the appropriateness of the contents, the language and the organization of the survey 

instrument. Cronbach’s Alpha was used to analyze the data to measure the internal consistency of the 

instrument. The final edited and revised survey instrument, namely “A Student Survey of School Climate”, 

consists of six demographic questions and 60 survey items in seven different sub-scales. 
 

Introduction 
The Georgia-Cumberland Conference of Seventh-day Adventists (GCC) requested 

standardized surveys to be developed as a tool for measuring the various stakeholders’ 
perceptions of school climate about individual schools and the school system. The GCC 
Office of Education oversees 36 elementary schools ranging from pre-kindergarten through 
eighth grade in Georgia, eastern Tennessee, and a portion of North Carolina. Standardized 
surveys need to be developed not only to ascertain the educational aspects of the schools, 
but also specifically the Christian values that are unique to the GCC school system and the 
schools. In today’s financial environment, independent schools must assess the school 
climate so as to maintain current enrollment and expand by obtaining new students. The 
standardized surveys developed and implemented by all the schools will allow for system 
wide, as well as individual school climate studies measured from the same survey tool. The 
surveys will help the GCC school system school superintendents, the principal, the teachers, 
and the school board members better understand what is being done well and what needs 
improvement at the schools. 
 A school climate study is a critical component of an effective educational delivery in a 
private school system. Yet no validated reliable school climate study has ever been attempted 
in the GCC school system. Many school climate surveys are available for public education, 
but few are found for private parochial schools. As such, the results of a validated and 
reliable school climate survey are much-needed for Christian schools in general and more 
specifically for the GCC school system. 
  In this paper, school climate is defined as the feeling a stakeholder, such as a student 
or teacher, has toward a school or school district. School climate is the actual working 
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together of all aspects of a school for a safe environment for teaching and learning. The 
stakeholders include students, parents, teachers, and school board members.  In this pilot 
paper, only Third through Eighth Grade students are involved.  
 

Literature Review 
 This study sought to understand the best methodology to create an effective school 
climate instrument designed for Christian schools to be used by the GCC school system. 
Literature related to school climate studies most specifically addresses the public education 
arena. However, there are few published studies outlining instruments for Christian school 
applications. School climate is extremely important to understand and embrace, as parents 
can choose to send their children to public education or to independent school systems.  
 
A History of School Climate Survey 
 School climate has been of interest to schools, school systems, and educators for over 
100 years (Cohen, McCabe, Michellli, & Pickeral, 2009). School climate studies have been 
conducted in a variety of ways, including different variables, methodologies, theories, and 
models (Anderson, 1982). The historical review of school climate could include over 200 
references to analyze the current school climate literature prior and in the 1980s. The 
problem with defining school climate is difficult due to the variety of ways teachers, 
principals, and researchers use the terminology. The study of school climate has changed 
since the 1950s with the beginning of organizational climate research to the 1960s and 1970s 
with socioeconomic and race studies, and in the late 1970s a focus on student outcomes as 
related to school climate (Zullig, Koopman, Patton, & Ubbes, 2010). 

One of the earlier approaches in the 1980s used to study school climate quality was 
the appreciative inquiry (AI) as a methodology for organizational research (Tschannen-
Moran & Tschannen-Moran, 2011). The AI system has become a method for action research 
for motivating organizational change to transform systems and as catalyst for a different 
course. In the 1990s the term “climate” was used frequently, yet there was only a modest 
amount of agreement on its meaning (Hoy & Tarter, 1992). The framework for measuring 
the health of the school was created by a 44 item questionnaire by Hoy and Tarter. The 
authors suggested that a healthy school climate linked with a purpose for achievement, 
where the teachers believed that the students can achieve and the students are committed to 
performing at their best measures success. This represents a shift in focus on school climate 
as a measure of the whole school with students in a classroom and teacher (Zullig et al., 
2010). 
 Cohen, Fege, and Pickeral (2009) referred to climate as “the quality and character of 
school life … based on patterns of people’s experience of school life and reflects norms, 
goals, values, interpersonal relationships, teaching and learning practices, and organizational 
structures.” Quality in students’ lives in education includes safety for the students. In the 
1990s school climate studies were conducted to gain a greater understanding of the safety of 
schools (Cushing, Horner, & Barrier, 2003). During this time violence and school shootings 
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were of great concern and the violent acts created a challenge for maintaining quality 
education and atmosphere for both the students and educators.  
 Lubienski, Lubienski, and Crane (2008) addressed the concept from recent decades of 
the “private schools effect.” This effect was reflected in the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
act with policymakers moving under the belief that smaller size classrooms in the private 
schools created higher student achievement. Thus NCLB used charter rank and choice 
sanctions to nudge public schools with low performance. NCLB required improvement of 
math and reading skills. The required improvement in the subject areas is not the only thing 
dictating improved test scores for perceived quality of life (PQOL) indicators for school 
satisfaction is also important (Zullig et al., 2010). 
 The study by Zullig et al. (2010) was the first to use balanced historical measurements 
with modern structural equation modeling. The authors examined the existing school climate 
literature to endeavor to establish a historical definition of school climate. In addition, their 
study identified, combined, and previewed five school climate domains and five survey 
instruments to 2049 students. Samples from this group were subjected to factor analysis. The 
analyses of the pilot data collected by the survey instrument supported the establishment of 
both reliability and validity. 
 

Assessment of School Climate Among Stakeholders 
School Climate Assessment Limitations 
 Several common limitations were found among the papers reviewed. These limitations 
included problems such as violating tenants of statistical tests, biased sampling, and other 
attendant problems. A limitation in the Bodovski and Youn study (2010) is that quasi-
experimental research with longitudinal data sets needs to be collected to validate the 
findings. In the Lubienski et al. study (2008), the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (NAEP) data are cross sectional and not longitudinal, thus no firm conclusions 
could be ascertained between school type, climate, or instruction. In addition, the HLM 
models assumed linear relationships between continuous predictors and student outcomes. 
The Zullig, Huebner, and Patton (2011) authors were concerned with the multiple regression 
analysis having a strong assumption of linearity and thus whether all the assumptions were 
met or were unclear. The Hoffman et al. (2009) statistical treatment of discriminant analysis 
was determined to be compromised and instead, the matched pair analysis was proposed to 
have been used instead. In the study by Frabutt et al. (2011), only one quantitative 
measurement was used and suggested in the future more measurements needed to be 
supplemented. Analysis of Artificial Intelligence (AI) was only used in the Tschannen-Moran 
and Tschannen-Moran (2011) study, rather than other statistical analyses.  
 A concern presented by Cohen, Fege, et al. (2009) is that the definition of school 
climate needed to be aligned with recent research. The authors suggested that schools 
needed to adopt standards for positive school climate, and thus used school climate as a 
measure of accountability. Cohen, McCabe, et al. (2009) suggested educators and policy 
makers needed to narrow the gap between school climate, research policy, practice, and 
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teacher education to support student learning. The gap between the school climate and the 
research findings undermine the students’ abilities to learn in healthy ways. These authors 
further raised the concern that school climate did not have an established definition. Ding et 
al. (2011) were concerned with the task of developing reliable instruments that efficiently 
and effectively measure school climate and Fan et al. (2011) suggested that no school climate 
study was able to address all possible risk factors.  
 Another limitation is the bias of a small sampling size in the Zullig et al. (2010) and 
Zullig et al. (2011) school climate studies with mainly a sampling of Caucasian students in 
one mid-western state, rather than a representation of the populations in the country for the 
samples. The authors were also concerned with how the students defined race. The Wighting 
and Liu (2009) selected students only from a suburban Christian Catholic school which may 
not reflect attitudes of students in other locations or kinds of Christian schools. Frabutt et al. 
(2011) did not include student demographic categories and determined that demographic 
information was needed in the future studies. Kardash and Wallace (2001) had a scarcity of 
minority students in the science disciplines sampled and needed a greater variety of students 
of all ethnicities sampled. Limitations in the style of data collection reflect concerns such as 
Wighting and Liu data was self-reporting. In sum, these limitations from this literature 
review raise a variety of concerns with the sampling of school climate studies.  
 
A Review of School Climate Instruments   
 School climate surveys were reviewed to understand the patterns of how researchers 
craft the instruments for their research. Marzano’s (2003) survey instrument uses a four-
point Likert scale for the survey of school effectiveness. Ideas were gleaned from the use of 
categories with statements sentences following to be answered.   
 Survey Monkey (2012) provides another style for surveys using a question format and 
then a five scale Likert response. Each item response is given as a question sentence rather 
than a statement sentence. Categories are not used within the surveys, but individual subject 
surveys are available for review. 
 A school climate survey from WestEd (2007), called The California Healthy Kids 
Survey, uses a five point Likert scale response with categories of questions in a survey for 
teachers and school-based professionals. This survey was written in a statement form 
followed by five letters representing the five scale choices. 
 The Georgia Department of Education (2012) has developed school climate surveys 
for students. The sample Third through Fifth Grade survey is in the form of a statement 
sentence with a three scale response of “yes”, “sometimes”, and “no”. The sample Sixth 
through Eighth Grade survey is in the form of a statement sentence with a five point Likert 
scale. 
 The Students as Allies in Improving Their Schools (2004) designed school climate 
surveys and administered them at 20 schools in five cities. The survey questions included 
questions developed by students for their own classmates. The closed-ended questions used 
a four point Likert scale response for the students.  
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 The Liberty Christian School Climate Survey (2009) was a sample of a survey 
administered by a Christian based school. The survey questions has a five point Likert scale 
response, and in addition, a sixth response of “not applicable”. The surveys are created for 
the different stakeholders in an independent school with student, parent and school board 
surveys. 
 The six surveys provided ideas, styles, and varying Likert scales for creating a survey 
by the researchers. The concern is that most surveys fall short of having questions relative to 
Christian values as needed for an instrument for the school climate survey relative to the 
Christian aspects of the GCC school system. 
   

The Pilot Survey  
Instrument for Pilot Survey 

The instrument was designed to ascertain the school climate in the academic 
environment and to assess the Christian values of the Seventh-Day Adventist Schools. The 
current relevant literature on school climate assessment created the foundation for the 
development of the survey instrument. The literature reviewed for this research is detailed in 
a summary matrix in Appendix A. Different validated survey instruments were reviewed for 
ideas, styles, and Likert scales used (Marzano, 2003; WestEd, 2007). However, these surveys 
do not contain any component to address the Christian values. Then valuable ideas were 
gleamed from resources such as the Liberty Christian School Climate Survey (2009). But, 
surveys like this were not validated or tested for reliability. Consequently, the researchers 
elected to design an instrument to match the academic and Christian values important to the 
schools in the GCC school system. 

The pilot survey instrument originally was a closed ended survey of 63 items designed 
with a five level Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Somewhat disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = 
Somewhat agree, and 5 = Strongly agree). Five student demographic questions about gender, 
ethnicity, language spoken at home, grade level, and religious faith were also added. 
 
Participants of the Pilot Survey  

The participants of this pilot survey comprised 35 students in grades three through 
eight at Atlanta North School with 72% males and 28% females; 38.9% African Americans, 
11.1% Asians, 22.2% Caucasians, 13.9% Latinos, 2.8% Native Americans, and 11.1% multi-
racial. Languages spoken at home included: English (77.8%), Spanish (5.6%), African 
language (5.6%), Chinese (5.6%) and Korean (5.6%). The grade levels represented in the 
survey were students from third grade (16.7%), fourth grade (27.8%), fifth grade (5.6%), 
sixth grade (13.9%), seventh grade (22.2%), and eighth grade (13.9%).  In religious beliefs, 
student responses indicated 66.7% from Seventh-day Adventist homes, 30.6% from 
Christian homes, and 2.8% from a Buddhist home.  In family status, student responses 
specified 19.4% from single parent homes, and 80.6% from two parent homes. 
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Construct Validity 
 Construct validity of the instrument was tested by employing factorial analysis over 
the responses of the 35 students on the 63 selected items in the pilot survey. As a result of 
the analysis, 17 factors were extracted. Nine out of the 17 factors with only 3 loadings higher 
than .30 were eliminated.  Low factor loadings were examined and determination was made 
to merge them with high factor loadings. As a result of the factorial analysis, seven factors of 
school climate emerged: 
 

x Factor 1: Social environment with statements about life at school. 
x Factor 2: Spiritual environment with statements about God, prayer, and spiritual 

matters. 
x Factor 3: Academic environment with statements about the educational aspects of the 

school. 
x Factor 4: Classroom environment with statements about the interactions between the 

student and teacher. 
x Factor 5: Home environment with statements about the interactions between school 

and home. 
x Factor 6: School Leadership environment with statements about the principal and 

interactions with students  
x Factor 7: Physical environment with statements about feeling safe in the building or 

the appearance of the building. 
 
 An examination of all the survey items showed that the items were all well loaded in 
the seven respective factor environments. All items in each environment were loaded in one 
single factor. The construct validity of the instrument was thus established. 
 
Face Validity and Content Validity 

A panel of judges consisting of the Atlanta North School principal, four teachers, 
school board chairperson, five school board members, Atlanta North Church pastor, and 
GCC associate education superintendent was chosen and invited to review the survey 
instrument. The panel of experts was requested to examine if the contents of the survey 
instrument was substantial and if the language of the questions was at a level appropriate for 
grades three through eight. The panel members were also asked to scrutinize the item 
organization (sections and measuring scales) of the survey instrument.   
  Feedback from the panel of judges was carefully examined by the researchers 
considering both the pros and the cons of each comment to create the best possible 
judgment. The following revisions were made with advice from the experts: (1) Sectional 
titles were not included; (2) One question on family status was added to the demographics 
section; and (3) A four-point Likert scale for responses (strongly agree, somewhat agree, 
somewhat disagree, and strongly disagree) was adopted. The result of these revisions was a 
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cleaner and more refined survey instrument to be administered to students at Atlanta North 
School. Through these steps the face validity and content validity of the survey instrument 
were established. 
 
Reliability    
  Cronbach’s Alpha was used to analyze the data to measure the internal consistency of 
the instrument (Cronk, 2010). The overall reliability coefficient for the total environment of 
the seven sections of the survey was 0.925. Next, data from each individual section of the 
survey were tested to ascertain the reliability coefficient for each section. The reliability 
coefficients were 0.617 (Social Environment), 0.714 (Spiritual Environment), 0.726 
(Academic Environment), 0.818 (Classroom Environment), 0.616 (Home Environment), 
0.814 (School Leadership Environment) and 0.798 (Physical Environment).  

Additional data analyses were performed to improve the reliability of the Social 
Environment and Home Environment sections. In each of the sections, a rotational item 
removal method was used to determine the reliability coefficient at each application after 
one item at a time was removed. Result of these additional analyses indicated that the 
reliability coefficient of the Social Environment was improved from 0.617 to 0.631 by 
removing Question 9. The reliability coefficient of the Home Environment was improved 
from 0.616 to 0.695 by removing Items 48 and 53.  With the removal of all of Questions 9, 
48 and 53, the reliability coefficient of the entire instrument was improved to 0.926.   
 The final edited and revised survey instrument, namely “A Student Survey of School 
Climate”, consists of six demographic questions and 60 survey items in 7 different sub-scales 
(see Appendix B). 
 

Conclusion 
 The development of a school climate survey for the ANS and ultimately for the GCC 
school system has been an interesting journey of experiences. Initially the need for the 
survey instrument was identified and the researchers began the literature review resulting in 
no survey found suitable to the Christian and academic combined requirements. Thus the 
researchers determined to design a survey specifically tailored to the combined Christian and 
academic environment. 
 Surveys were found in the literature search for public schools and other Christian 
schools, yet none met the prerequisites of the ANS and GCC school system. All other 
surveys were created for other purposes or other schools and thus a specific survey was 
designed to fit the characteristics of ANS and the GCC school system. This survey cannot 
be compared to other surveys due to its own uniqueness. One unique feature of this 
instrument is that, in addition to establishing the overall validity and reliability of the 
instrument, validity and reliability of each section (sub-scale) were carefully examined and 
tested for solid confirmation of value and trust. Therefore, each section of the instrument is 
independent of its established validity and reliability and can be combined with other 
sections for use as needed by future researchers. 
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  The potential use of the survey instrument in the GCC school system is of promising 
value to each individual school. School climate is extremely important to understand and 
embrace in today’s society where parents have so many choices as to where to send their 
children to school. The value of the survey instrument is to understand and evaluate the 
thoughts and feelings of students. The school climate is a key factor in comprehending how 
well students are learning and thereby directly affecting the satisfaction of parents. A balance 
is maintained with the teachers feeling satisfied as well as the administrators with a direct 
result of an increased learning environment. When these aforementioned factors are in sync, 
a balanced community is achieved where students feel healthy, safe, engaged, supported, and 
challenged (Cohen, 2006).  
 The National School Climate Council (2007) states, “Positive school climate needs to 
be actively created and sustained by members of the student, parent and school personnel 
groups in school, and supported by the community at large.” This statement behooves the 
school leadership to continue assessing the actual school climate as perceived by the students 
and continue to improve or change to meet the challenges for positive growth. School 
climate is important to appreciate because of the impact upon the whole school. The feelings 
and perceptions of the students positively or negatively influence how the school is 
perceived. Thus the potential use of the survey instrument is critical to a greater 
understanding of the school climate of each individual school in the GCC school system. 
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Appendix A 
Origination of Survey Items 

 

Category 
Item 

Number Item Statement 
Origination of Ideas for 

Question 
General Questions  Gender  
  Ethnicity  
  Language spoken at home  
  Grade level  
  Religion in your home  
  Family status  
Social Environment 1 My classmates like me. The researchers 
 2 I enjoy going to this school. The researchers 
 3 I feel a sense of belonging to this school. SAA (2004) Items 4, 47 
 4 I tell my friends about my school. The researchers 
 5 I feel students are kind to me in school. The researchers  
 6 My school encourages me to help other 

people in the community. 
West Ed (2007) Item 19 

 7 I have friends at this school. The researchers 
Spiritual Environment 8 This school helps me grow in my walk with 

God. 
a) The researchers 
b) Liberty Christian School 
Climate Survey (Liberty) (2009) 

 9 My teacher talks about God or Jesus at 
different times of the day. 

a) The researchers 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 10 My teacher’s love for Jesus shows in his or 
her teaching my class. 

a) The researcher 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 11 The school program helps me love Jesus 
more. 

a) The researchers 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 12 I feel it is very important for me to go to 
Christian school. 

a) The researchers 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 13 I feel comfortable during prayer time at 
school. 

The researchers 

 14 I believe praying is important in school. The researchers 
 15 My Bible class helps me to be a better person. The researchers 
 16 This school prepares me to share Jesus’ love 

with others. 
The researcher and Teacher 
Carlson 

Academic 
Environment 

17 The grading system in my school is fair. Liberty (2009) 

 18 I complete my homework on time. SAA (2004) Item 29 
 19 I like checking my grades online. The researchers 
 20 I like the school programs presented at the 

church (singing choir, choir chimes, and 
Christmas plays).  

The researchers 
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Category 
Item 

Number Item Statement 
Origination of Ideas for 

Question 
 21 This school helps me develop my potential. a) Liberty (2009) 

b) West Ed (2007) Item 20 
 22 This school helps me succeed. a) SAA (2004) Item 5 

b) West Ed (2007) Item 9 
c) The researchers  

 23 The curriculum at my school is challenging. a) Liberty (2009) 
b) SAA (2004) Items 26, 46 

 24 This school is preparing me for high school, 
college, or a future job. 

Marzano (2003) Item 9 

 25 This school teaches me how to manage my 
time with my school work. 

The researchers 

Classroom 
Environment 

26 My teacher encourages me to do my best. a) West Ed (2007) Item 33 
b) The researchers  

 27 My teacher shows respect for the students in 
my classroom. 

Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 Survey 
– Item 11. 

 28 I understand what the teacher expects me to 
do. 

a) Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 
     Survey – Item 12. 
b) Marzano (2003) Items 7, 9 

 29 I am comfortable asking my teacher for help. a) Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 
     Survey – Item 10. 
b) SAA (2004) Item 7 

 30 My teacher clearly explains difficult material. Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 Survey 
– Item 3. 

 31 My teacher praises me for work well done. West Ed (2007) Items 34, 37 
 32 My teacher encourages me to participate in 

class. 
West Ed (2007) Items 17, 35, 36 

 33 My teacher maintains order in my classroom. West Ed (2007) Items 26, 27, 28 
 34 My teacher loves and cares for me. The researchers 
 35 My teacher is fair to all the students. The researchers  
Home Environment 36 My parents set limits for my use of electronic 

games, social networking, internet, and 
television. 

The researchers 

 37 My parents help me with my homework. The researchers 
 38 My parents are involved with my participation 

in sports, music, or art.  
Liberty (2009) 

 39 My parents are happy with my grades. a) Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 
Survey – Item 8. 
b) Marzano (2003) Item 10 

 40 My parents often check my homework. The researchers  
 41 Religious belief is important in my home. The researchers 
 42 My parents and I talk about my learning at 

school. 
a) The researchers 
b) Marzano (2003) Item 11 

 43 My parents are happy with my school. Liberty (2009) 
 44 My parents volunteer their time to help my 

school. 
Marzano  (2003) Item 12 

School Leadership 
Environment 

45 I respect my principal at my school. SAA (2004) Item 6 

 46 The principal makes me feel welcome at this 
school. 

a) Liberty (2009) 
b) SAA (2004) Item 14 
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Category 
Item 

Number Item Statement 
Origination of Ideas for 

Question 
 47 The principal listens to what I say in school. a) Georgia DOE Grades 3-5 

Survey – Item 15. 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 48 The principal handles discipline problems 
fairly.  
 

a) Liberty (2009) 
b) SAA (2004) Item 5 

 49 The principal asks my parents to participate in 
school activities. 

Marzano (2003) Item 12 

 50 The principal encourages me to do my best. a) The researchers 
b) Liberty (2009) 

Physical Environment 51 I am happy with the food served in the lunch 
program. 

Liberty (2009) 

 52 I feel safe at my school. a) Marzano (2003) Item 14 
b) SAA (2004) Items 22, 32 
c) West Ed (2007) Items 29, 30 

 53 The appearance of my school is inviting. a) The researchers 
b) West Ed (2007) Item 32 

 54 The school appears clean each day. a) The researcher 
b) Liberty (2009) 

 55 The lighting in my classroom is good. The researcher in discussion with 
the teachers 

 56 I feel comfortable in my classroom (not too 
hot or cold). 

The researchers 

 57 The lighting outside the school helps me feel 
safe. 

a) Marzano (2003) Item 18 
b) SAA (2004) Item 19 

 58 I can study with no noise disturbance. The researchers 
 59 The posters and bulletin boards in the school 

show differences in gender and race. 
West Ed  (20007) Items 20, 21, 22 

 60 Computers are available for me to use at 
school. 

The researcher in discussion with 
the Associate Superintendent for 
GCC 
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Appendix B 

A Student Survey of School Climate 
 

Part A:   Please provide the following participant demographic information. 
 
Name: _________________________   School: ______________________________ 

Gender:  ___ Male ____ Female 

Ethnicity: ___ African American   ___ Asian ___ Caucasian/White 

  ___ Native American    ___ Latino ___ Multiracial 

Grade level: ___ 3 ___ 4 ___ 5 ___ 6 ___ 7 ___ 8 

Family status: ___ Single parent family ___ Two parent family 

Language spoken at home: ___ English  ___ Korean  ___ African language    

     ___ Spanish  ___ Chinese  ___ other 

Religion in your family: ___ Christian  ___ Catholic ___ Seventh-day Adventist 

    ___ Buddhist ___ Muslim ___ Other ___ None 

 
Part B:   Please respond by checking one column for each statement in the following:   
 
 Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

1. My classmates like me.     
2. I enjoy going to this school.     
3. I feel a sense of belonging to this school.     
4. I tell my friends about my school.     
5. I feel students are kind to me in school.     
6. My school encourages me to help other people in the community.     
7. I have friends at this school.     
8. This school helps me grow in my walk with God.     
9. My teacher talks about God at different times of the day.     
10. My teacher’s love for Jesus shows in his or her teaching of my class.     
11. The school program helps me love Jesus more.     
12. I feel it is very important for me to go to a Christian school.     
13. I feel comfortable during prayer time at school.     
14. I believe praying is important in school.     
15. My Bible class helps me to be a better person.     
16. This school prepares me to share Jesus’ love with others.     
17. The grading system in my school is fair.     
18. I complete my school work on time.     
19. I like checking my grades online.     
20. I like the school programs presented at the church.     
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 Strongly 

agree 
Somewhat 

agree 
Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

21. This school helps me develop my potential.     
22. This school helps me succeed.     
23. The curriculum at my school is challenging.     
24. This school is preparing me for high school, college, or a future job.     
25. This school teaches me how to manage my time with my school 

work. 
    

26. My teacher encourages me to do my best.     
27. My teacher shows respect for the students in my classroom.     
28. I understand what the teacher expects me to do.     
29. I am comfortable asking my teacher for help.     
30. My teacher clearly explains difficult material.     
31. My teacher praises me for work well done.     
32. My teacher encourages me to participate in class.     
33. My teacher maintains order in my classroom.     
34. My teacher loves and cares for me.     
35. My teacher is fair to all the students.     
36. My parents set limits for my use of electronic games, social 

networking, internet, and television. 
    

37. My parents help me with my homework.     
38. My parents are involved with my participation in sports, music, or 

art. 
    

39. My parents are happy with my grades.     
40. My parents often check my homework.     
41. Religious belief is important in my home.     
42. My parents and I talk about my learning at school.     
43. My parents are happy with my school.     
44. My parents volunteer their time to help my school.     
45. I respect my principal at my school.     
46. The principal makes me feel welcome at this school.     
47. The principal listens to what I say in school.     
48. The principal handles discipline problems fairly.     
49. I am happy with the food served in the lunch program.     
50. The principal asks my parents to participate in school activities.     
51. The principal encourages me to do my best.     
52. I feel safe at my school.     
53. The appearance of my school is inviting.     
54. The school appears clean each day.     
55. The lighting in my classroom is good.     
56. I feel comfortable in my classroom (not too hot or cold).     
57. The lighting outside the school helps me feel safe.     
58. I can study with no noise disturbance.     
59. The posters and bulletin boards in the school show differences in 

gender and race. 
    

60. Computers are available for me to use at school.     
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Shadowing Principals: Preparing Wannabe School 
Administrators 

 
Jack G. Blendinger 

Mississippi State University 
 
 

Abstract 
This article shares a process for shadowing principals through structured observation. This process can be 

employed easily and meaningfully by graduate students preparing to become school administrators, gaining 

insight into what principals actually do on a daily basis. The shadowing process enhances classroom learning by 

bridging what is being learned to experiences in the field (i.e., school settings). The conceptual framework 

presented assists the observer to focus attention on a principal’s key responsibilities and tasks (e.g., managing by 

walking about the school campus). The article’s three sections address the roots of the shadowing process, the 

conceptual framework utilized for structured observation, and the techniques used in carrying out the process. 

 

 

 This “how to” article shares a strategy for assisting graduate students studying school 

administration at Mississippi State University (MSU) to meaningfully observe the managerial 

behaviors of principals through a process commonly referred to as shadowing. Our purpose 

for employing the shadowing process is to help graduate students gain insight into what 

principals really do. 

 The genesis for the MSU shadowing process can be traced back to 1995 when a 

veteran classroom teacher studying to become a school administrator confessed that she 

didn’t have a clue about what her principal actually did in administering the school. Others in 

the program quickly picked up the teacher’s statement and confessed that they also didn’t 

really know what their principals did during much of the school day. At best, some had only 

vague ideas about what their principals did. 

 Realizing that school leadership constitutes a complex process covering multiple 

dimensions as Northhouse (2013) contends, MSU faculty members in the educational 

leadership department made principal shadowing an integral part of our program for the 

purpose of helping wannabe school administrators gain better insight into the managerial 

behaviors required of principals. 

 The sections which follow address the roots of the MSU shadowing process, the 

conceptual framework employed for structured observation, and the techniques used in 

carrying out the process. 

 

Principal Shadowing: Roots 
 The roots of the principal shadowing process employed at MSU are grounded in the 

original work of Mintzberg (1973), one the first researchers to develop a framework utilizing 

systematic observational strategies for the purpose of studying the daily behavior of 
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managers in business and industry in relation to responsibilities and tasks performed. 

Mintzberg coupled the flexibility of open-ended observation with the discipline of seeking 

predetermined categories of data. 

 Mintzberg’s system required three stages in studying managerial work: (1) collecting 

preliminary data, (2) recording observations, and (3) coding observational data. Preliminary 

data were gathered about each of the executives involved in the study prior to the beginning 

of the actual observation period. Data were collected for the purpose of providing an 

overview of the environment in which the executives worked. Data collection focused on 

one month of scheduled appointments noted in the executives’ day planners, general 

information about the organization, and specific information collected about each executive 

in particular as he proceeded through the workday. After collecting data, Minzberg codified 

the findings to make the abundance of text produced more manageable. 

 Minzberg’s major contribution for educators consisted of the system he developed for 

conducting structured observation and codifying data collected for purposes of analysis. 

 Two Australian educators, O’Dempsey and Willis, were among the first to use 

Mintzberg’s observational techniques in educational settings. Both investigators studied the 

administrative behaviors of high school principals. 

 O’Dempsey (1976) discovered that the high school principals in his study worked on 

the average of 37 hours per week during the school day and worked an additional eight 

hours per week in the evening or on weekends. He found that his subjects engaged in many 

face-to-face contacts and relatively few telephone conversations. In addition, O’Dempsey’s 

subjects spent 52 percent of their time in or around the administrative office complex, 14 

percent of their time visiting classrooms, and 24 percent of their time waking about school 

buildings and grounds. 

 Willis (1980) found that the principals involved in his study were engaged in a great 

many different activities. On the average, the principals each worked 60 hours per week and 

spent a large percentage of their time, 39 percent, involved in personal face-to-face exchanges. 

 Martin (1980) earned the distinction of being the first American educational 

researcher to use Minzberg’s observational techniques to study high school principals. 

Martin’s investigation revealed that high school administrators spent 42 hours on the job 

during the day and an additional 11 hours in the evening. Each subject performed numerous 

managerial tasks. Martin’s subjects were interrupted 50 percent of the time by others while 

performing administrative tasks. Face-to-face contacts dominated their exchanges with 

others. These exchanges mostly took place during scheduled and unscheduled conferences 

and meetings. 

 Kmetz (1982), another American educator, used Mintzberg’s methods to examine the 

managerial behavior of elementary school principals. His findings revealed that the principals 

engaged in different activities every two to three minutes; activities included paperwork, 

telephone calls, face-to-face exchanges, scheduled and unscheduled conferences, scheduled 

and unscheduled meetings, visiting classrooms, checking out restrooms and halls, touring 
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school grounds, and so forth. Despite being very busy, Kmetz discovered that the 

elementary school principals still invested time in curriculum and instructional activities. 

 Studies conducted by four MSU graduate students refreshed Mintzberg’s seminal 

roots. Whethayanugoon (1995) employed Mintzberg-inspired structural observation to study 

principals working in rural schools. Three additional graduate student researchers—Ariratana 

(2000), George (2001), and Stanton (2002)—followed Whethayanugoon’s lead. 

 Viewed as a whole, the four MSU studies revealed that the principals observed spent 

approximately one-third of their time doing office-related administrative tasks (e.g., making 

announcements over the intercom, reading correspondence, writing letters, making 

telephone calls, preparing reports, and talking with teachers and others who dropped in for a 

variety of reasons). Walking about their campuses (e.g., touring the school grounds, visiting 

classrooms, and inspecting restrooms) consumed another one-third of their time. The 

remaining one-third of the principals’ time was evenly distributed among such activities as 

disciplining students, participating in scheduled and unscheduled meetings, and conferencing 

with parents. Little time was spent on curriculum and instructional matters per se. 

 In regard to interaction with others, the principals spent approximately 60 percent of 

their time in face-to-face contacts with teachers, school employees, and students. The 

principals experienced a hectic work day involving numerous unrelated tasks and had little 

time to tend to curriculum matters or administrative paperwork. Overall, the principals 

performed a great quantity of work at an unrelenting pace, had little time to reflect on 

practice, interspersed trivial matters with consequential ones, and were frequently interrupted 

by others in the course of carrying out their responsibilities as school leaders. 

 In summary, managerial studies ranging from Mintzberg in 1976 to Stanton in 2002 

suggest that persons employed in leadership roles perform a great quantity of work at an 

unrelenting pace, have little time to reflect on practice, intersperse trivial matters with 

consequential ones, and deal with frequent interruptions as they perform their responsibilities 

and tasks. Brevity, variety, and fragmentation characterized their typical workdays. 

 

Principal Shadowing: Conceptual Framework 
 In the MSU school administration program, principal shadowing is a required 

component in internship courses and a recommended field component in lecture courses. 

Prior to starting their first principal shadowing project, students read summaries of one or 

more of the studies conducted by Ariratana (2000), George (2001), Mintzberg (1976), 

Stanton (2002), or Whethayanugoon (1995) in order to better understand structured 

observational techniques. Summary copies of these studies are readily available to students in 

the university’s library. 

 To shadow a principal, the wannabe school administrator, in the role of observer, looks 

for specific behaviors in relation to five strands (i.e., categories) comprising the conceptual 

framework for the process. The five strands are: (1) Strand A: Essential Administrative 

Functions; (2) Strand B: Office-related Tasks; (3) Strand C: Managing by Walking About 
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(MBWA); (4) Strand D: Scheduled and Unscheduled Meetings and Conferences; and (5) 

Strand E: Interactions and Interruptions. 

 Strand A focuses on the nine essential administrative functions that constitute all or 

most of a principal’s typical workday: (1) curriculum and instruction (2) human resources 

management (3) student discipline, (4) safety and security, (5) business management, (6) 

school culture, (7) facilities maintenance, (8) parent involvement, and (9) student activities 

and athletics. 

 Strand B addresses the amount of time the principal spends on office-related tasks, 

either within the boundaries of the school’s administrative suite or within the boundaries of 

the principal’s personal office. Specific tasks include reading and writing correspondence 

(letters, memoranda, e-mail, notes, reports, etc.), receiving or making telephone calls, 

organizing materials, and making announcements. In their notes, students identify one of 

two places where the tasks are done: (1) office-related tasks done within the boundaries of 

the principal’s personal office; and (2) office-related tasks done outside the boundaries of the 

principal’s office, but within the general parameters of the school’s administrative suite. 

 Strand C focuses on the amount of time that the principal spends on being a visible 

presence (i.e., establishing the presence of command by seeing and being seen) in venturing 

forth from the parameters of the office area to manage the school by walking about 

(MBWA) the buildings and grounds for the purpose of observing what is happening or not 

happening. MBWA activities include visiting classrooms, monitoring halls, checking 

restrooms, supervising traffic areas (e.g., students boarding and departing school buses), 

overseeing cafeterias, wandering through the libraries, and so forth. 

 Strand D focuses on the amount of time that the principal spends participating in 

scheduled and unscheduled meetings and conferences. This strand is also divided into: (1) 

scheduled meetings and conferences, and (2) unscheduled meetings and conferences. 

 In the context of the shadowing process, a “meeting” is defined as more than two 

persons coming together to exchange information or address an issue, while a “conference” 

is defined as conferring with one or more others (usually not more than five) to share 

information which may be confidential. A rule of thumb that proves useful for separating a 

conference from a meeting states that a conference usually involves one person (or less than 

five persons), such as conferring with a teacher to discuss a performance evaluation, or a 

family to address matters that are more personal than could be discussed at a meetings. 

 The term “scheduled meeting or conference” refers to a meeting or conference 

planned in advance. On the other hand, the term “unscheduled meeting or conference” 

refers to a meeting or conference that was not planned prior to the start of the workday: that 

is, it’s a meeting or conference that does not appear in the principal’s daily planning calendar. 

 Strand E differs significantly from the other strands. This strand focuses on counting 

the number of times, rather than the amount of time, the principal interacts with others. The 

strand also addresses the number of times that others interpret the principal’s work. 

Interactions and interruptions are tallied as frequencies: vertical-line marks (lllll) recorded in 

the observational notes. 
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 Interactions are defined as face-to-face encounters with other adults (e.g., teachers, 

custodians, parents, etc.) on the school campus (buildings and grounds) throughout the 

course of the workday. Encounters with students attending the school are not tabulated. 

 All face-to-face encounters with other adults are counted, regardless of whether they 

take place in a one-on-one conference, in a group meeting involving several adults, or with a 

teacher during a classroom visit. Telephone conversations are not counted. Personal 

encounters are limited to the school campus; whatever occurs off campus is not counted. 

 Interruptions pertain to the number of times the principal is interrupted by others, 

either in person, on the telephone, or by various electronic means in relation to three 

conditions: (1) working, either within the boundaries of the principal’s personal office or the 

school administrative suite, on office-related tasks (e.g., reading correspondence); (2) 

participating in a meeting or conference in which the interrupter is not involved (i.e., the 

interrupter enters the scene and interrupts what the principal is doing at that particular 

moment); and (3) visiting a classroom in which the interrupter is not involved (i.e., interrupter 

enters the scene and interrupts what the principal is doing at that particular moment). 

 Interruptions are only recorded if they occur in relation to the aforementioned three 

conditions. They are not counted if they occur in other situations, such as when the principal 

is walking about the building and grounds to monitor student behavior. 

 

Principal Shadowing: Field Observations 
 The wannabe school administrator is expected to observe the principal for a full day. 

Partial day observation is discouraged. To begin the process, the observer should: (1) arrive 

at the school before the principal and not leave until after the principal leaves to go home; 

(2) spend a prescribed length of time, usually an eight-hour day, at the school; (3) record a 

running account of on-the-job managerial behaviors observed as they occur, taking notes in 

relation to the five categories; (4) record the amount of time consumed by a particular 

behavior, such as reading correspondence; and (5) record the frequency of occurrences (i.e., 

keep track of the number of times rather than the amount of time: see Strand E). 

 Putting principal shadowing into action requires taking field notes while observing the 

principal managerial behaviors, as unobtrusively as possible. Lined or unlined 8½ by 11 inch 

paper can be used to record field notes. Tablets or binders work equally well for the note 

taking process. 

 To prepare a page in “note ready” fashion for quickly jotting down notes for each of 

the five strands, the observer should identify the strand in abbreviated fashion at the top of 

the page (e.g., B office tasks). Several pages should be prepared in advanced. 

 In making notes, the observer should write down only what is actually seen or heard. 

Key behaviors, situations, or happenings should be recorded as they occur. Using 

abbreviations (e.g., sm for a scheduled meeting or 2m to signify two minutes) in addition to 

whole words facilitates recording. 

 The principals managerial behavior, location (if applicable), and time expended (e.g., 

read corr standing for reading correspondence, po standing for the principal’s office, and 3m 
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standing for three minutes) should be recorded on the appropriate page. In this instance, the 

appropriate page would be one identified at the top as B office tasks. 

 Some observed behaviors will occur for less than a minute, while others will consume 

several minutes. To ease recording and interpretation, time should be rounded up to whole 

minutes, rather than measured in fractions (e.g., 1 minute and 28 seconds would be recorded 

as 2m signifying two minutes). Rounding makes recording easier for the observer and 

provides enough accuracy to produce the desired end product (i.e., approximate minutes the 

principal spent reading correspondence during the day observed). 

 As previously stated, vertical marks, not time spent, are used to record the number of 

interactions that the principal has with others in the form of face-to-face encounters and the 

number of times the principal is interrupted when involved in office work, participating in a 

meeting, or visiting a classroom. 

 Shortly after the conclusion of the observation period, allowing as little time to elapse 

as feasible, the field notes should be analyzed, revised, and rewritten as needed. If necessary, 

notes should be discussed with the principal who was observed in order to insure accuracy. 

 Writing a relatively brief (1,000–2,000 words) report addressing and categorizing the 

managerial behaviors of the principal observed constitutes the final step of the principal 

shadowing process. In addition to covering field observations, the report is expected to 

compare and contrast observed managerial behaviors to what may be considered “best 

practices” for school administrators. 

 In the MSU school administration program, we allocate course time for students to 

orally share the findings presented in their reports with the class as a whole. Sharing sessions 

result in rich discussion and additional insight among the participants. 

 Readers of this article who would like to ask questions or discuss principal shadowing 

in further detail are welcome to contact the author by telephone at his university office (662-

325-7064) or at <jblendinger@colled.msstate.edu> via email. 
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The West Virginia Department of Education, Division of Career and Technical 

Education adopted a model for performance-based student assessment in 2009. This model 
was piloted for one year in selected schools and implemented statewide by over 500 
engineering, technical, hospitality, and health occupations teachers the following year.  
During that time, training was provided on a regional and local basis by individuals from the 
WVDE. 

At the beginning of the 2011–2012 school year, the only information available about 
model implementation was primarily anecdotal in nature. A statewide study, designed to 
address this information shortage, was conducted in fall 2011 (Tuckwiller, 2012). The 
overarching question for this statewide study, then, was to what extent do teachers in West 
Virginia’s public school career and technical education programs possess fundamental 
knowledge of performance-based student assessment and use performance-based student 
assessment practices in their classrooms. Secondarily, the study also sought to determine the 
relationship between teacher knowledge and use of performance-based student assessment 
practices, and to identify the major supports and barriers to implementing a performance-
based student assessment model.  Within the context of this broader study, this paper will 
report the findings and conclusions, and identify implications related to the major supports 
and barriers for career and technical education teachers associated with implementing a 
statewide performance-based student assessment model. 

 
Research Questions 

 Specific research questions addressed in this paper included: 
1. What factors, if any, do West Virginia career and technical education teachers 

identify as supports to their efforts to implement performance-based student assessment 
practices? 

2. What factors, if any do West Virginia career and technical education teachers 
identify as barriers to their efforts to implement performance-based student assessment 
practices? 
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Operational Definitions 
 The following variables were operationally defined for use in this study: 
 

Supports – factors identified by teachers as being positive or helpful influences in 
their efforts to implement performance-based student assessment.  These data were 
collected from participant responses to an open-ended question in Part C, Item 1 of 
the survey instrument, Performance-based Student Assessment in Career and Technical 
Education. 

Barriers – factors identified by teachers as being negative or obstructive influences 
in their efforts to implement performance-based student assessment.  These data were 
collected from participant responses to an open-ended question in Part C, Item 2 of 
the survey instrument, Performance-based Student Assessment in Career and Technical 
Education. 

Significance of the Study 
Career and technical education teachers are expected to provide learning activities and 

formative assessments which will prepare all students for performance-based assessment 
upon completion of courses or programs.  Being aware of teacher supports and barriers 
could inform the development of curricula for career and technical administrator and teacher 
preparation and professional development programs.  State and local career and technical 
education policy makers could also use the information as they allocate funding and 
resources.  Study findings may also be useful as a guide for teacher professional development 
and program revision with respect to performance-based student assessment. 

 
Literature Review 

 The following paragraphs provide an overview of background information for this 
study. The section is divided into two parts. Section one reviews literature on performance-
based student assessment and the second section provides background information on 
model implementation in West Virginia. 
 
Performance-Based Student Assessment 

Since the 1970s, career and technical education teachers have been charged with 
assessing student achievement through end-of-course computer-based standardized content 
knowledge tests. During the 1990s, researchers, policy makers, and business and industry 
partners began exploring the value and feasibility of broadening summative assessment to 
include skills that prepared graduates to compete in the workplace. Concurrently, Congress 
received a 1994 report on [then] vocational education in which the idea of pursuing more 
authentic student assessment methods was mentioned (Boesel, et al., 1994). 

In the early 1990s, both general and vocational education focused primarily on the 
cognitive domain in summative measures of student achievement. Howard (1992) observed 
that educators were receiving a general mandate from the community, business, and industry 
to make the students’ educational experiences more relevant to the real world. Howard 
noted that, historically, educators seemed to have difficulty reconciling success and 
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consistency in coordinating school with preparation for the workplace. He suggested that 
there could only be authenticity in a student assessment model if it included pieces that 
addressed both knowledge and skill.   

Langer and Applebee (1988) contend that, to be effective, learning must include not 
only subject knowledge and skill development, but also facilitation of global workplace skills 
and beliefs, critical thinking, perception, and an ability to examine and make decisions based 
on how situations and issues relate to the larger environment (Langer & Applebee, 1988).  
This is a fundamental premise of performance-based learning and assessment. 

McLaughlin and Warren (1994) advocated performance-based student assessment for 
all students, but cautioned that student success would be facilitated within the performance-
based model only if fundamental systemic support strategies were included. They identified 
these essential support strategies to include: identification of meaningful outcomes, 
definition of performance standards to emphasize growth, accommodation of individual 
student needs through flexibility in the assessment model, employment of multiple data-
gathering strategies, examples of student work, formative assessments, and teacher 
judgments on student performance. 

Whereas career and technical education has generally been referred to as hands-on, 
Johnson (1991) articulates the belief that employees no longer can opt for simply spending 
their working hours performing repetitive skills. On the contrary, those technical skills must 
be accompanied by the ability to apply concepts, think creatively, solve problems, and make 
decisions (Maclean & Ordonez, 2007). 

Since the 1940s, public schools have offered job-specific curriculum as a means of 
preparing students to be qualified/trained in entry-level job skills (Lynch, 2000). Hamilton 
(2010) suggested that effective accountability policy depends on a number of considerations, 
such as whether to focus on individual or group performance, current achievement or 
evidence of growth, or fixed targets or participant rankings. All of these considerations will 
determine whether a policy and its resultant assessment model will promote program 
improvement and provide maximum benefit to students. Hamilton also notes that the 
effectiveness of any summative assessment model is dependent on the inclusion of adequate 
formative assessment. 

By the end of the first decade of the 21st Century, performance-based student 
assessment was being adopted across the curriculum. The TeAchnology (2012) online forum 
asked professional teacher readers to identify key characteristics of performance-based 
multiple assessments and discuss whether or not they believed performance- based 
assessment models produced better students. 

Forum participants (teachers) identified strategies of performance-based assessment 
which they felt were supportive in preparing students for successfully demonstrating mastery 
of skills and knowledge: get students excited; require students to analyze and present 
findings in class; require students to practice oral and written communication, facilitate 
public speaking skills, practice peer assessment, engage in project based learning, and 
support development of individual self-confidence. Performance assessment also provides 
opportunities for portfolio building, skill set development based on previous learning and 
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self-assessment, and fosters the perspective of formative assessment as part of the learning 
process. Finally, respondents agreed performance-based student assessment is optimal if 
combined with traditional student assessment/testing in order to provide holistic education 
for every student (TeAchnology, 2012). 

The West Virginia Performance-based Student Performance project was launched in 
seven pilot counties in April 2009, with statewide implementation in 2010. Administrators 
and teachers were given a handbook, adapted from programs in California and Texas 
(California Department of Education, 2000; Texas Department of Education, 2008), that 
listed requirements for securing representatives from business and industry, scheduling of 
test days, test item samples and time guidelines, confidentiality guidelines, and assessment 
content.   
 
The West Virginia Experience 

The new assessment project was introduced during January, ten weeks prior to the 
initial pilot testing period in April 2009. Feedback from the 2009 assessment process noted a 
need to provide appropriate teacher preparation and to address a high level of anxiety among 
pilot project participants. Teachers expressed discomfort about the first year experience, and 
state administrators acknowledged that a negative first year experience might impede teacher 
acceptance and cooperation in preparation for the 2010 statewide implementation (West 
Virginia Department of Education, 2010). 

This concern was supported by observations of current educational assessment 
experts. For example, University of Toronto professor Michael Fullan argues that the key to 
educational reform is to facilitate maximum capacity for change at the school level, and to 
provide all stakeholders with information and training which will lead to buy-in to any new 
process. Fullan also cautions program administrators that unless participants find meaning in 
an educational reform, that reform will not have a desirable impact (Fullan, 2002). 

To address these concerns, the state coordinator of the performance-based student 
assessment program, with the assistance of state-level career cluster program coordinators 
(engineering, technical, hospitality and health science technology coordinators), conducted a 
formal debriefing of administrators, teachers, and others. The intent of this effort was to 
better meet the training and support needs of those directly involved with the assessment 
process (West Virginia Department of Education, 2009). 

Several key concerns emerged from this process. This list of key concerns included:  
insufficient teacher input into test items (cognitive and psychomotor), discomfort with the 
requirement that the teacher be removed from the testing area to prevent influence during 
the testing process, lack of opportunity for students to interact with and receive feedback 
from evaluators upon completion of the assessment, no formal debriefing of or feedback 
from evaluators upon completion of the assessment, inadequate orientation and training for 
teachers, inadequate understanding of students regarding the performance assessment 
model, and a perceived lack of input from administrators and teachers in redesigning the 
model (West Virginia Department of Education, 2009). 
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Other issues identified included difficulty securing business and industry representatives 
for an entire school day, lack of test item relevance to program standards, inadequate materials 
for hands-on assessment projects, teachers unsure how to address students with special needs 
for the assessment, teacher lack of understanding of the project, minimal time (a few weeks) 
for student preparation, administrators unsure of protocol boundaries on test security, and 
discussion allowed with parents, students and teachers prior to and after testing. Teachers 
reported a general frustration with the preparation they were given during the weeks prior to 
the initial testing (West Virginia Department of Education, 2009). 

Many of the concerns expressed by teachers after the initial two performance testing 
periods were from newly employed teachers who had not yet taken the required courses and 
had minimal knowledge of student assessment methods. Within the next year, there would be 
evidence that some teachers leaving the classroom within the first year of employment would 
identify a stressful experience with performance-based student assessment as the primary 
reason for leaving their positions (West Virginia University Institute of Technology, 2010). 

At the conclusion of the first statewide performance-based student assessment, 
teacher debriefing revealed continuing questions and concerns from those who had 
participated in the process (West Virginia Department of Education, 2010). The Career and 
Technical Education Division of the West Virginia Department of Education was faced with 
addressing the capacity of teachers to manage instruction and implement student assessment 
within the new model. During exit interviews in 2010, eleven West Virginia teachers who left 
the classroom to return to business and industry before the end of their first two years of 
teaching disclosed feelings of inadequate knowledge of performance-based student 
assessment, and lamented the lack of support for implementation of performance-based 
student assessment during the first year on the job (West Virginia University Institute of 
Technology, 2010). 

Anecdotal evidence from formal and informal feedback (as discussed in quarterly 
statewide CTE administrators’ meetings) (West Virginia Career and Technical Administrators, 
2010) suggested teachers generally felt inadequately informed, lacked knowledge of the 
principles of performance assessment strategies, and were inadequately prepared for 
implementation of performance-based student assessment practices. Administrators 
recognized that some major adjustments would be necessary if teachers were to buy in to the 
assessment model and integrate performance-based student assessment in their instructional 
program.  Discussion among program coordinators led to minor revisions in the performance-
based student assessment model, and the first statewide implementation proceeded as 
scheduled in April 2010 (West Virginia Department of Education, 2010). 

State-level administrators began to examine implications for administrators and teachers 
in terms of instructional planning, managing instructional time to include the performance-
based assessment, providing formative student assessment, maximizing student access to and 
mastery of core and other elective content, and forging collaborative relationships with 
business and industry partners for long-term support of CTE programming. The success of 
CTE programming, they believed, hinged on successful integration of the performance-based 
student assessment model (West Virginia Department of Education, 2010). 
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Methods 

This study was a mixed methods, primarily quantitative research design. The data were 
collected from one group of subjects at one point in time, a cross-sectional survey design 
(Fink, 2003). Patton (2002), argues that a mixed methods model provides for clarity of 
purpose for the research study, limiting bias and articulating a willingness on the part of the 
researcher to analyze complex data and offer multi-dimensional findings and conclusions.  

The population for this study included all West Virginia career and technical 
education (CTE) teachers in engineering, technical, hospitality, and health occupations 
program clusters. At the time of this study, WVDE reported 524 technical, industrial, and 
health occupations teachers in secondary and post-secondary programs serving students 
from all 55 counties in the state (West Virginia Department of Education, 2011). All subjects 
in the population were included in the sample. 

The survey instrument was a two-page, three-part, researcher-developed questionnaire 
(Exhibit 1). Part A requested demographic information about respondents. Part B requested 
respondents to use two five-point scales to indicate their level of knowledge about 
performance-based assessment practices and their level of use of those practices. The third 
section, Part C, contained two open-ended questions requesting respondents to identify 
factors seen as supporting and as barriers to implementation of performance-based student 
assessment in career and technical education classroom and laboratories. An expert panel of 
five individuals, one CTE teacher, two teacher educators, and two administrators, reviewed 
the survey instrument for content validity. 
 

Data Collection 
Upon approval by the Institutional Review Board, on November 16, 2011, 88 school 

and county career and technical education administrators in 52 career and technical 
education facilities statewide were sent an electronic (e-mail) request for permission to 
distribute two-page paper surveys to teachers in their counties and buildings. The request 
was sent to both county and facility administrators as some counties required that 
permission to survey in an individual facility be granted at the county rather than the facility 
level. Administrators representing 48 of the 52 career and technical education facilities 
statewide granted permission for distribution of the surveys in their facilities. 

Five hundred twenty four surveys were distributed to participating schools by West 
Virginia University Institute of Technology regional teacher education faculty between 
November 14, 2011 and December 16, 2011. Collection of completed surveys began 
December 19, 2011, and was completed by January 5, 2012. Four hundred-fourteen surveys 
were returned, reflecting an overall response rate of 79%. Of the 414 surveys returned, 404 
surveys were usable, reflecting a usable response rate of77.1%. Of the 404 usable surveys, 
47% (n=190) included narrative comments in response to the two open-ended items in Part 
C of the survey. 
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Characteristics of the Respondents 
In Part A of the survey, participants were asked to respond to seven items which 

provided demographic or attribute information about respondents or the schools in which 
they taught. A summary of respondent characteristics is provided in Table 1. 
 

Table 1 
Demographic Characteristics of Participating CTE Teachers 

 

Characteristic N % 

Program area taught   

     Engineering/Technical/Hospitality 314 77.7 

     Health Science Technology 88 21.8 

Grade level taught   

     Secondary only 206 51.8 

     Post-secondary only 39 9.8 

     Secondary and Post-secondary 140 35.2 

Teaching Experience (years)   

     <1 33 8.2 

     1 – 5 94 23.3 

     6 – 10 100 24.8 

     11 or more 177 43.8 

Type of school/facility   

     Comprehensive high school 98 24.4 

     Count career technical education center/academy 212 52.7 

     Multi-county career technical education center 92 22.9 

Teacher took performance-based assessment   

      Yes 272 67.3 

      No 132 32.7 

Teacher trained in performance-based assessment   

     Yes 356 88.1 

     No 48 11.9 

N = 404     
 
More than three-fourths (77.7%) of the respondents reported they taught in 

engineering/technical/hospitality program areas and 21.8% (n = 88) indicated they taught in 
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health science technology program areas. When asked to identify the program level at which 
they were teaching, 51% (n = 206) of the participating teachers reported they taught at the 
secondary level only, 9.8% (n = 39) taught at the post-secondary level only, and 35.2% (n = 
140) taught at both the secondary and post-secondary levels. 

Participants were also asked to identify their total number of years of full-time teaching 
experience. Responding teachers reported total years of full-time teaching experience as 
follows: 8.2% (n = 33) <1 year, 23.3% (n = 94), 1–5 years, 24.8% (n = 100) 6–10 years, and 
43.8% (n = 177) 11 or more years. 

Participants were also asked to identify the type of career and technical education 
facility in which they taught. No respondents indicated they currently taught in a job 
training/re-training facility and, for purposes of analysis, responses from teachers reporting 
they taught in an institutional educational facility were collapsed with responses from those 
teaching in a multi-county CTE facility. Participating teachers reported teaching in the 
following types of educational facilities: 24.4% (n = 98) in a comprehensive high school, 
52.7% (n = 212) in a county career and technical education center or academy, and 22.9% 
(n = 92) in a multi-county career and technical education center (including institutional 
education centers). 

When participants were asked whether they were required to take a performance- based 
proficiency test in order to be credentialed in their career and technical teaching field, 67.3% 
(n = 272) reported they had been required to take a performance-based proficiency test in 
order to be credentialed and 32.7% (n = 132) reported that they had not been required to do 
so. When asked whether they received training in performance-based student assessment, 
almost nine of 10 (88.1%) respondents reported receiving training in performance-based 
student assessment while 11.9% (n = 48) reported they had not received any such training. 

Participants were also asked to identify the source/type of training received relative to 
performance-based student assessment, if they had received such training. Of the 356 
(88.1%) participants who reported they had received training in performance-based student 
assessment, 203 (57%) reported participating in school-based in-service, 196 (55.1%) 
reported talking with fellow teachers, 178 (50%) reported participating in West Virginia 
University Institute of Technology coursework/workshops, 164 (46.1%) reported 
participating in WVDE in-service, 141 (39.6%) reported participating in county-based in-
service, 123 (34.6%) reported using the Performance-Based Test Manual, and 100 (28.1%) 
reported using the WVDE website. These data are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Respondent Training Related to Performance-based Student Assessment 

 

Sources of Training Received *n % 

School-provided in-service 203 57.0 

Talking with fellow teachers 196 55.1 

WVU Tech coursework/workshops 178 50.0 

WVDE (State Department) in-service 164 46.1 

County-provided in-service 141 39.6 

Performance-based Test Manual 123 34.6 

WVDE (State Department) website 100 28.1 

N = 404  *Duplicated Count   
 
 

Major Findings 
Research Question One: What factors, if any, do West Virginia career and technical 
education teachers identify as supports to their efforts to implement performance-
based student assessment? 
 In Part C, Item 1 of the survey, participants were asked to respond to the open-ended 
question, What factors, if any, do you perceive as serving as supports to your efforts to 
implement performance-based student assessment practices? Some respondents identified 
more than one factor (duplicated count). These data are presented in Table 3. 
 

Table 3 
Factors Perceived as Supports to Implementation of Performance-Based Student 

Assessment Practices 
 

Support related to: *n % 

Career and technical education curriculum/characteristics 59 31.1 

Administrative/Teacher support 53 27.9 

Resources/Time 21 11.1 

Assessment model characteristics/Student-related factors 17 8.9 

Training 16 8.4 

Industry/Community support 13 6.8 

Instructional technology 11 5.8 

N = 404   *Duplicated count   n = 190   
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One-hundred-ninety comments were received regarding factors supporting teacher 
efforts to implement performance-based student assessment. Emergent category analysis was 
used to analyze and categorize these responses (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009). The most 
frequently reported factors were: career and technical education curriculum characteristics 
(31.1%, n = 59), administrative and teacher support (27.9%, n = 53), resources and time (11.1%, 
n = 21), assessment model characteristics/student-related factors (8.9%, n = 17), training (8.4%, 
n = 16), industry/community support (8.4%, n = 16), and instructional technology (6.8%, n = 
13). 
 
Research Question Two: What factors do West Virginia career and technical education 
teachers identify as barriers to their efforts to implement performance-based student 
assessment? 
 In Part C, Item 2 of the survey, participants were asked to respond to the open-ended 
question, What factors, if any, do you perceive as serving as barriers to your efforts to 
implement performance-based student assessment practices? Some respondents identified 
more than one factor (duplicate count). These data are presented in Table 4. 
 

Table 4 
Factors Perceived as Barriers to Implementation of Performance-Based Student 

Assessment Practices 
 

Barrier related to: *n % 

Time/Scheduling/School calendar 60 26.1 

Funding/Resources/Infrastructure/Technology 43 18.7 

Administrative/Teacher support/training 42 18.3 

Industry/Community support 35 15.2 

Student characteristics/abilities/learning styles 33 14.3 

Performance-based assessment model characteristics 17  7.4 

N = 404   *Duplicated count   n = 230    
 
 
 Two-hundred-thirty comments were received regarding factors identified as barriers to 
teacher efforts to implement performance-based student assessment. As with the responses to 
Research Question One, emergent category analysis was used to organize these comments 
into categories. The most frequently reported factors were: time/scheduling (26.1%, n = 60), 
funding/resources/infrastructure/technology (18.7%, n = 43), administrative/teacher support 
(18.3%, n = 42), industry/community support (15.2%, n = 35), student characteristics/ 
abilities/learning styles (14.3%, n = 33), and performance-based assessment model 
characteristics (7.4%, n = 17). 
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Conclusions 
Research Question One:  What factors, if any, do West Virginia career and technical 
education teachers identify as supports to their efforts to implement performance- 
based student assessment?   

Factors most often identified by West Virginia’s career and technical education teachers 
as supporting the implementation of performance-based student assessment were related to 
career and technical education curriculum characteristics and administrative/teacher support. 
Less frequently noted factors related to resources and time, assessment model characteristics, 
student-related factors, training, and industry/community support. 
 
Research Question Two:  What factors, if any, do West Virginia career and technical 
education teachers identify as barriers to their efforts to implement performance-
based student assessment? 

Factors most often identified by West Virginia’s career and technical education 
teachers as barriers to the implementation of performance-based student assessment were 
related to time/scheduling/school calendar, funding/resources, infrastructure/technology, 
administrative/teacher support, industry/community support and student characteristics.  
Characteristics of the performance-based assessment model were also noted as a barrier to 
effective implementation of performance-based student assessment practices. 
 

Discussion and Implications 
The data collected as a part of this study were used as a basis to develop a set of 

implications for CTE programs statewide. These implications have been organized into eight 
broad policy/best practice focus areas and are presented in Exhibit 2. 
 

Recommendations for Further Research 
Based on study findings, the following recommendations for further research are provided: 
 

1. Expand this study to include business and marketing, agriculture and forestry 
technology, and information systems technology teachers. 

2. Extend this study to include general education teachers (in the core subject areas). 
3. Investigate district and building administrators’ perceptions of barriers and 

supports with respect to implementing performance-based student assessment 
practices. 

4. Incorporate additional qualitative research methods (focus groups, field 
observations, interviews) to provide a more detailed understanding of teacher and 
administrator perceptions of barriers and supports related to implementing 
performance-based student assessment. 

5. Survey new teachers upon employment from business and industry to provide 
baseline data about barriers and supports related to their use of performance-based 
student assessment practices. 
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6. Conduct a mixed methods study of CTE and general education administrators and 
teachers to determine common issues related to the professional learning 
community and team teaching concepts as they relate to the implementation of 
multiple assessments and performance-based student assessment across the 
curriculum. 

7. Conduct a follow-up study of career and technical education program graduates to 
assess the impact of performance-based student assessment on graduates’ 
performance once they are on the job. 

8. Conduct a follow-up study of employer perceptions related to the value of 
performance-based student assessment in preparing graduates for entry-level jobs. 
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Exhibit 1 
Survey Instrument 

 
Part A.  Teacher Information — Please answer the following questions: 
 
1. Program cluster area in which I teach: (check all that apply) 2. Program level(s) I currently teach: (check one): 
 
 ___ a. Technical/Industrial/Engineering   ___ a.  Secondary    

 ___ b. Health Sciences/Nursing   ___ b.  Post-secondary  
 
3. Years of teaching experience (total): (check one) 4. Type of school/facility in which I teach: (check one): 
  
 ___ a.  <1    ___ a. Comprehensive high school 

   ___ b. 1–5   ___ b. County CTE center/Career  Academy 

   ___ c. 6–10   ___ c. Multi-county CTE center 

 ___ d. 11 or more   ___ d. Job training/retraining facility 
     ___ e. Institutional education facility 
 
5. I completed a performance-based competency test 6. I received training to implement performance-based  
 (i.e. NOCTI performance) in my field as a requirement:  student assessment for my career-technical teaching 
      (check one)   certification practices: (check one) 
 ___ a. Yes   ___ a.  Yes  

 ___ b. No   ___ b.  No  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
7.  If the answer to #6 above is “Yes,” training was received from the following resources:                                                                                       

(check all that apply) 
 

___ a. Talking with fellow teachers  

___ b. School-provided in-service 

___ c. County-provided in-service  

___ d. WVU Tech coursework/workshops  

___ e. WVDE (State Department) in-service  

___ f. Performance-Based Test Manual 

___ g. WVDE (State Department) website 

___ h. Other: (specify “other” training on this line) ____________________________________________ 
 
 Continued on back 
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Part B. Levels of Knowledge and Use – Following is a list of performance-based teaching practices. Using the scale provided for 
Column A, circle the response that best describes your level of knowledge about each performance-based teaching practice. Next, 
using the scale provided for Column B, circle the response that best describes the frequency with which you use each performance-
based teaching practice in your CTE classroom and/or lab.  

 Column A Column B 
 Level of Knowledge Level of Use 
 1 = poor 1 = seldom 
 2 = fair 2 = sometimes 
 3 = good 3 = regularly 
 4 = very good 4 = frequently 
 5 = exceptional 5 = very frequently 
 
 Level of Knowledge Level of Use    
Performance-Based Assessment Practices   
 1. Cognitive/Knowledge tests .........................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 2. Knowledge assessment rubrics ....................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 3. Psychomotor/Skill checklists ......................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 4. Skill assessment rubrics...............................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 5. Affective/Attitude checklists .......................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 6. Attitude assessment rubrics.........................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 7. Instructional technology skills exercises .....  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 8. Student use of machines/equipment ..........  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5  
 9. Questioning strategies  ................................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
10. Critical thinking/Problem solving ..............  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
11. Project based learning activities ..................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
12. Job/Workplace simulation/case studies .....  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
13. Portfolio building ........................................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
14. Resume development ..................................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
15. Interview skills exercises .............................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
16. Oral communication activities ....................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
17. Technical reading activities.........................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
18. Technical writing activities .........................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
19. Applied math activities ................................  1 2 3 4 5  ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
20. Group work/Team building ........................  1 2 3 4 5   ....................................  1 2 3 4 5 
 
Part C. Teacher Comments: 
1. Please list factors which you view as supporting and/or facilitating your efforts to implement the WVDE GLOBAL21 CTE  Student 

Performance Assessment in your program: 
 
 
 
2.  Please list factors which you view as barriers to your efforts to implement the WVDE GLOBAL21 CTE Student Performance Assessment 

in your program: 
 
  
                                          

Thank you for taking time to participate in this survey. 
Please return completed survey to the designated location in your school office 
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Exhibit 2 
Recommendation/Implications for Policy and Best Practices 

 

Policy/Best Practice Focus Areas Recommendations/Implications 

1. Curriculum Design/Program 
Development 

x Ensure program/curriculum alignment with common core 
standards. 

x Clearly identify skills, concepts, and knowledge to be mastered. 
x Develop policies that require alignment of curricula, instruction, 

and assessment. 
x Ensure that all CTE curricula are field-tested and research-based. 

2. Program 
Quality/Evaluation/Assessment 

x Ensure assessment strategies are aligned with standards/concepts 
being taught. 

x Evaluate both student progress/performance and teacher 
effectiveness. 

x Develop policies that support/encourage the use of continuous 
and authentic assessment. 

x Evaluate the current teacher and administrator licensure structure 
for consistency with CTE philosophy/goals. 

x Expand the use of accreditation as a mechanism for improving 
quality. 

3. Teacher/Administrator Preparation x Ensure that CTE administrator preparation programs are aligned 
with research-based leadership and instructional practices. 

x Create a  licensure program specifically for CTE administrators. 
x Ensure initial preparation programs integrate technology into all 

facets of course work. 
x Encourage non-traditional yet rigorous routes into teaching. 

4. Technology x Provide professional development on the use of technology tools. 
x Provide student access to a variety of technology tools. 
x Integrate the use of technology across all CTE curricula and 

courses. 
x Develop policies that encourage the use of 21st Century technology 

to enhance home-school interaction. 
x Provide building-level technical support for technology integration. 
x Use online delivery to increase access to  professional 

development. 
x Provide professional development focused on the effective use of 

technology for instruction. 
x Use new technologies to communicate with all stakeholders. 

5. Program Promotion/Stakeholder 
Involvement/Advocacy 

x Facilitate meaningful involvement in policy development by 
establishing statewide and local advisory councils. 

x Facilitate the engagement of the business community through 
creation of public/private partnerships. 

x Provide opportunities for policymakers to interact with CTE 
administrators and teachers. 

x Implement a formal public information program about CTE. 
x Adopt and publicly advocate a vision of a rigorous and relevant 

CTE curriculum. 
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Policy/Best Practice Focus Areas Recommendations/Implications 

6. Professional Development x Create a state level CTE professional development task force that 
includes all relevant stakeholders. 

x Adopt policies that will provide job-embedded time for 
professional development. 

x Develop a resource allocation model which supports the adult 
learning model. 

x Align professional development with local pupil 
needs/deficiencies. 

x Ensure that professional development activities are research-based 
and reflect best practices. 

x Promote professional development programs that provide options 
for addressing individual and professional development needs. 

x Develop/provide instructional support materials such as 
curriculum maps and pacing guides. 

x Ensure professional development is data-driven, content-focused, 
and standards-based. 

x Provide high quality mentors for all new teachers. 

7. Capacity Building/Research x Develop and support a CTE focused research agenda.. 
x Facilitate capacity building through integrated planning. 
x Promote research and evidence-based program practices. 
x Encourage and support collaboration among researchers from 

higher education, state agencies, and local districts. 
x Develop and support systems for disseminating current and 

emerging research related to CTE. 
x Conduct “value-added” analyses of professional development. 
x Develop and maintain a comprehensive CTE database. 
x Support the field-testing and evaluation of CTE curricula and 

instructional materials. 

8. Teaching/Instruction x Focus lessons on specific concept/skills that are standards-based. 
x Ensure that instructional activities are learner-centered and 

emphasize inquiry/problem-solving. 
x Use cooperative learning strategies and make real-life connections. 
x Use scaffolding to make connections to concepts, procedures and 

understanding. 
x Develop formal programs that allow exemplary CTE teachers and 

administrators to be recognized and share their expertise. 
x Encourage the involvement of volunteers as tutors, guest speakers, 

and resource persons. 
x Evaluate/revise the current mentoring/induction program. 
x Promote the development of “learning communities.” 
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Current technology clearly provides the means for acquiring greater amounts of data 
with more efficiency than ever before (Bakshi, Pyngavil & Kalita, 2009). Data and 
information are more readily available and more quickly accessible today, but that does not 
mean they are used more. Users still need to analyze data and information and are unlikely to 
be able to use it without a thorough understanding of the differences between data and 
information (Celio & Harvey, 2004). With the correct data and information educational 
leaders can gain knowledge and be able to manage that knowledge to move their 
organization toward success.  

Technological learning environments are often used for the delivery of instruction.  
The demands and challenges of the educational leader are increasingly complex (Ricken, 
2007). Unfortunately, one of the most serious complaints often reported by educational 
leaders is that they are overloaded with vast amounts of data presented for instructional 
decision making (Spillane, Reiser & Reimer, 2002).  

With the increase in the utilization of technology the rise of accountability and 
increased prominence of data-driven decision making has educational leaders increasingly 
inundated with data. There is so much data that some describe districts as drowning in it 
(Celio & Harvey, 2004). There is much data available in education, but when is too much 
data detrimental and no longer powerful (Corcoran, Fuhrman & Belcher, 2001)? Is there 
some optimal level of data that educators can manage before rendering themselves powerless 
and unable to manage or process that data? According to many researchers, the current 
influx of data is primarily due to the continued development of computer technology, 
applications and the Internet; as a direct result, educational leaders are often overwhelmed 
(Honig, 2004; Massell, 2001; MacDonnel, 2010).   
 

Data, Information and Knowledge 
In order to understand knowledge management one must first understand the 

concept of knowledge creation from data and information. In Figure 1 the information use 
capacity model shows the relationships among data, information, knowledge and wisdom.  
When dealing with data and information for knowledge creation the outcomes are recursive 
because the outcomes depend on one smaller value.  
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Figure 1. Information Use Capacity Model. © 2009, Meyers & Richardson. 
 
 

Many in academe use data and information interchangeably, when in reality, they have 
very different interpretations (Milam, 2001). There must be a distinction between terms such 
as ‘data’, ‘information’, and ‘knowledge’. Data are the individual pieces of information that 
can stand alone (e.g., words). Although each data piece is meaningful, it does not 
communicate any particular message on its own a disjointed or fragmented unit. Data are 
“the raw facts or details that represent some type of transaction or activity within an 
organization” (Lewis, Goodman & Fandt, 2001, p. 571). Data are the points of contact 
between the organization and the environment; they are the objective measures of 
interaction and not solutions themselves (Swan & Scarbrough, 2001). 

Authors suggest that the technologies may offer users more data than they can 
respond to in an effective and efficient manner (Honig, 2003; Stein & Nelson, 2004). Some 
data are presented in such an unorganized manner that users are unable to decipher the 
relevance of given data. Generally, data overload means that if there is too much data, it has 
negative connotations, and it is a widespread problem in education (Spender, 2008).  

For example, the issue of data overload could be one of too much data such that one 
cannot synthesize and process the information and then assimilate it into one’s knowledge 
base, to construct some meaning, understanding or new knowledge (Argote, 2005). 
Exposure to data does not necessarily guarantee that one will attend to it or process it; even 
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if the appropriate amount of information exists one could simply choose to ignore it. What 
is more important is what happens to the data after it is presented (Adhikari, 2010). 

In contrast, information is just the result of the overall process of transforming data 
into a meaningful and useful form for a specific purpose to gain knowledge (Lewis, et al., 
2001). Information is a collection of data that communicates a message or tells a story about 
relationships in the data. Information is data with context and meaning derived from the 
data. Information is quite simply an understanding of the relationships between pieces of 
data, or between data and other information (Bellinger, 2004).  

Knowledge is a collection of data and information items. It is also one’s understanding 
of data and information, using experience and familiarity with data and information, and 
adding this to one’s current knowledge base (Bhatti, Zaheer & Rehman, 2011). When patterns 
exist between the data and information and one is able to recognize and understand these 
patterns along with their implications, it becomes knowledge (Chen & Burstein, 2006).   

As the saying goes, ‘information is power’, ‘knowledge is power’ and this is especially 
so in today’s world. The world has shifted and is continually fluctuating into an information 
revolution, leaving the industrial revolution behind (Bera & Wand, 2009). With this 
fluctuation comes an explosion of data and information used for knowledge creation. 
Education is experiencing a social and economic transformation as it changes from an 
industrial focus at a national level, to an information focus at a global level (Coburn & 
Talbert, 2005). 
 

Transforming Data into Knowledge 
Data use or accumulation of data does not guarantee that educational leaders will use 

that data for knowledge creation that will contribute to the overall improvement of the 
organization (Rourke & Boone, 2008). Educational leaders often will use symbolic rather 
than research data (Manheimer, 1995), thus leading to the use of data to justify their pre-
existing positions rather than using data to glean information and acquire knowledge that 
will allow them to make informed decisions (March, 1994). The aim of knowledge is to 
organize and create knowledge out of data and information when it is needed (Leung, 2010). 
However, the presence of data does not always increase the degree to which educational 
leaders processes data into knowledge creation that will lead to the overall improvement of 
the organization (Magnin, 2005). 

When educational leaders interpret data, they also tend to simplify it (Hannaway, 
1989; Honig, 2003; Spillane, 1999). Educational leaders rarely receive information in discrete 
manageable packages (Snipes, Doolittle & Herlihy, 2002)). Rather, they face complex, single 
and sometimes multiple pieces of data that may be interpreted in a variety of ways, none of 
which may lead to the best decisions for the school (Supovitz & Sirinides, 2010). 
Educational leaders tend to see data that support their beliefs and experiences (Zepada, 
2004). Therefore, educational leaders must narrow the data within their own fields of 
knowledge and experience (Stein & Nelson, 2004).  
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Knowledge Management 

Educational leaders may have to look back to the past, which suggests that the 
potential for knowledge management lies in returning to a time when that knowledge 
management was grounded in a manager’s experiences and practices (Crum & Sherman, 
2008). Once knowledge exists, the focus can be on the concept of knowledge management.   

The actual term knowledge management is older than twenty years. The American 
scientist Wiig first used the term “manage the knowledge’ in 1986 at an international 
conference in Switzerland (Sedziuviene & Vveinhardt, 2009). Today knowledge management 
is simply the process of transforming various bits of information into enduring value 
(Kidwell, Vander, & Johnson, 2000). 

The knowledge management process is an emerging discipline (Grossman, 2007), 
especially in education. Knowledge management is one of many components of good 
management in the ever-changing world of data, information and knowledge (Adhikari, 
2010). Educational leaders of institutes of learning are changing their strategies of 
operations. The role of the educational leader is changing to a manager of information and 
knowledge (Gutierrez, Field, Simmons & Basile, 2007). Educational leaders are emerging 
from the chaos of the past twenty years with new responsibilities including embracing new 
technology and creating knowledge management for organizations. Educational leaders at all 
levels of the educational hierarchy are attempting to survive a sociological phenomenon, the 
increased utilization of technology (Collison, 2006). When considering technology and its 
role in terms of knowledge management, knowledge is the center; the human (in the field of 
education, the educational leader) is the soul; and, the information technology is just an 
auxiliary tool (Sakalas & Venskus, 2007). 

Controlling and managing knowledge is essential to successful educational leadership. 
Educational leaders are subject to immense social pressures to improve the education of 
students (Sahlberg, 2010). As technical capabilities continue to increase, costs continue to 
decline, and leaders improve their abilities to utilize the new technology tools, a new era of 
knowledge management appears imminent (Weldy, 2009). 

In the wake of this increased technology all institutions inherently store, access, and 
deliver knowledge in some manner. The question is, what value is added to the products and 
services they deliver by the effective use of that knowledge capital (Milam, 2001). In Figure 
2, the knowledge management system, there are five components, all of equal importance; 
however, for educational leaders one of the key components is the dissemination of 
knowledge (Goldring, Huff, Spillane & Barnes, 2009). Knowledge management is a key 
element in a quality management process and can help increase knowledge creation and 
utilization within the organization (Akdere, 2009). Educational leaders should analyze their 
data, obtain information based upon data, gain knowledge from the information and 
disseminate it appropriately to better inform faculty members in order to improve 
instructional practices (Rourke & Boone, 2008). How do educational leaders disseminate this 
knowledge once it is captured? 

Researchers and practitioners regard knowledge management as a strategy that 
incorporates the resources of the organization such as data, technologies and human 
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resources (Lee & Roth, 2008). Educational leaders must create and increase knowledge 
efficiency to enhance the organizations’ knowledge by sharing knowledge derived from data 
and information with the organization (Lousi, 2007). This dissemination of knowledge will 
create the discovery and application of new knowledge, and thereby differentiating 
organizations with shared knowledge (Chen & Burstein, 2006).   
 
 

 
Source: Kanapeckiene, L., Gribniak, V. (2008). Ziniu valdymas ir aukstasis mokslas. Pedagogika-Pedagogy studies, 

(85), 25. 
 
  Figure 2. The Knowledge Management System 
 
 

The focus of knowledge management is on ‘doing the right thing’ instead of ‘doing 
things right’ (Kakabadse, Kakabadse & Kouzmin, 2003). Therefore, the largest hurdle to 
overcome for educational leaders when dealing with knowledge management is to determine 
how to make the right knowledge available to the right individual at the right time (Kidwell, 
Vander & Johnson, 2000). This provides a framework within which the educational leader 
can use knowledge processes that involve the creation, dissemination and application of 
knowledge through the innovative capacity of human beings in the organization (Leithwood 
& Mascall, 2008). 

According to Kidwell, Vander and Johnson, (2000), there are two kinds of knowledge: 
(1) explicit knowledge, also known as “hard” knowledge, consisting of strategies, 
methodologies, processes, patents, products and services; and (2) tacit knowledge, also 
known as “soft” knowledge, consisting of intuitions, insights, hunches, experiences, 
relationships within and outside the organization, individual beliefs and values, and ideas. 
With these in mind, the educational leader needs to know the overall capacities of the 
organization and the individuals that make up the organization, while focusing on the 
teaching-learning environment, current best practices and instructional methods, technology-
based knowledge and knowledge-based networking (Wilensky, Redmiles & Su, 2009). The 
goal of educational leaders should be to bring about change in their environments (Adhikari, 
2010). The educational leader that possesses the capabilities to produce change should have 
a repertoire of possible actions she can perform in order to manage knowledge in order to 
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produce the desired results within the organization and to create a culture conducive for 
improvement (Bera & Wand, 2009). Bhatti, Zaheer and Rehman (2010) concluded that, 
“knowledge within the organization and outside can be shared among employees by 
developing a culture. The knowledge has become an asset of the organization and its 
effective utility as core competency will bring the desired results” (p. 2852). 
 

Conclusions 
Educational leaders often deal with a dichotomy of information: information variety 

and information knowledge. It is easy to recognize that educational leaders should be 
focused on using information to obtain and disseminate knowledge to make quality 
instructional and management decisions, and not using isolated data. In today’s 
accountability climate many leaders are on “data overload” with a plethora of “information” 
that is supposed to help them make decisions that are in the best interests of students. 
Knowledge that is based upon quality information obtained from data analysis that is 
accurate, timely, complete and, most importantly, useful will allow educational leaders to 
bring about change. However, data are not always in a form that allows educational leaders 
to answer the questions that they have. Educational leaders should be able to transform a 
variety of data into information in order to acquire knowledge. Finally, educators need to 
manage that knowledge to effectively guide their decision-making process. 
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