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Not surprisingly, the members of the Ad Hoc Committee on School 

Administration – a committee established by the North Carolina State Board of 

Education for the purpose of revising standards for principals in North Carolina – 

perceived that the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives would 

have an impact on both university preparation programs for school administration 

and practicing principals. The purpose of this study was to determine not only the 

perceived impact, but the perceived implications of the new standards on both 

preparation programs and principals. Major findings include perceived impact 

and implications in at least six areas: university curriculum and assessment; 

enhancing principal leadership skills for the 21st century; evaluation of principals; 

professional development and support for principals; alternative licensing of 

principals; and uniform standards for preparation programs. 

While the true impact cannot be known for some time, the critical incident 

– passing of the 2006 Standards in December 2006 – certainly launched a 

number of new initiatives including a new evaluation instrument for principals in 

North Carolina, a revision process for North Carolina principal preparation 

programs to align with these new standards, and multiple conversations about 



the emerging concept and language of the school principal as a “school 

executive.” 
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CHAPTERnn 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Chapter 1 includes six sections: an introduction, background, North 

Carolina’s response to contemporary principal’s standards, purpose, research 

methodology, and conclusion. The introduction provides the context for the study. 

The background addresses contemporary efforts to develop principal standards. 

The North Carolina response section discusses professional organizational 

influence on policy and legislative initiatives. The purpose and research 

methodology sections briefly describe why the study is relevant and how the 

research was conducted. Finally, the conclusion notes potential importance of 

the study to university principal preparation programs.  

Introduction 

 This section provides the context for the study. Early efforts for standards 

are referenced as well as the most recent developments based on the 

implications of a publication by the Partnership for 21st Century Skills titled a 

Framework for 21st Century Learning (see Appendix A). This document outlines a 

vision for 21st century student success in the new global economy. The 

implication for principal standards is an alignment issue with this vision for 

student success and principal knowledge, skills, and dispositions (Partnership for 

21st Century Skills, 2009). 

During the past two decades, an abundance of national and state 

initiatives to create contemporary standards for school administrators has 

emerged. These efforts have attempted to describe competent, capable, efficient, 
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and effective school leadership and captured the attention of a wide range of 

influential public policy and educational decision makers (North Carolina State 

Board of Education, 2008, p. 6). Based upon the earlier foundation work done to 

create and institutionalize new teacher standards, such as Interstate New 

Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), this reform movement 

has at its core the need for developing a new generation of school leaders 

(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2007). These new leaders must be 

profoundly adept at responding to the dramatically changing landscape and 

urgency for a 21st century K-12 public education system (North Carolina State 

Board of Education, 2008, p. 6). Recognizing that the success of schools is 

heavily influenced by the quality of the school’s formal leader – the principal – an 

increased focus on new standards for school leaders has emerged with the 

intended outcome to create new leaders capable of increasing high performance 

results by students, teachers, and school communities in this new millennium 

(North Carolina State Board of Education, 2006). 

As our society and schools have changed over the past few decades, so 

too have the responsibilities and leadership expectations of principals. From their 

early role as the “principal teacher” to the “school manager” in the later part of the 

20th century, today’s principal is being asked to assume the 21st century role as 

the “school catalyst for all stakeholders” (Wilmore, 2002, p. 5). This emerging 

leadership and facilitative role in the larger school community is reflected 

throughout the development of contemporary standards for school leaders. 
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 The Partnership for 21st Century Skills establishes a Framework for 21st 

Century Learning to assure all students graduate from high school with the 

“skills, knowledge, and expertise” (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2009) to be 

competitive in a global economy. As a result of these emerging requirements, the 

overarching responsibility for all principals is to provide the necessary leadership 

to assure the proper conditions exist in the school so all students and teachers 

can achieve these student outcomes (Partnership for 21st Century Skills). The 

Framework identifies four umbrella elements which represent the skills, 

knowledge, and expertise all students “should master to succeed in work and 

life.” These are: (1) Core Subjects and 21st Century Themes, (2) Learning and 

Innovation Skills, (3) Information, Media and Technology Skills, and (4) Life and 

Career Skills. The Partnership for 21st Century Skills recognizes that merely 

identifying specific skills, content knowledge, expertise and literacies for students 

is not adequate. In addition, there must be innovative support systems in place to 

ensure student mastery. These support systems are: (1) 21st Century Standards, 

(2) Assessment of 21st Century Skills, (3) 21st Century Curriculum and 

Instruction, (4) 21st Century Professional Development, and 5) 21st Century 

Learning Environments (Partnership for 21st Century Skills).  

The skills listed above go beyond the traditional range of course content 

required of pre-college students, beyond the skills taught to and practiced by 

most teachers and beyond the prevailing preparation programs for school 

leaders. It isn’t self-evident how principals go beyond simply knowing about and 
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encouraging teachers to instruct students in 21st century skills. These skills are 

not the skills that students develop through direct instruction or are they merely 

memory tasks. These skills embody the accumulation of skills students need to 

develop throughout their entire schooling experience resulting in their readiness 

to meet the complex post-secondary educational and career demands awaiting 

them. Principals and teachers in their schools must develop a deeper 

understanding of how these skills are developed within the core disciplines, all of 

which requires new ways of engaging students in classrooms and learning 

experiences. Principals must have a vision of what effective instruction looks like 

when teachers are teaching for 21st century skills as an expected student 

outcome. As an outgrowth of teachers and schools addressing these new skills, 

the principal must know why a science or math class, and all other classes, might 

be less teacher-directed and much more focused on student-engagement. This 

generation of new principals must develop a repertoire of strategies for 

transforming teaching and learning within schools as they matriculate from their 

principal preparation programs into everyday practice (Partnership for 21st 

Century Skills, 2009).  

In an attempt to address these issues for the schools of North Carolina, 

new principal standards were created. These standards are included as 

Appendix B of this study. With the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives (NCSSE) in its initial implementation phase, a question remains if the 

preparation of new school leaders in North Carolina has the promise of aligning 
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with the 21st century skills (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). How 

likely is this transformation?  What do those engaged in developing the new 

standards for school leaders believe about the transformative potential of these 

new standards?  These questions are essential to guiding this research. 

Background 

 Contemporary efforts to develop principal standards anchor the discussion 

for this section. The section also introduces the current effort in North Carolina to 

revise principal standards as well as earlier attempts. The past 20 year history is 

treated by examining signature studies and initiatives. Included in the discussion 

are findings of commission reports, legislation, and professional organization 

standards. 

This study examined North Carolina’s policy leader’s most recent attempt 

in raising standards for school administrators through the creation of the 2006 

NCSSE. These new standards were approved by the North Carolina State Board 

of Education in December 2006 and became effective with the 2008-2009 school 

year (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008). In 2008-2009 all North 

Carolina public school principals were to be evaluated on the NCSSE using the 

corresponding evaluation process and new evaluation instrument (North Carolina 

State Board of Education, 2008). This evaluation process may be found in 

Appendix C. 

Prior to the past two decades, there had been a limited scope of work to 

establish the foundation for contemporary standards for school principals. At the 
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genesis of both the national and North Carolina imperative for new principal 

standards is the 1987 signature work of The University Council for Educational 

Administration (UCEA), The Report of the National Commission on Excellence in 

Educational Administration (NCEEA), Leaders for America’s Schools:  The 

Report to the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration. 

This report provides a foundational framework for understanding the evolution of 

contemporary standards for school principals over the past two decades. It 

addresses the relationships among the multiple efforts to improve the relevance 

of school principal standards to both university preparation programs and the 

licensing of school principals in North Carolina. Since the publication of Leaders 

for America’s Schools: The Report to the National Commission on Excellence in 

Educational Administration, North Carolina has responded with a particular focus 

on principal standards. For this study, the UCEA report articulates the critical role 

university preparation programs should play in the continuum of developing 

school administrators from recruitment to induction as well as ongoing 

professional development that is grounded in both theory and practice. The 

report cites specific recommendations state government leaders from the 

executive and legislative branches as well as the State Board of Education and 

University Board of Governors should address. These recommendations impact 

both the policy arena and practitioners’ practices to support higher standards for 

the preparation of the next generation of school administrators. While the 

Commission’s recommendations for public school practice were made over 
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twenty years ago, many appear relevant to today’s discussion as related to the 

recruitment, pre-service, and professional development of 21st century school 

leaders. Related to what professional organizations should do, the Commission 

established three specific recommendations, one of which had a major influence 

over the increased attention and implementation of new standards for school 

principals – the formation of a national policy board. Specifically, this 

recommendation called for the creation of a National Policy Board on Educational 

Administration (University Council for Educational Administration, 1987). 

As discussed in more detail later in this study, this Commission’s 

recommendation was realized with the creation of the National Policy Board for 

Educational Administration (NPBEA) in 1988. An email from Richard A. Flanary, 

Co-Chair, NPBEA Steering Committee, is enclosed as Appendix D confirming the 

date of the creation of this board. Two early companion publications, the first 

prepared by the National Commission on the Principalship (1990), Principals for 

Our Changing Schools: Preparation and Certification, and the second developed 

by the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (1993), Principals for 

Our Changing Schools: The Knowledge and Skills Base, appear to serve as a 

research foundation for contemporary principal standards. These publications 

appear to have influenced changes in university preparation programs based on 

the frequency of references to these documents in the literature and by leaders in 

the standards movement (National Policy Board for Educational Administration; 

M. E. Ward, personal communication, February 24, 2009). In 2002, the NPBEA 
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published its report, Standards for Advanced Programs in Educational 

Leadership for Principals, Superintendents, Curriculum Directors, and 

Supervisors, which defined seven specific standards for universities to meet in 

the development and preparation of school administrators. These standards 

appear in Appendix E of this study.  

In the context of this study, one of the most significant recommendations 

coming from the NCEEA’s report in 1987 was the call for educational leadership 

preparation programs be designed around five strands (University Council for 

Educational Administration 1987, p. 19). Illustrative of the importance that 

contemporary principals must have the right blend of knowledge and skills, one 

of the findings from NPBEA’s (1993) Principals of Our Changing Schools: The 

Knowledge and Skills Base (p. viii) states:  

"If principals are to fulfill their school's responsibility for meeting the 

educational and developmental needs of their students, they must 

continually initiate action and respond to problems. The initiatives and 

responses are often complex, ranging from implementing a new state or 

federal legislation to resolving explosive family conflicts. Clearly, technical 

skill alone is insufficient; so, too, is a complete reliance on content 

knowledge. The heart of professional practice lies between these two 

poles."  

This finding from the NPBEA’s (1993) Report, Principals for our Changing 

Schools: Knowledge and Skills Base, was the identification of the “core of what 
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principals must know and be able to do” (p. xiii). These essential knowledge and 

skills encompass twenty-one (21) “domains.”  

 Building upon the earlier work of UCEA and the NPBEA, from August 

1994 to November 1996, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) 

supported a program of work that included the sponsorship of the Interstate 

School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) which worked at “crafting model 

standards for school leaders” as described in ISLLC Standards for School 

Leaders (see Appendix F).  

 As an ongoing response to needed changes in the preparation of school 

leaders for the 21st century, in January 2002, the National Policy Board for 

Educational Administration published its Standards for Advanced Programs in 

Educational Leadership for Principals, Superintendents, Curriculum Directors, 

and Supervisors. These standards, developed by the NPBEA, Educational 

Leadership Constituency Council (ELCC), established the process and 

guidelines for university preparation programs responsible for preparing both 

school and district level leaders for positions ranging from the principalship, to 

district office supervisors, and the superintendency. These standards and 

processes are aligned with and meet the requirements for these degree and 

licensing programs as part of the National Council for the Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (K. Sullivan, personal communication, January 28, 2008).  
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North Carolina and the Contemporary Principal Standards 

In addition to professional organizations’ recommendations, this section 

cites key policy and legislative initiatives that responded to the call for creating 

contemporary principal standards in North Carolina. North Carolina’s initiative is 

discussed in detail to establish a chronology of events and documents leading to 

the most recent set of principal standards in North Carolina. 

 As one of the early pioneers in the nation for developing standards for 

educational leaders, North Carolina state policy leaders recognized the emerging 

urgency of addressing the need for new kinds of knowledge and skills required of 

school administrators as the state moved toward the 21st century and a rapidly 

changing global and state economy. On July 7, 1992, the 1991 Session of  the 

General Assembly ratified House Bill 1361, “An act to create an educational 

leadership task force to identify how best to select, train, evaluate, assess, and 

regulate the state’s educational leaders.”  See Appendix G for House Bill 1361 in 

its entirety.   

On February 15, 1993, as required by HB 1361, the Education Leadership 

Task Force presented its official report to the Joint Legislative Education 

Oversight Committee of the 1993 General Assembly of North Carolina. Appendix 

H includes the official report in its entirety. 

Recommendation 2 of this report was consistent with the recommendations 

developed by the NCEEA report (UCEA, 1987). The 1993 North Carolina 
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Educational Leadership Task Force Report cited (Education Leadership Task 

Force, 1993, p. 10):  

…many of the existing programs appear to be too small to ensure 

the delivery of quality educational experiences. Both of these 

reports maintain that a ‘quality program requires a minimum of five 

full-time faculty members.’  Using September 1991 data, seven of 

the fourteen current programs fall substantially below this standard 

and three others are at the minimum acceptable level. Only one of 

the fourteen programs exceeds the minimum standard by more 

than one faculty member. 

Recommendation 2 went on to say that (Education Leadership Task Force, p. 

10): 

…this plan will encourage institutions that really desire to be in the 

preparation business to provide more adequate resources for what 

are now often impoverished programs. Fewer programs more richly 

endowed to educate tomorrow’s leaders appear to us a wise 

objective (see also Recommendation 5).  

Recommendation 3 was based upon the firm conviction of the North 

Carolina Task Force that (Education Leadership Task Force, p. 11):  

…educational leadership preparation programs will continue to 

receive the short shrift in universities unless the rules of the game 

are changed. We therefore recommend that the General Assembly 
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charge the Board of Governors to develop a plan to have the 

various public university system campuses that are seriously 

interested in school administration training compete for the 

substantially reduced number of programs that will be authorized.  

Recommendation 4 was based upon the belief of the Task Force that (Education 

Leadership Task Force, p. 12): 

…the work of the national Task Force appointed by the Board of 

Governors in response to Recommendation 3 above will result in 

the development of more relevant and more advanced standards 

by which to assess the quality of preparation programs in the area 

of school administration. We encourage the General Assembly to 

charge the State Board of Education to revise the existing program 

approval process to incorporate these more advanced standards 

and criteria. 

Finally, Recommendation 8, the establishment of an independent North 

Carolina Professional Standards Board for School Administration (NCPSBSA), as 

cited below was intended to (Education Leadership Task Force, 1993, p. 17): 

…develop, implement, and monitor policies to provide and enforce 

standards of ethical practice. We suggest that the General 

Assembly charge the North Carolina Association of School 

Administrators, the North Carolina Association of Professors of 

Educational Administration, the State Board of Education, and the 
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Board of Governors with the task of establishing a commission to 

develop recommendations about the composition and 

responsibilities of the PSBSA, as well as about its relationship to 

the General Assembly, to which it reports directly. 

In the 1993 session of the North Carolina General Assembly, HB 284, “An 

act to implement a recommendation of the educational leadership task force and 

the joint legislative oversight committee to establish an independent standards 

board for school administration and to allow that board to charge examination fees” 

was enacted. House Bill 284 may be found as Appendix I. Upon the appointment 

of this seven person Board by Governor James B. Hunt, Jr., and the election by 

the Board of Dr. Charles R. Coble, Dean of the School of Education at East 

Carolina University, the newly created North Carolina Standards Board for Public 

School Administration (NCSBPSA) hired Dr. Michael E. Ward as its first Executive 

Director in May 1994. This appointment was announced through a press release 

as shown in Appendix J. Upon his selection, Ward said “It has become increasingly 

evident that school success is closely linked to effective leadership. North 

Carolina’s new emphasis on administrator standards will help to ensure the kinds 

of leaders we want for our public schools.”  Ward went on to say, “These standards 

will help to shape the kinds of university programs in which school administrators 

are prepared. In addition, the standards will help to ensure that administrators have 

the knowledge and professional skills necessary to lead positive reform efforts in 

North Carolina (C. Coble, personal communication, press release, May 6, 1994).  
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 As part of this study, and included in the review of literature, are personal 

historical interviews with the first elected chairman of the NCSBPSA, Dr. Charles 

R. Coble, the first hired Executive Director, Dr. Michael E. Ward, and the final 

Executive Director, Dr. Linda Stevens. These interviews are found as 

Appendices K, L, and M respectively, and yielded additional insights to the 

historical context of the development of North Carolina’s Standards for School 

Leaders as adopted by the NCSBPSA in July 1996. These standards, as 

required by the legislation of HB 284, established the framework for the emerging 

new standards required of both Masters in School Administration programs and 

licensure standards for school leaders in North Carolina beginning in 1998 and 

the required licensure exam, the School Leaders Licensure Assessment (North 

Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration, 2000). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the perceived impact the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives will have on university 

preparation programs. These programs are charged with preparing school 

administrators in the context of the 2006 NCSSE to function effectively in the 

public schools of North Carolina.  

 The following questions are central to the study. 

1. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on university preparation programs for school 

administrators?  
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2. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on currently practicing principals? 

3. What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives for the K-12 public education system? 

4. What are the overall perceptions of what the 2006 North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives would accomplish? 

5. What is the relationship of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives to the previously existing 1996 North Carolina 

Standards for School Administrators? 

Research Methodology and Design 

 This study utilizes the Critical Incident Technique (CIT) (Flanagan, 1954), 

specifically through interviews of seventeen (17) participants, all of whom served 

as members or staff to the Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration. The 

critical incident for this study is the development and passage of the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives. The participants were involved with 

this Committee which was responsible for the development and recommended 

passage of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives. The study 

specifically investigates these participants perceived impact of these standards 

on university educational leadership preparation programs. 
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 The design of the study addresses five research questions. Participants 

responded to fourteen (14) interview questions and results were analyzed by 

coding and classifying their responses. 

Conclusion 

This study will provide data reporting a collective set of insights by key 

leaders responsible for the development and passage of the 2006 NCSSE. The 

data and analysis will report their perceived impact these standards will have on 

the preparation, and eventual performance, of future North Carolina school 

leaders. In addition, this study will allow the leadership and faculty members of 

the university preparation programs to have a reference point for these new 

standards and their fidelity in the revisioning of their university preparation 

programs based on the vision of the 2006 Ad Hoc Committee of School 

Administration. 



 
 

 

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 In this chapter, the review of the related literature includes two specific 

forms of documentation: historical documents (national and state perspectives) 

and interviews that recount the historical state (North Carolina) record. The latter 

includes interviews with Drs. Charles Coble, Michael Ward, and Linda Stevens. 

These individuals held inaugural leadership positions which made them uniquely 

qualified to recount the historical events related to the development of 

contemporary principal standards in North Carolina. Highlights from these 

historical interviews are included in the literature review and transcripts are 

included as Appendices K, L, and M, respectively.  

 The role of the National Commission on Excellence in Educational 

Administration (NCEEA) in generating interest in contemporary standards for 

school principals at both the national and state levels is presented in the 

literature review. Specifically addressed in the literature review is the interest in 

standards and the role played in this effort by leaders in North Carolina. Among 

the landmark documents chronicling the development of these standards are 

those created by the National Policy Board for Educational Administration, the 

Interstate Leadership Licensure Consortium, the North Carolina Educational 

Leadership Taskforce, the North Carolina Standards Board for Public School 

Administrators, and the North Carolina State Board of Education 2006 Ad Hoc 

Committee on School Administration. 
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Overview 

During the past two decades, an abundance of national and state 

initiatives to create contemporary standards for school administrators designed to 

describe competent, capable, efficient, and effective school leadership has 

captured the attention of a wide range of influential public policy and educational 

decision makers. Based upon the earlier foundation work done to create and 

institutionalize new teacher standards, such as INTASC (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 2007), this reform movement has at its core the recognized need 

for developing a new generation of school leaders. These leaders must be 

profoundly adept at responding to the dramatically changing landscape and 

urgency for a 21st century K-12 public education system. Recognizing that the 

success of schools is heavily influenced by the quality of the school’s formal 

leader, the principal, an increased focus on new standards for school leaders has 

emerged with the intended outcome to create new leaders capable of increasing 

high performance results by students, teachers, and school communities (North 

Carolina State Board of Education, 2008, p. 5). On the issue of school leadership 

and its impact on school reform, M. Christine DeVita, President of The Wallace 

Foundation, said, “The national conversation has shifted from ‘whether’ 

leadership really matters or is worth the investment, to ‘how’ – how to train, 

place, and support high quality leadership where it is needed the most: in schools 

and districts where failure remains at epidemic levels” (DeVita, 2007, p. 5). 
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Published by the Center on Reinventing Public Education in 2003, Making 

Sense of Leading Schools: A Study of the School Principalship, Portin  listed five 

major conclusions. Conclusion 2 states, “Regardless of school type – elementary 

or secondary or public or private – schools need leadership in seven critical 

areas: instructional, cultural, managerial, human resources, strategic, external, 

and micro-political" (Center on Reinventing Public Education, p. 1). He goes on 

to introduce the importance of shared or distributed leadership by saying, 

"principals are responsible for ensuring that leadership happens in all seven 

critical areas but they don't have to provide it on their own" (Center on 

Reinventing Public Education, p. 25). In Section 6: Implications and Conclusions, 

Portin concludes that it is “unsurprising that what emerges from the research is a 

healthy skepticism about any single concept of what it means to be a school 

leader” (Center on Reinventing Public Education, p. 41). He continues by stating 

that, “Individual styles, school specific challenges, politics, and governance 

issues all produce different leadership stories in different schools. There is no 

single recipe for leading a school” (Center on Reinventing Public Education, p. 

41). Portin states that “generalizations of what principals ‘need to know and be 

able to do’, no matter how carefully crafted, ultimately misrepresent the situation 

in many schools” (Center on Reinventing Public Education, p. 41). 

By focusing on the needs of today’s students, The Partnership for 21st 

Century Skills established a Framework for 21st Century Learning to assure all 

students graduate from high school with the “skills, knowledge, and expertise” 
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(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2009) required to compete in a global 

economy. As a result of these emerging requirements, according to the 

Partnership for 21st Century Schools the overarching responsibility for all 

principals is to provide the necessary leadership to assure the proper conditions 

exist in the school so all students and teachers can achieve these student 

outcomes. The Framework identifies four umbrella elements which represent the 

skills, knowledge, and expertise all students “should master to succeed in work 

and life”. These are: (1) Core Subjects and 21st Century Themes, (2) Learning 

and Innovation Skills, (3) Information, Media and Technology Skills, and (4) Life 

and Career Skills. The Partnership for 21st Century Skills recognizes that merely 

identifying specific skills, content knowledge, expertise and literacies for students 

is not adequate. In addition, it acknowledges there must be innovative support 

systems in place to ensure student mastery. These five support systems are: (1) 

21st Century Standards, (2) Assessment of 21st Century Skills, (3) 21st Century 

Curriculum and Instruction, (4) 21st Century Professional Development, and (5) 

21st Century Learning Environments (Partnership for 21st Century Skills).  

The skills listed above go well beyond the traditional range of course 

content required of pre-college students, beyond the skills taught to and 

practiced by most teachers, and beyond the prevailing preparation programs for 

school leaders. It is not self-evident how principals go beyond simply knowing 

about and encouraging teachers to instruct students in 21st century skills. These 

are not skills that students develop through direct instruction, these are not 
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memory tasks. Principals and their teachers must develop a deeper 

understanding of how those skills are developed within the core disciplines, all of 

which requires new ways of engaging students in classrooms. Principals must 

have a vision for how instruction looks when teaching 21st century skills is part of 

the expected outcomes and they must know why science classes, and all other 

classes, might be less teacher-directed and more student-engaged. New 

principals must have some strategies for transforming teaching and learning 

within schools as they matriculate from their principal preparation programs 

(Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2009).  

 North Carolina’s policy leader’s most recent attempt in raising standards 

for school administrators was through the creation of the North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives (NCSSE). These new standards were approved 

by the North Carolina State Board of Education on December 7, 2006 and 

became effective beginning with the 2008-2009 school year. As a result, in 2008-

2009 all North Carolina public school principals are to be evaluated on the 

NCSSE using the corresponding evaluation process and new evaluation 

instrument (North Carolina State Board of Education, 2008).   

Historical Perspective 

 Historically, until the past two decades little exists in the literature on 

contemporary standards for school principals. At the genesis of both the national 

and North Carolina imperative for new principal standards is the signature work 

of The University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA). The UCEA is a 
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consortium of major research universities with doctoral programs in educational 

leadership and policy. The dual mission of UCEA is to improve the preparation of 

educational leaders and promote the development of professional knowledge in 

school improvement and administration (University Council for Educational 

Administration, 2009). UCEA headquarters is currently hosted by the University 

of Texas at Austin. Their landmark report, Leaders for America's Schools: The 

Report of the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration 

was published in 1987 by the National Commission on Excellence in Educational 

Administration (NCEEA). This report established a suggested framework for 

policy and educational leaders at both the national and state levels to advance 

the pursuit of developing and implementing contemporary standards for school 

administrators in an ever-changing global economy. The gap between the current 

skills set of school administrators and the requirements of new school leaders in 

the global economy is evidenced by the report’s position that, "A revolution in 

education requires competent, skilled, visionary leadership as has never been 

available before" (University Council for Educational Administration, 1987, p. xvi). 

 To better understand the evolution of contemporary standards for 

principals over the past two decades, examining the recommendations from the 

NCEEA report, Leaders for America’s Schools: The Report to the National 

Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration provides a solid 

background. Likewise, this report provides additional insights to the relationship 

among the multiple efforts to improve the relevance of school principal standards 
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in both university preparation programs and the licensing of school principals in 

North Carolina. The University Council for Educational Administrators (UCEA) 

was founded in 1959 and in 1987 consisted of fifty leading research universities 

that awarded doctoral degrees in school leadership. The twenty-seven members 

who served on this Commission are referenced in Appendix N (UCEA, 1987, p. 

ix). This Commission, comprised of leaders within and external to the field of 

school administration, cited in its Preface that for the previous four years, since 

the 1983 release of the landmark report, A Nation At Risk, the focus of the 

American public had been “listening to a variety of segments of society calling for 

changes in the educational system from pre-school to postgraduate studies” 

(UCEA, 1987, p. xv). The Commission believed that the emerging revolution in 

American educational systems would require “competent, skilled, and visionary 

leadership as has never been available before” (UCEA, 1987, p. xvi). The 

members of this Commission met and its staff sought information and advice 

from over 1,250 individuals, primarily through the use of six regional seminars. 

These day-long seminars were attended by legislators, chief state school 

officers, school board members, as well as practicing teachers, administrators, 

and university professors. Based on the information and resources gained 

through this process, the Commission and staff were able to draft the findings 

and recommendations for the Commission to release its final report. An important 

outcome of this process was the Commission’s identification of the level of 

improvement that remained in educational administration despite important 
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exceptions to each of these. The research revealed the following ten areas as 

“most troubling” throughout the field (UCEA, 1987, pp. xvi-xvii): 

1. Lack of definition of good educational leadership 

2. Lack of leader recruitment programs in the schools 

3. Lack of collaboration between school districts and universities 

4. The discouraging lack of minorities and women in the field 

5. Lack of systematic professional development for school administrators 

6. Lack of quality candidates for preparation programs 

7. Lack of preparation programs relevant to the job demands of school 

administrators 

8. Lack of sequence, modern content, and clinical experiences, in 

preparation programs 

9. Lack of licensing systems which promote excellence 

10. Lack of a national sense of cooperation in preparing school leaders 

For the purpose of this study, particular significance from the UCEA’s 

(1987) Leaders for America’s Schools report can be found in the above 

mentioned ten most troubling areas as related to the establishment of 

contemporary standards for school administrators. During the past two decades, 

North Carolina has responded with a particular focus on the UCEA’s findings in 

recommendation 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, and 9 above. For this study, the UCEA report 

articulates the critical role university preparation programs should play in the 

continuum of developing school administrators from recruitment to ongoing 
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professional development that is grounded in theory as well as practice. The 

report cites specific recommendations state government leaders should take the 

lead on within the policy environment to support higher standards for the 

preparation of the next generation of school administrators. North Carolina is a 

recognized national leader in this area of focus as illustrated by legislative, policy, 

and licensing standards beginning as early as 1991 (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 1997).  

In addition to these areas the report found “most troubling” and in need of 

improvement, there were eight significant recommendations made by the 

Commission with the intention of the improvement of educational leadership. 

These included (UCEA, 1987, p. xiii): 

• Educational leadership should be redefined. 

• A National Policy Board on Educational Administration should be 

established. 

• Administrator preparation programs should be modeled after those in 

other professional schools. 

• At least 300 universities and colleges should cease preparing 

educational administrators. 

• Programs for recruitment and placement of ethnic minorities and 

women should be initiated by universities, school boards, state and 

federal governments, and the private sector. 
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• The public schools should become full partners in the preparation of 

school administrators. 

• Professional development activities should be an integral component 

of the careers of professors of educational administration and 

practicing administrators. 

• Licensure programs should be substantially reformed.  

The Commission recognized that certain audiences would see these 

findings as nothing less than radical while others would see them as part of a 

continuum of change already occurring. The Commission’s agenda was for this 

report to be a “call to action” that would lead to the fundamental restructuring of 

the requirements for educational leadership of the future and a national 

understanding of the urgent need for this transformation (UCEA, 1987). 

Central to the Commission’s report is its first chapter titled, “A Vision of 

School Leadership.”  This chapter is grounded in the belief that the primary task 

of contemporary school administrators is to lead schools that will prepare all 

students for success in an emerging global economy. The report acknowledges 

that this daunting new reality for school leaders is fundamentally the driving force 

for much needed and profound reform in the preparation of emerging school 

leaders. At the time, no previous generation of school leaders had ever before 

been charged with such a task. Consistent with the format of the Commission’s 

report, this point is made within the context of a description of shadowing 

Principal Jones of Jefferson High School for the day. Through the description of 
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an ordinary day of Principal Jones, the report illustrates the direction of changes 

already taking place in schools that must be embedded within the preparation 

and professional development plans for school leaders. In summary, the four 

broad priorities to be embedded within the preparation programs include (UCEA, 

1987, p. 4): 

• Demonstrate that they are learning communities.  

• Foster collegiality. 

• Individualize instruction. 

• Encourage involvement. 

The Commission’s report also provides their research findings and specific 

recommendations related to enhancing the preparation and practice of school 

administrators as driven by the major leadership challenges facing the system of 

public education in an ever changing global economy. Within the report, specific 

recommendations are made for each of the following sectors: (1) public school 

systems, (2) university preparation programs, (3) professional organizations, (4) 

state and federal policymakers, and (5) the private sector. 

While the Commission’s recommendations for public school practice were 

made over twenty years ago, several appear to remain relevant to today’s 

discussion as related to the recruitment, pre-service, and professional 

development of 21st century school leaders. Specific recommendations related to 

the role of the public schools and university preparation programs are (UCEA, 

1987, pp. 10-12): 
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2.1 – The public schools should share responsibility with universities and 

professional organizations for the preparation of administrators. 

2.3 – The public schools should have programs to recruit quality 

administrators from among their teachers. 

2.4 – School districts should have policies that specifically identify 

promising candidates for principalships and superintendencies among 

women and ethnic minorities.  

As related to what professional organizations should do, the Commission 

established three specific recommendations, of which, in retrospect, one has had 

a major influence over the increased attention and implementation of new 

standards for school principals. This recommendation is (UCEA, 1987, p. 14):  

3.3 – A National Policy Board of Educational Administration should be 

established. 

As discussed in more detail later in this study, this Commission’s 

recommendation was realized with the National Policy Board of Educational 

Administration (NPBEA) being created in 1988. In 2002, the NPBEA published its 

report, Standards for Advanced Programs in Educational Leadership for 

Principals, Superintendents, Curriculum Directors, and Supervisors, which 

defined seven specific standards for universities to meet in the development and 

preparation of school administrators (National Policy Board for Educational 

Administration, 2002).   
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Implications for Higher Education 

As related to this study, one of the most significant recommendations 

coming from this Commission’s report in 1987 was made in chapter 4: What 

Universities Should Do (UCEA, 1987, pp. 17-24). Consistent with the format of 

the Commission’s report, chapter 4 begins with a scenario illustrating how 

Principal Jones’ school district identified him as a future school leader, recruited 

him into the program, and assisted him in pursuing and achieving his degree in 

educational administration. Recognizing the ever-changing and complex 

demands being placed on current educational leaders, the Commission 

recommended that educational leadership preparation programs be designed 

around five strands (UCEA, 1987, p. 19):  

• the study of administration 

• the study of the technical core of educational administration and the 

acquisition of vital administrative skills 

• the application of research findings and methods to problems 

• supervised practice 

• demonstration of competence 

Building upon these findings and recommendations, the Commission’s 

recommendations for university professors included the following (UCEA, 1987, 

pp. 20-21): 
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4.1 – Administrator preparation programs should be like those in 

professional schools which emphasize theoretical and clinical knowledge, 

applied research, and supervised practice. 

4.2 – The position of educational administration program chairperson 

should be one of leadership with responsibility for program development 

and renewal. 

4.3 – Professors should collaborate with administrators on reforming 

curricula for administrator preparation. 

4.4 – The faculty of administrator preparation programs should have 

varied academic backgrounds and experiences. 

4.5 – Professional development should be included in the performance 

reviews of professors. 

The specific recommendations provided in this report to the Deans 

included the following (UCEA, 1987, pp. 22-23): 

4.6 – Universities should fund and staff administrator preparation 

programs at a level that makes excellence possible. 

4.7 – The reward structure for professors should be changed to recognize 

curriculum reforms, instructional innovation, and other activities, in 

addition to traditional scholarship. 

4.8 – Universities should provide scholarships and other incentives to 

recruit able students and particularly those from ethnic minority groups. 
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One specific recommendation was made to university Presidents and 

Vice-Presidents as follows (UCEA, 1987, p. 23):   

4.9 – Universities unable to accept the spirit of excellence described in this 

report should cease preparing administrators. 

In 2006, as part of its Leadership Preparation Initiative, the Southern 

Regional Education Board (SREB) issued its report, Schools Can’t Wait: 

Accelerating the Redesign of University Principal Preparation Programs. SREB 

President Dave Spence outlined in his opening message to this report that there 

were four conclusions the SREB drew from this report. These were: “(1) Current 

state policies and strategies intended to promote redesign of principal 

preparation programs have produced episodic change in a few institutions but 

have fallen short in producing the deeper change that would ensure all 

candidates master the knowledge and skills needed to be effective school 

leaders today, (2) There is a lack of urgency for refocusing the design, content, 

process and outcomes of principal preparation programs based on the needs of 

schools and student achievement and little will happen until there are committed 

leaders of change at every level – state, university, and local school district, (3) 

States and districts cannot depend on universities to change principal 

preparation programs on their own because the barriers to change within these 

organizations are too deeply entrenched, and (4) The issue is not whether 

principal preparation programs need to change, but how can states plan and 

carry out a redesign initiative that gets the right results?” Appendix D of this 
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SREB report titled, Scoring Guide for Core Conditions and Indicators of Program 

Design, provided states, universities, and local school districts a tool for self-

assessing its principal preparation programs current status to guide the 

continuous improvement of these programs and their outcomes (SREB, p. 79). 

In the April 2007, the Stanford Educational Leadership Institute 

publication, Preparing School Leaders for a Changing World: Lessons from 

Exemplary Leadership Development Programs, two of four specific implications 

for program designers and leaders offered insights for higher education 

programs. The second implication states that “professional standards provide an 

important tool for strengthening a program’s focus on instructional leadership and 

school improvement”. Within this recommendation, the research of these best 

practices “found that the strength of program outcomes was associated with 

robust implementation of professional administrator standards through strong, 

tightly related coursework and clinical experiences” (Stanford Educational 

Leadership Institute, p. 21). 

The third implication states that “durable partnerships between districts 

and universities, as well as state supports, facilitate consistent, coherent 

professional development”. Within this recommendation, the best practice 

acknowledged that “although district/university partnerships take effort, their 

benefits include expanded resources, a more embedded, hence powerful, 

intervention for developing practice, and reciprocal institutional improvement that 
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produces better programs and stronger leaders” (Stanford Educational 

Leadership Institute, 2007, p. 21).  

Implications for Policymakers 

  The National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration 

report also made a series of nine recommendations directed to State 

Policymakers and two recommendations to federal policymakers. At the center of 

these policy recommendations was the Commission’s findings and concerns that 

the “current licensure procedures do a great disservice because they appear to 

designate individuals particularly suited by character, intelligence, and skill to 

administer schools. That claim is indefensible. This is the major issue which state 

policymakers need to address, but not the only one” (UCEA, 1987, p. 25). The 

nine specific recommendations for state policymakers are as follows (UCEA, 

1987, pp. 25-29): 

5.1 - Each state should have an administrative licensure board to establish 

standards, examine candidates, issue licenses, and have the authority to 

revoke licenses. 

5.2 - Licensure should depend on the completion of a state-approved 

program, demonstration of knowledge and skills, evidence of 

performance, recommendation by the professional preparation program, 

adherence to a professional code of ethics, and, in the case of principals, 

teaching experience. 
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5.3 - Licenses for educational administrators should have two tiers: entry 

level and fully licensed status. 

5.4 - Temporary or emergency licensure should not be granted. 

5.5 – A license should be issued for a specific period of time. Renewal of 

the license should depend on successful performance and continuing 

professional development. 

 5.6 – Licenses should be portable from state to state. 

5.7 – School administrators should be able to transfer retirement benefits 

from state to state. 

5.8 – States should supplement the cost of financing professional 

development programs for educational administrators. 

5.9 – Each state should develop policies for the recruitment and 

placement of minorities and women in administrative positions.  

 The Commission also identified two recommendations for Federal 

policymakers to undertake that would expand efforts to produce more capable 

leadership for the nation’s schools. These were (UCEA, 1987, pp. 31-32): 

6.1 – The federal government should continue to provide significant 

funding for research in educational administration. 

6.2 – The federal government should fund a graduate fellowship program 

in educational administration for ethnic minorities. 
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Implications for Private Sector and Professional Organizations 

Like many of the educational reform proposals that surfaced during this 

time period following A Nation at Risk, the Commission also identified specific 

recommendations that the private sector could be engaged with to address this 

national need. While material contributions are less of a priority, the Commission 

believed that the private sector could be of great value with both added expertise 

and political leverage. The five recommendations for the private sector included 

(UCEA, 1987, pp. 34-35): 

7.1 – Business, industry and the public schools should exchange 

specialized personnel to provide each other with relevant, useful 

information. 

7.2 – Foundations should support research and development programs 

focused on the clinical phase of preparation. 

7.3 – Businesses and industries should provide technical assistance to 

educational agencies in the development of optimum uses of technology. 

7.4 – Foundations, businesses, and industries should provide fellowships 

for ethnic minorities to pursue preparation for school administration. 

7.5 – Business, industry, and education leaders should participate jointly 

in management training programs.  

Over the past twenty years, since the release of Leaders for America’s 

Schools: The Report to the National Commission on Excellence in Educational 

Administration, there is substantial evidence that this body of research 
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contributed greatly to enhancing the field of educational administration and 

school leadership. By examining recent trends and initiatives at the state and 

federal levels within the university, governmental, and professional associations, 

there is substantial evidence that this report served as a stimulus for action in 

setting the foundation for advancing the higher standards needed in the 

principalship in the 21st century and today’s globally competitive economy. During 

the remaining portion of this literature review, key research and documents are 

presented that specifically address the national and North Carolina efforts over 

the past fifteen years. These documents illustrate the developmental nature and 

maturity of principal standards in a contemporary setting.  

Within the eight significant recommendations made by the Commission 

(UCEA, 1987, p. xiii), Recommendation 3.3, states that “A National Policy Board 

on Educational Administration should be established.”  This recommendation 

was further cited as a specific action item for professional organizations within 

the educational leadership community (UCEA, 1987, p. 14). 

In 1988, the National Policy Board for Educational Administration 

(NPBEA) was created by the University Council of Educational Administration 

(UCEA). The NPBEA Board of Directors is comprised of representatives from the 

following professional organizations: The American Association of Colleges for 

Teacher Education, Association of School Business Officials, Council of Chief 

State School Officers, National Association of Secondary School Principals, 

National School Boards Association, American Association of School 
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Administrators, Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 

National Association of Elementary School Principals, National Council of 

Professors of Educational Administration, and the University Council for 

Educational Administration (NPBEA, 1993, p. viii).  

Implications for Practice: Standards for Principals 

Illustrative of the importance that contemporary principals must have the 

right blend of knowledge and skills, one of the findings from Principals of Our 

Changing Schools: The Knowledge and Skills Base (NPBEA, 1993, p. viii) states:  

"If principals are to fulfill their school's responsibility for meeting the 

educational and developmental needs of their students, they must 

continually initiate action and respond to problems. The initiatives and 

responses are often complex, ranging from implementing a new state or 

federal legislation to resolving explosive family conflicts. Clearly, technical 

skill alone is insufficient; so, too, is a complete reliance on content 

knowledge. The heart of professional practice lies between these two 

poles."  

 Building upon the report issued by the National Commission on the 

Principalship, Principals of Our Changing Schools: Preparation and Certification, 

published in 1990, the 1993 report points to John Gardner’s reference that, 

“…institutions and professions, like human beings, require occasional renewal to 

avoid going to seed. The genesis of Principal for Our Changing Schools: The 

Knowledge and Skills was a conviction by the 10 sponsors of the NPBEA that 
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most preparation programs for school leaders reflect a shopworn theoretical base 

and fail to recognize changing job requirements. These programs need a serious 

overhaul “(NPBEA, 1993). 

A major outcome of the 1990 report by the National Commission on the 

Principalship was the identification of the “core of what principals must know and 

be able to do” (NPBEA, 1993). These essential knowledge and skills encompass 

21 “domains.” Eleven (11) are process or skill oriented; ten (10) are more content 

focused; most synthesize knowledge and skill and are not discrete form one 

another. As the report indicates, “Because human behavior comes in 'bunches' 

rather than neat packages, the domains must be viewed as overlapping pieces of 

a complex puzzle. Without these pieces, it is difficult to visualize the entire 

picture” (NPBEA, 1993). 

In sum, Principals for Our Changing Schools: The Knowledge and Skills, 

describes the “foundation blocks of a preparatory program for elementary, 

middle, and high school principals. … This publications intent, therefore, is to 

define the center lane in a broad road, to identify the essential knowledge and 

skills for successful practice, and to encourage others to build on this work 

according to individual and institutional preferences and state licensing 

requirements."  This NPBEA report suggests these 21 domains and 

corresponding knowledge and skills base should serve as “a point of departure, 

not a point of arrival” in determining possible templates for meeting the pre-
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service needs, professional development, and state licensure or certification for 

future school administrators (NPBEA, 1993). 

The 21 domains of this 1993 NPBEA report are further organized into four 

domain categories as follows: 

Functional Domains – these domains address the organizational 

processes and techniques by which the mission of the school is 

achieved. They provide for the educational program to be realized 

and allow the institution to function. 

1. Leadership 

2. Information Collection 

3. Problem Analysis 

4. Judgment 

5. Organizational Oversight 

6. Implementation 

7. Delegation 

Programmatic Domains – these domains focus on the scope and 

framework of the educational program. They reflect the core 

technology of schools, instruction, and the related supporting 

services, developmental activities, and resource base. 

8. Instruction and the Learning Environment 

9. Curriculum Design 

10. Student Guidance and Development 
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11. Staff Development 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Resource Allocation 

Interpersonal Domains - these domains recognize the significance 

of interpersonal connections in schools. They acknowledge the 

critical value of human relationships to the satisfaction of personal 

and professional goals, and to the achievement of organizational 

goals. 

14. Motivating Others 

15. Interpersonal Sensitivity 

16. Oral and Nonverbal Expression 

17. Written Expression 

Contextual Domains - these domains reflect the world of ideas and 

forces within which the school operates. They explore the 

intellectual, ethical, cultural, economic, political, and governmental 

influences upon the schools, including traditional and emerging 

perspectives. 

18. Philosophical and Cultural Values 

19. Legal and Regulatory Applications 

20. Policy and Political Influences 

21. Public Relations 
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Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

In 1996, the organizational description of the Council of Chief State School 

Officers (CCSSO) read as follows: 

The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO, 

http://www.ccsso.org) is a nationwide, nonprofit organization 

composed of the public officials who head departments of 

elementary and secondary education in the states, the District of 

Columbia, the Department of Defense Education Activity, and five 

extra-state jurisdictions.  

 For two years, from August 1994 to November 1996, the Council of Chief 

State School Officers (CCSSO) supported a program of work that included the 

sponsorship of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 

which worked at “crafting model standards for school leaders” as described in 

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium, Standards for School Leaders 

(see Appendix F). Based upon current research on productive educational 

leadership and wisdom of colleagues, the standards were drafted by personnel 

from 24 state education agencies and representatives from various professional 

associations. ISLLC presented these standards as comprising a “common core 

of knowledge, dispositions, and performances that will help link leadership more 

forcefully to productive schools and enhanced educational outcomes.”  While 

these standards were intended to serve a different purpose, they were designed 

to be compatible with the new National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 
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Education (NCATE) Curriculum Guidelines for school administration as well as 

the major national reports on reinventing leadership for tomorrow’s schools. In its 

form, these standards represented another part of a concerted effort by a number 

of different groups to enhance the skills of school leaders and to couple 

leadership with effective educational processes and valued outcomes (see 

Appendix F).  

The ISLLC report was offered with the intent to address two goals (see 

Appendix F): 

• To stimulate vigorous thought and dialogue about quality educational 

leadership among stakeholders in the area of school administration 

• To provide raw material that will help stakeholders across the 

educational landscape (e.g., state agencies, professional associations, 

institutions of higher education) enhance the quality of educational 

leadership throughout the nation’s schools 

While the Consortium acknowledged that its work was part of a “century’s 

quest to develop a deeper and more productive understanding of school 

leadership”, at the same time it stated that its work, “primarily because of the 

fundamental nature of the shift from an industrial to an information society, our 

work represents one of the two or three major transition points in that voyage” 

(see Appendix F). North Carolina was among the 24 states that participated in 

the ISLLC process along with the following professional associations: American 

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, American Association of School 
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Administrators, Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 

Association of Teacher Educators, National Association of Elementary School 

Principals, National Association of Secondary School Principals, National 

Association of State Boards of Education, National Council of Professors of 

Educational Administration, National Policy Board of Educational Administration, 

National School Boards Association, and the University Council for Educational 

Administration. 

 The work of ISLLC was guided by the seven Guiding Principles listed 

below (see Appendix F): 

• Standards should reflect the centrality of student learning. 

• Standards should acknowledge the changing role of the school leader. 

• Standards should recognize the collaborative nature of school 

leadership. 

• Standards should be high, upgrading the quality of the profession. 

• Standards should inform performance-based systems of assessment 

and evaluation for school leaders. 

• Standards should be integrated and coherent. 

• Standards should be predicated on the concepts of access, 

opportunity, and empowerment for all members of the school 

community. 

 In commenting on the standards and the ISLLC process, the report 

indicated the ISLLC Standards would apply to nearly all formal leadership 
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positions in education, not just principals. While citing there are differences in 

leadership that correspond to the various roles, the unanimous opinion of the 

ISLLC members was the belief that the “central aspects of the role are the same 

for all school leadership positions” (see Appendix F). At the “heart and soul” of 

the ISLLC Standards is the belief that the success of all students is paramount to 

the educational leadership role. This is the rationale for every standard beginning 

with the words, “A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes 

the success of all students by…” and is then followed by the specific standard. 

 The ISLLC Standards framework for the indicators within each of the six 

standards is a design based upon the thoughtful work of those who worked on 

the INTASC standards (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996). The 

framework for each standard is built around the “knowledge, dispositions, and 

performances” required of practicing school leaders (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 1996). While the greatest amount of discourse centered around 

reaching consensus on the dispositions, the consortium ended up agreeing with 

the work of David Perkins as stated in his 1995 that “dispositions are the soul of 

intelligence, without which the understanding and know-how do little good” 

(Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996). The acceptance of this 

observation by Perkins was instrumental to the ISLLC Standards maintaining 

dispositions as a key component of the new standards. 
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The six 1996 ISLLC Standards are: 

Standard 1: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by facilitating the 

development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a 

vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school 

community. 

Standard 2: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by advocating, nurturing, and 

sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to 

student learning and staff professional growth. 

Standard 3: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by ensuring management of 

the organization, operations, and resources for a safe, efficient, and 

effective learning environment. 

Standard 4: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by collaborating with families 

and community members, responding to diverse community 

interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 

Standard 5: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by acting with integrity, 

fairness, and in an ethical manner. 
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Standard 6: A school administrator is an educational leader who 

promotes the success of all students by understanding, responding 

to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and 

cultural context. 

 Building upon the early work of the ISLLC, in January 2002, the National 

Policy Board for Educational Administration published its Standards for 

Advanced Programs in Educational Leadership for Principals, Superintendents, 

Curriculum Directors, and Supervisors. These standards, developed by the 

Educational Leadership Constituency Council (ELCC), establish the process and 

guidelines for university preparation programs responsible for preparing both 

school and district level leaders for positions ranging from the principalship, to 

district office supervisors, and the superintendency. These standards and 

process are aligned with and meet the requirements for these degree and 

licensing programs as part of the National Council for the Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE). In addition to the7 standards cited below, there are 

27 “elements” aligned to these standards that provide additional descriptions of 

the knowledge, skills, and dispositions differentiated by the school and district 

level programs. The 7 ELLC standards sponsored by the NPBEA for education 

leadership preparation program are: 

Standard 1.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by facilitating the development, 
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articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a school or district 

vision of learning supported by the school community. 

Standard 2.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by promoting a positive school culture, 

providing an effective instructional program, applying best practice 

to student learning, and designing comprehensive professional 

growth plans for staff. 

Standard 3.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by managing the organization, 

operations, and resources in a way that promotes a safe, efficient, 

and effective learning environment. 

Standard 4.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by collaborating with families and other 

community members, responding to diverse community interests 

and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 

Standard 5.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by acting with integrity, fairly, and in an 

ethical manner. 
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Standard 6.0: Candidates who complete the program are 

educational leaders who have the knowledge and ability to promote 

the success of all students by understanding, responding to, and 

influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural 

context. 

Standard 7.0: Internship. The internship provides significant 

opportunities for candidates to synthesize and apply the knowledge 

and practice and develop the skills identified in Standards 1-6 

through substantial, sustained, standards-based work in real 

settings, planned and guided cooperatively by the institution and 

school district personnel for graduate credit. 

 As a component of the seven ELCC Standards of 2002, the 27 “elements” 

provide additional indicators to illustrate specific knowledge or skills the school 

administrator should exhibit to demonstrate proficiency of the standard (e.g., 1.3 

Implement a Vision, 2.3 Apply Best Practice to Student Learning, 5.1 Acts with 

Integrity, etc.) (NPBEA, 2002).  

The North Carolina Response to Contemporary Standards 

 As one of the early pioneers in the nation for developing standards for 

educational leaders, North Carolina state policy leaders recognized the emerging 

urgency of addressing the need for new kinds of knowledge and skills required of 

school administrators as the state moved toward the 21st century and a rapidly 

changing state economy. On July 7, 1992, the 1991 Session of the General 
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Assembly ratified House Bill 1361, “An act to create an educational leadership 

task force to identify how to best select, train, evaluate, assess, and regulate the 

state’s educational leaders.” 

 The purpose of HB 1361 as stated in Section 1 reads:  

Section 1. Establishment and Purpose. There is established the 

Educational Leadership Task Force. The purpose of the Task Force 

is to identify how to best select, train, assess, and regulate persons 

to become competent, motivated, and trusted education leaders. 

The term "education leaders" includes superintendents, central 

office program directors, principals, and assistant principals.  

 The legislation detailed the composition of this 18 member Task Force 

and included the specific appointment of: (1) Two members of the State Board of 

Education, (2) Two members of the Board of Governors of The University of 

North Carolina, (3) Two Senate members (4) Two House members, (5) One 

dean of a school of education, (6) Two representatives, of two professional 

schools, (7) The State Superintendent of Public Instruction, or a designee, (8) 

The Teacher of the Year, (9) The Principal of the Year, (10) The Superintendent 

of the Year, (11) One member to represent business and industry, (12) One local 

school board member, and (13) One parent of a public school child. 

The charge of this Task Force was outlined in “Sec. 6. Duties, Issues for 

Study”. The Task Force shall study issues related to the training of education 
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leaders, including superintendents, central office program directors, principals, 

and assistant principals”. 

The specific issues for study by the Task Force shall include: 

1. Key characteristics of educational leadership, including the 

knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary to lead schools to 

high gains in student learning; 

2. Entrance standards, methods to recruit and screen applicants, 

curriculum design, instructional delivery, and the quality controls 

needed to continually improve educational leadership programs; 

3. Comprehensive strategies to restructure administrator 

preparation. The Task Force shall investigate varied methods of 

instructional delivery to be used in educational leadership 

programs including collaborative, interdisciplinary, and practice-

based models, and use of the case method; 

4. Incentives, including stipends and other methods, to attract the 

best possible candidates to educational leadership programs; 

5. Methods to restructure university resources to assure cost 

efficiency and quality. Educational leadership programs 

provided by any institution shall be of the highest priority to that 

institution; 

6. Collaborative roles of those contributing to educational 

leadership training including: the universities, local school 
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systems, the Department of Public Instruction, the Principals 

Executive Program, business and industry, and the professional 

associations; 

7. Consideration of certification, licensure, and other methods to 

regulate the profession and to promote excellence in 

educational leadership. Credentials awarded should be based 

on performance which exhibits knowledge of State programs, 

State standards, and effective leadership skills; 

8. Whether certification or licensing should be periodically 

reevaluated throughout an education leader's career; 

9. Use of assessment centers, evaluation panels, testing, and 

practice based measures to evaluate the quality of practicing 

and potential education leaders; 

10. Methods to maintain rigorous, high quality professional 

development that may continue throughout the education 

leader's career; 

11. Hiring practices of local school administrative units and 

recommendations to encourage the identification and 

recruitment of quality candidates who demonstrate leadership 

potential. Active recruitment of minorities and females; 

12. Developmental training and support for first year principals, 

assistant principals, and superintendents; and 
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13. Supply and demand trends for administrators over the next 10 

years (Education Leadership Task Force, 1993).  

On February 15, 1993, as required by HB 1361, the Education Leadership 

Task Force presented its official report to the Joint Legislative Education 

Oversight Committee of the 1993 General Assembly of North Carolina. In the 

Report’s transmittal letter (see Appendix O) presented to The Honorable Ed N. 

Warren and The Honorable Anne C. Barnes, Committee Co-Chairs, Mr. Kenneth 

R. Harris, State Board of Education, and Ms. Maxine H. O’Kelley, University of 

North Carolina Board of Governors, stated “We make ten recommendations that 

we believe will distinguish North Carolina as a national leader in the selection, 

education, and licensure of school administrators.”  The recommendations are 

based on beliefs about leadership and about preparation programs that members 

of the Task Force developed to provide a foundation for their subsequent work 

(see Appendix P). 

The Educational Leadership Task Force (1993) Report, made the 

following ten recommendations (p. 3):  

1. Charge the Board of Governors to bring the supply of and 

demand for school administrators into better balance. 

2. Reduce the number of preparation programs in the public 

system by at least fifty percent. 
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3. Charge the Board of Governors to develop a plan to have the 

various campuses compete for authorization to offer 

administrator preparation programs. 

4. Charge the State Board of Education to incorporate the criteria 

for assessing proposals to operate school administration 

preparation programs developed from Recommendation 3 into 

their program approval standards. 

5. Charge the Board of Governors to develop a budget that reflects 

the enhanced resources needed to prepare educational leaders 

adequately. 

6. Charge the Board of Governors to establish a working 

committee to address the issues of creating and instituting 

selection criteria that are more rigorous and more tightly linked 

to success in the practice of school leadership. 

7. Fund opportunities for full-time graduate work for prospective 

school leaders. 

8. Establish an independent Professional Standards Board for 

School Administration and charge it with the responsibility for 

developing and implementing: (1) a North Carolina administrator 

examination, the successful completion of which would be 

required to secure a license to practice school administration in 
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North Carolina, and (2) standards for Administrator Certification, 

with the State Board of Education continuing to award licensure. 

9. Substantially enhance the quality of ongoing professional 

development opportunities for existing school administrators, 

including: (1) developing and funding a North Carolina State 

Educational Leadership Academy, (2) linking license renewal 

with participation in Educational Leadership Academy programs, 

and (3) nurturing the growth of a consortium of decentralized 

professional development opportunities for school leaders.  

10. Appoint a study group to assist Local Education Agencies 

(LEAs) in developing procedures to hire the best qualified 

candidates. 

In accordance with HB 1361, 1992, the Task Force chose to contract with 

Dr. Joseph F. Murphy of the Department of Educational Leadership, George 

Peabody College of Education, Vanderbilt University, to facilitate their work. For 

the purpose of this study, of the ten recommendation made in 1993, 

Recommendations 2, 3, 4, and 8 impacted most significantly on the eventual 

development of the 1996 Standards for School Leaders as developed by the 

independent North Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration. 

Recommendation 2 was consistent with the recommendations developed by 

the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration (UCEA, 

1987) and the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA, 
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1993). The 1993 North Carolina Educational Leadership Task Force Report cited 

(Educational Leadership Task Force, 1993, p. 10):  

…many of the existing programs appear to be too small to ensure 

the delivery of quality educational experiences. Both of these 

reports maintain that a ‘quality program requires a minimum of five 

full-time faculty members’. Using September 1991 data, seven of 

the fourteen current programs fall substantially below this standard 

and three others are at the minimum acceptable level. Only one of 

the fourteen programs exceeds the minimum standard by more 

than one faculty member. 

Recommendation 2 went on to say that (Educational Leadership Task 

Force, p. 10): 

…this plan will encourage institutions that really desire to be in the 

preparation business to provide more adequate resources for what 

are now often impoverished programs. Fewer programs more richly 

endowed to educate tomorrow’s leaders appear to us a wise 

objective (see also Recommendation 5).  

 Recommendation 3 was based upon the firm conviction of the Task Force 

that (Educational Leadership Task Force, p. 11): 

…educational leadership preparation programs will continue to 

receive the short shrift in universities unless the rules of the game 

are changed. We therefore recommend that the General Assembly 
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charge the Board of Governors to develop a plan to have the 

various public university system campuses that are seriously 

interested in school administration training compete for the 

substantially reduced number of programs that will be authorized.  

Recommendation 4 was based upon the belief of the Task Force that 

(Educational Leadership Task Force, p. 12): 

…the work of the national Task Force appointed by the Board of 

Governors in response to Recommendation 3 above will result in 

the development of more relevant and more advanced standards 

by which to assess the quality of preparation programs in the area 

of school administration. We encourage the General Assembly to 

charge the State Board of Education to revise the existing program 

approval process to incorporate these more advanced standards 

and criteria. 

Finally, Recommendation 8, the establishment of an independent 

Professional Standards Board for School Administration (PSBSA), as cited below, 

was intended to (Educational Leadership Task Force, 1993, p. 17): 

…develop, implement, and monitor policies to provide and enforce 

standards of ethical practice. We suggest that the General 

Assembly charge the North Carolina Association of School 

Administrators, the North Carolina Association of Professors of 

Educational Administration, the State Board of Education, and the 
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Board of Governors with the task of establishing a commission to 

develop recommendations about the composition and 

responsibilities of the PSBSA, as well as about its relationship to 

the General Assembly, to which it reports directly. 

Within Recommendation 8, the Task Force made additional suggestions 

relative to the creation of an administrator’s examination. Key aspects of these 

suggestions included (Educational Leadership Task Force, 1993, p. 17): 

First, we recommend that that the PSBSA contract to have a 

rigorous professional assessment in the area of school leadership 

developed. This examination would be taken after students 

complete their preparation programs. It would need to be passed 

before an individual could practice school administration in North 

Carolina public schools. This requirement would also apply to men 

and women completing their educational programs outside the 

state and seeking employment in North Carolina…this should be a 

rigorous examination, not a perfunctory exercise. We also believe 

firmly that this examination should employ multiple assessment 

strategies and be closely linked to successful performance on the 

job, not just in the classroom. Finally, we are convinced that 

responsibility for the development of the examination as well as the 

rules and regulations that pertain to its administration should fall 

solely to the PSBSA. 
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 North Carolina’s formal journey into establishing contemporary standards 

for school based administrators had its groundwork laid by the legislation set out 

in HB 1361 as approved by the General Assembly on July 2, 1992. The ensuing 

required report from that piece of legislation, Leaders For Schools: The 

Preparation and Advancement of Educational Leaders, presented to the Joint 

Legislative Education Oversight Committee of the General Assembly of North 

Carolina on February 15, 1993. These two events, and the associated 

recommendations, set the stage for action by the North Carolina General 

Assembly on July 19, 1993 when it approved HB 284: 

An act to implement a recommendation of the Educational Leadership 

Taskforce and the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee to 

establish an independent Standards Board for School Administration and 

to allow that Board to charge examination fees.  

In the legislation, Article 19A, "Standards Board for Public School 

Administration," § 115C-290.1, described the Boards purpose as follows: 

Purpose. 

As the profession of public school administration significantly 

affects the lives of the people of this State, it is the purpose of this 

Article to protect the public by setting high standards for the 

qualifications, training, and experience of those who seek to 

represent themselves to the public as qualified public school 

administrators. 
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In subsequent Sections (a) and (b) of the law, § 115C-290.4., North 

Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration; appointments; terms; 

composition, states:  

(a) The North Carolina Standards Board for Public School 

Administration is created. The Board shall be located for 

administrative purposes in the Office of the Governor. The 

Board shall exercise its powers independently of that Office. 

(b) The Board shall consist of seven members appointed by the 

Governor as follows: 

(1) Two local superintendents employed by a local school 

administrative unit. 

(2) Three principals employed by a local school 

administrative unit. 

(3) One dean of a school of education or a designee. 

(4) One representative of the public at large. 

Additionally, Sections (f) and (g) of § 115C-290.4 states: 

(f) The Board shall elect from its membership a chairperson, 

a vice-chairperson, and a secretary-treasurer, and adopt 

rules to govern its proceedings. All members are voting 

members, and a majority of the membership constitutes a 

quorum. 
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(g) The Board may employ, subject to Chapter 126 of the 

General Statutes, the necessary personnel for the 

performance of its functions, and fix their compensation 

within the limits of funds available to the Board. 

Within this legislation, §115C-290.5, Powers and duties of the 

Board; development of the North Carolina Public School Administrator 

Exam. Section (a) states: (a) The Board shall administer this Article. In 

fulfilling this duty, the Board shall: 

(1) Develop and implement a North Carolina Public School 

Administrator Exam, based on the professional standards 

established by the Board. 

(2) Establish and collect an application fee not to exceed fifty 

dollars ($50.00), and an exam fee not to exceed one 

hundred fifty dollars ($150.00). Fees collected under this 

Article shall be credited to the General Fund as nontax 

revenue. 

(3) Review the educational achievements of an applicant to 

take the exam to determine whether the achievements 

meet the requirements set by G.S. 115C-290.7. 

(4) Notify the State Board of Education of the names and 

addresses of the persons who passed the exam and are 
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thereby qualified to be certified as public school 

administrators by the State Board of Education. 

(5) Maintain accounts and records in accordance with the 

Executive Budget Act, Article 1 of Chapter 143 of the 

General Statutes. 

(6) Adopt rules in accordance with Chapter 150B of the 

General Statutes to implement this Article. 

(7) Submit an annual report by March 1 of each year to the 

Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee of its 

activities during the preceding year, together with any 

recommendations and findings regarding improvement of 

the profession of public school administration. 

 As appointed by Governor James B. Hunt, Jr., the charter members of the 

North Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration (NCSBPSA), as 

listed in the original brochure (see Appendix P) for this Board were:  

Charles R. Coble, elected Chair, Dean, School of Education, East Carolina 

University; Martin A. Eaddy, elected Vice-Chair, Superintendent, Lincoln 

County Schools; Linda C. Stevens, elected Secretary-Treasurer, Principal, 

Smithfield Middle School; Calvin J. Dobbins, Principal, Brogden Middle 

School; Christine J. Greene, Member At Large, Guilford County; Margaret 

E. Ronco, Principal, Lincoln Heights; Bradford L. Sneeden, Superintendent, 

Craven County Schools. 
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Since their appointment and initial meeting as the NCSBPSA in the Fall 

1993, the Board spent a significant amount of time developing the job description 

and posting for the position of Executive Director to the NCSBPSA (see Appendix 

Q). On May 6, 1994, NCSBPSA Chair, Dean Charles Coble, announced that the 

Board had selected Dr. Michael E. Ward, Superintendent of the Granville County 

Schools, as the first Executive Director of the NCSBPSA (C. Coble, personal 

communication, press release, May 1994). On the selection of Dr. Ward, the press 

release stated, “Coble expressed his delight in the selection of Ward from a strong 

field of outstanding candidates. The Board was unanimous in their support of Ward 

who has the qualities of leadership needed to move the groundbreaking work of 

the Standards Board forward.” Ward said, “It has become increasingly evident that 

school success is closely linked to effective leadership. North Carolina’s new 

emphasis on administrator standards will help to ensure the kinds of leaders we 

want for our public schools.” Ward went on to say, “These standards will help to 

shape the kinds of university programs in which school administrators are 

prepared. In addition, the standards will help to ensure that administrators have the 

knowledge and professional skills necessary to lead positive reform efforts in North 

Carolina” (C. Coble, personal communication, press release, May 1994). These 

standards referred to by Ward became a reality in 1996 and are reported in a 

document the researcher discovered in Standards Board artifacts (see Appendix 

R). 
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At the June 17, 1994 NCSBPSA Board Meeting, Executive Director Ward 

engaged the Standards Board in an activity designed to have them identify their 

collective set of “High Hopes and Worst Fears” (see Appendix S) as related to 

what the “work of the Standards Board will” do. 

The NCSBPSA listing of “Highest Hopes” included: 

• Help our superintendents and principals become the best 

instructional leaders in the nation. 

• Change perceptions about school leadership from negative to 

positive. 

• Result in an effective, credible process for administrative licensure. 

• Encourage quality preparation experiences and entry level skills for 

school administrators. 

• Produce measurable standards. 

• Become a national model of standards/assessments for public school 

administrators. 

• Truly serve the profession. 

• Accurately assess what is needed to move the profession forward. 

• Renew pride in and respect for public school leaders. 

• Impact the nature of administrative graduate programs. 

• Impact the nature of ongoing professional development programs for 

administrators. 
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• Result in procedures and documents that are concise and readily 

usable. 

Conversely, the NCSBPSA listing of “Worst Fears” was: 

• Be such that no one will know about its purpose, or its activities. 

• Not produce any meaningful changes. 

• Simple become another level of bureaucracy 

• Will be such that worthy intentions get bogged down and buried in a 

mountain of paperwork. 

• Produce standards which lack continuity with preparation programs in 

the institutions of higher education. 

• Become routine, and that Board and staff will be complacent. 

• Amount to no more than good intentions. 

• Get tied up in litigation. 

• Be complicated by interference, inconsistent support, and/or changes 

in priorities on the part of the General Assembly. 

• Result in professional development requirements which, while 

worthwhile, interfere with what needs to be done at school/central 

office. 

Historical Interviews 

 The 3 inaugural leadership positions facilitating the early work on 

contemporary principal standards in North Carolina were the chair of the 

NCSBPSA, the first executive director of the NCSBPSA, and the final executive 
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director of the NCSBPSA. These 3 leaders were living at the time of this study 

and were available for in-depth interviews. A synthesis of relevant information 

from these 3 historical interviews follows. 

As a component of this study, personal interviews were conducted with 

both the first elected chairman of the NCSBPSA, Dr. Charles R. Coble, the first 

hired Executive Director, Dr. Michael E. Ward, and with Dr. Linda Stevens, the 

second and final Executive Director of the NCSBPSA before its dissolution in 

2001. The purpose of these interviews was to garner their insights and historical 

recollections of the initial as well as culminating work of the NCSBPSA. 

Coble Interview 

The transcript of the Coble interview, which was read and approved by 

Coble, is Appendix K. This serves as reference for the synthesis presented 

below. 

On March 13, 2009, in a telephone interview conducted with Dr. Charles 

R. Coble, he provided his insights into the historical establishment and 

operationalization of this newly created, independent Board of practitioners. At 

the time, Dr. Coble was serving as the Dean of the School of Education at East 

Carolina University (ECU). ECU had the largest Educational Administration 

Preparation Program in North Carolina at the time. In commenting on how he 

came to be appointed to serve on the Board he remarked that since the 

legislation required one Dean to be on the Board, “I suspect somewhere, 
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someone, and ultimately Governor Hunt, made the decision to ask me to serve 

on the Board.”  

  In reflecting on the Board’s initial steps, he said, “It was first and foremost 

our responsibility to hire someone to lead the standards development and staff 

the Board. We meet as a group, not sure who called the first meeting, perhaps 

Tom Houlihan the Senior Education Advisor to Governor Hunt. At the first 

meeting I was elected chair, Martin Eaddy, Vice Chair, and Linda Stevens, 

Secretary-Treasurer.” During their initial work, Dr. Coble indicated they “spent a 

fair amount of time meeting with each other over several meetings to craft a job 

description, post the job description, receive applications, and interview 2-3 

people. Mike Ward emerged quickly as the ‘candidate of choice’ and was 

subsequently brought on as the first Executive Director. In commenting on the 

next phase of their work, he indicated that Dr. Ward’s primary responsibility was 

“to lead us through an orderly process of creating the standards for school 

principals and superintendents and engage in a process of approval and 

validation of those standards.”   

In a reflective moment on his selection as the Chair, he indicated that, 

“Probably another reason why my fellow members of the Board migrated to my 

serving as Chair was because the most dramatic impact these standards would 

have was on the universities Ed Leadership programs, because part of the 

legislation that created us also created a lot of other things such as the Principals 

Fellows Program and the downsizing by at least 50%, the number of 



67 
 

 

administrator preparation programs. So, the creation of the Standards Board for 

School Administrators was part of a bigger piece of legislation.” 

 When asked what he recalled as the driving force behind the development 

of the standards and who the key players where in this effort his placed the North 

Carolina initiative in this context, “It (the standards movement) was in the air 

nationally, standards for administrators were being talked about across the 

country. While the national conversation was not the driver in NC, it was in the 

backdrop of the conversation. NC was moving in this direction as well as with 

teacher standards.” He went on to state that “The real driver for me was Jay 

Robinson. At the time, he was Chair of the State Board of Education (SBE). He 

was clearly the biggest driver”. In addition, he cited that along with Jay Robinson, 

“Tom Houlihan was a big promoter and, of course, Governor Hunt had education 

as the centerpiece of his concern as Governor.” Finally, he indicated that, “Not 

insignificant in that was in the backdrop the relationship between Jay Robinson 

and Dick Spangler, the former Chairman of the State Board of Education and at 

the time the President of the University of North Carolina system.” 

Dr. Coble was asked to comment on what he saw as the most challenging 

aspects of the Board’s work and why he thought it was challenging. In his 

response, he said, “Well, the whole thing was a bit challenging. The universities 

had licensing requirements by the SBE and the National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) but the Task Force that created this 

work and the looming reality of the downsizing of programs and the creation of 
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the new MSA – all of this resulted in a time of great change in school 

administration. The change was coming fast and maybe faster than the 

universities could readily absorbed. So I am quite sure the university faculty felt 

threatened and maybe feeling they were feeling accused that there was 

something wrong with their programs that were not good or certainly not good 

enough”. In addition, he went on to say, “So, the most challenging part was just 

dealing with the underlying and sometimes overt negativity by some faculty and 

even some of their deans”. He stated, “While everyone recognized this was going 

to happen; how to get input into the process was important. Mike did an 

absolutely yeoman’s job with this aspect of the process.”   

During the interview, Dr. Coble remarked, “One of the challenges that 

Mike Ward brought to us was that it would not be a cheap process. That 

developing the standards and indicators or measures of those standards was 

probably easier and less expensive to accomplish than developing the 

assessment of the standards experience. We realized we had to go into a 

relationship with many other states just to have the capital together to create the 

assessments - this was big and something the members of the Standards Board 

had not anticipated.” 

In a final remark about the challenges of the Board’s work, Coble said, 

“…because it (developing the principal standards) hadn’t been done before, there 

wasn’t anybody’s blueprint that could be copied or adapted. Mike took the 

lead…meeting with people from across the country on the work and bringing it 
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back in an orderly process for the development and approval of the standards 

and right behind that, the assessment of them.”   

When asked about any major changes, either positive or negative, he saw 

as a result of the work of the NCSBPSA, he commented, “I was still a dean at the 

time at ECU – I saw huge changes in their program.” In particular he cited that 

“…even at ECU where I thought we were probably doing as good or better than 

most in the state (with clinical experiences), ECU still did not, in my opinion, have 

a coherent design for the program. The standards did give guidance to bringing 

coherency to all of the programs”. Related to this he said, “So, in terms of 

increase in clinical practice, program coherency, and the rigor of the selection of 

people coming into the program I really did see those three areas shift pretty 

dramatically at an institution where I already felt we had a good program.” 

Pertaining to any negative consequences of the Standards Board work, he 

reflected that, “Mixed in with the development of the standards, was the UNC 

General Administration’s selection of some institution to ‘win’ and some others to 

‘lose’ and actually having to close down their programs. That was a painful 

process, so some of the negativity was wound up in the other things that were 

going on”. Upon additional reflection time, he added, “I honestly can’t say I recall 

much negative about the standards other than people wondering if they were 

really necessary and if they would really contribute anything to their programs, 

especially considering the cost of developing the assessment and testing our 

students - again, it was just change. There was much, much more gnashing of 
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teeth and negativity over the up and down selection of the 50% ‘survivors’ and 

50% of those ‘put out of business.’ That was the dominant negativity.” 

In closing out the interview, he was asked to reflect on anything about the 

process of establishing and/or implementing the Standards that he wished could 

have been altered. His response was, “Actually I don’t think so. Mike was 

impeccable with inclusion, transparency, providing opportunity to react to the 

standards, responding back to people and organizations, so that he brought 

absolute credibility to the process. People may not have liked it because it meant 

change, but I honestly don’t think I ever heard anyone allude to anything wrong 

with our process and that is to Mike Ward’s great credit.”  

He went on to say, “I think it was largely, from my point of view, done right 

for a process that was going to a have such impact on people’s lives - these 

programs had to line up against these standards and develop courses and 

programs and experiences and people were going to be tested on them. It was a 

level of rigor heretofore missing and so people’s lives were going to be directly 

affected by that. Again, this needed to be done well. I give Mike Ward credit for 

that.” 

Provided an opportunity for any closing thoughts on the subject, Dr. Coble 

commented, “It was a fine hour for North Carolina to do this. North Carolina was 

perceived, and rightfully so, as a leader in the nation on a matter of some 

consequence. It helped give courage, if you will, to other states to really begin to 

take standards for school administrators seriously…I do feel proud for our state 
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that we did this and we were a leader in our nation at a time when most other 

states were sitting back and waiting to see what happened in the area of school 

leadership.” 

Ward Interview 

The transcript of the Ward interview, which was read and approved by 

Ward, is Appendix L. This serves as a reference for the synthesis presented 

below. 

On February 24, 2009, an interview was conducted with Dr. Michael E. 

Ward, the first Executive Director of the North Carolina Standards Board for 

Public School Administration (NCSBPSA). What follows is a summary of the 

highlights of the interview as he reflected on the early years of the NCSBPSA 

from 1994 through January 1997. At the time of his selection for this position, Dr. 

Ward was serving as the Superintendent of the Granville County Schools in 

North Carolina. 

In reflecting on how he came to be the first Executive Director and his views 

on this leadership role with the NCSBPSA, he commented, “I am assuming that I 

was selected for my role due to my past experiences as a local superintendent and 

as a principal and assistant principal prior to that. I think those sets of skills were 

attractive if you look at the qualifications for the position; earned doctorate, 

knowledge of school law, and successful experience as a school administrator”.  

As additional insights to his selection and the interview process, Ward said, 

“I had the pre-requisites but I think one of the things that paid off is when I went 
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into the interview, I carried into the interview, mind you a very tentative one, a 12 

month strategic plan, based on my understanding of what the nature of the work 

would be. I had read the legislation and devoted some time to crafting a tentative 

plan of work for the first year and took it in to the interview. That seemed to go over 

well with the Board based on the feedback I got later on.” 

He went on to elaborate his interest in being considered by saying, “I was 

interested in the position because it was going to be an independent Board and 

appeared in concept, it would be more equivalent to the Bar for attorneys or 

Medical Boards, intriguing and ground breaking, independent of the State Board of 

Education and the Department of Public Instruction. It was going to be housed in 

Governor Hunt’s Office and I liked the idea of getting to work with Governor Hunt 

too. All of these factors played into my interest in seeking the position.” 

 As far as his initial thoughts on his leadership role as the Executive Director 

to the NCSBPSA, he said, “The Board and I also thought they should be guided by 

an Annual Plan of Work (see Appendix T) and my evaluation should be based on 

progress against the Annual Plan of Work and performance against the job 

description. We went through a process to also ask the stakeholders to have some 

input into the process as well.” 

Consistent with the interview with Dr. Coble, the first Chair of the 

NCSBPSA, I asked Dr. Ward for his perspective on which he saw as the most 

influential people who caused the 1996 standards to be initiated and what he 

thought their primary reasons were for initiating the Standards Board. 
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  His response was both quick and confident. He said, “Jim Hunt 

(Governor); Tom Houlihan (Governor’s Senior Education Advisor); Jay Robinson 

(Chairman of the North Carolina State Board of Education); and Representative 

Anne Barnes, the North Carolina General Assembly Chair of the House 

Education Committee. These four people were pretty instrumental.” 

At this point in time, Dr. Ward indicated that a slight departure from the 

interview question might be helpful so he could share some of the context on the 

early stages of the development of the NCSBPSA and its location in the 

Governor’s Office. He said, “It may be useful to note that NCSPSA was moved to 

DPI and the State Board of Education after a little over a year of being in the 

Governor’s Office. We moved mid stream, perhaps after the fall 1994 elections, 

any way, by the summer 1995, we had transitioned over to the State Board of 

Education. It got us out of the line of fire due to significant changes in the 

leadership of the House and they were gunning for Governor Hunt and some of 

his education policies, such as the Standards Board, and other education 

initiatives. We were in the line of fire and thought it was useful to get the 

Standards Board out of the line of fire and move it over to the State Board of 

Education although it remained an independent Board.” 

 After this exchange, Dr. Ward returned to reflecting on the motivation 

behind the creation of the Standards Board. He remarked, “In his role, as chair of 

the State Board of Education, Jay Robinson worked with Governor Hunt to 

aggressively push for these components related to the administrative standards. 
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He was still very influential in the General Assembly and lobbying for the 

Standards Board and other school leadership reforms. He did a lot of the heavy 

lifting on this and other educational reforms.” Dr. Ward then cited the passage of 

HB 1361 during the 1991 North Carolina General Assembly action that resulted 

in the creation of the Education Leadership Task Force Report and its signature 

report in February 1993. This report specifically recommended the creation of a 

North Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration. He indicated 

that this legislation and its ensuing report added a tremendous impetus for the 

state’s desire to address school administration standards and all related aspects 

of the larger system from the preparation and licensing of administrators to 

professional development. 

Additionally, regarding the main reasons for the creation of the Standards 

Board, Ward stated there were “multiple issues” including: “Governor Hunt had 

heard enough in the early going of his third term of the relationship between 

school quality, teacher satisfaction, community satisfaction and perception about 

schools and the quality of leadership, to know it was important. Tom Houlihan, as 

his educational advisor, really believed that zeroing in on school leader’s 

development was of critical importance and they were connected at the hips on 

this. Jay Robinson was equally convinced these issues were important and it was 

an easy sell to Representative Anne Barnes due to her leadership role in the 

1991 legislation and the 1993 report.” Ward went on to say, “It was a ‘perfect 

storm’, that’s not exactly the right way to characterize it, but you had strong 
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legislative leadership, the State Board Chairman, and the Governor’s Office 

aligned around this and the 1993 Report was early in Governor Hunt’s third term. 

All of this together provided an environment in which it was really conducive to 

creating a sense of urgency to do this.” 

In asking Dr. Ward to comment on what, if any, he saw as significant 

educational policy or research that helped set the foundation and/or to launch the 

Standards movement for administrators in North Carolina, he said, “The National 

Professional Board for Educational Administrators (NPBEA) Standards were very 

instructive. One of the first things I did was go meet with Scott Thompson of 

NPBEA early on. Because the standards would also drive a licensure examination 

we needed to be very thoughtful. About 24 states were involved with NPBEA. 

North Carolina needed its own internal research. We contracted with Dr. Bill Brown 

to conduct a Survey of Principal Perceptions (see Appendix U). This was important 

additional research that informed the work of the NCSBPSA” (Note: As part of the 

discussion, it was noted that the NC Standards were approved by the independent 

NCSBPSA on the July 2, 1996 as noted in the Annual Plan of Work). Because the 

State Board of Education was responsible for licensure, the School Leaders 

Licensure Assessment (SLLA) developed by the NCSBPSA was subject to the 

State Board of Education processes and requirements to get the exam approved. 

At this point in the interview, Dr. Ward was asked to share the highlights of 

the key processes that were used to move from the genesis of developing new 

standards to the actual adoption of the new Standards for School Leaders in 
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North Carolina by the Standards Board in 1996 (Note: in the interview it was 

pointed out that State Board of Education approval was not required by the law 

for the new Standards but because of licensing, the SLLA was required to be 

approved through the State Board of Education and DPI licensing protocols). He 

began at the end of his time as Executive Director and then reflecting backward 

on the early processes by saying, “I left in January 1997 (Note: Ward was elected 

to his first of two terms as State Superintendent in November 1996). The SLLA 

exam was not implemented by the time I left but I recall standing in the DPI 

Lobby as the first SLLA candidates arrived and greeting them as they came in 

(Note: Candidates took the first two special administrations of the SLLA 

examination at DPI in the big room on the first floor, Room 150, on January 24, 

1998 and May 2, 1998 (North Carolina Standards Board for Public School 

Administration, 2000, p. 44). I was very much involved in meetings before I left 

with the Council of Chief State School Officers (six states were working on the 

development of the SLLA) and a common exam with the standards that 

translated into an exam. One contract, as a group of states were under one 

contract through CCSSO, was with Educational Testing Services (ETS) to 

develop the common assessment as a single entity. The North Carolina 

Standards went through a validation process to be sure there was a strong 

correlation between our Standards and the 1996 ISLLC Standards in order to be 

able to use the licensure exam (SLLA) as a reflection, as a gauge, of people’s 

readiness to meet our North Carolina Standards.” He stated that, “The Annual 
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Plan of Work outlined the key input processes we used to get the Standards 

developed. I would point out that the group most concerned about our work was 

university preparation programs. They realized they were in the line of fire and 

would have to revamp their programs and based on this be in a competition to 

continue to offer programs based on what turned out to be fairly faulty data on 

the supply and demand for school administrators in North Carolina. There was 

lots of nervousness on the part of preparation programs about that process but 

also concern about having to overhaul their programs and coursework with 

content based on a new set of standards. I remember that they were uniformly 

not real happy with Joe Murphy; it was really shaking up the status quo. In any 

event, because this group was particularly antsy, I thought engagement of 

professors of educational leadership was very important and so we had a 

significant number of stakeholder meetings with them to get their thoughts, and 

reactions, to the standards as they were emerging.”   

As related to internal and external stakeholder input, Ward reminisced 

that, “We engaged the business community through the North Carolina Business 

Committee for Education (NCBCE) led by Tom Williams. We engaged teachers 

through Karen Garr’s, Governor’s Teacher Advisory Council. We engaged 

principals actually using nominations for principals to be part of an advisory 

group. The work with the principals group was a little more exacting because in 

the process of validating standards and assessments, practitioner perspectives 

are really important not just for a philosophically perspective but frankly from a 
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legal perspective. One of the questions that will be posed to you is, ‘If standards 

for licensure go to court is the degree to which practitioners were involved in the 

standards vetting process. Really, talking about two things with standards; the 

content standards and the cut points on the licensure exam. Their (principals) 

involvement was important with the processes for the two standards.” 

As the interview progressed, Dr. Ward was asked if he recalled any specific 

moments in time during the process that he saw as “moments of truth” in the 

development and adoption of the new standards that could have caused them to 

go one way or another. He was very quick to respond to the first two without even 

a slight hesitation, he said, “First, the actual adoption of the Standards and then 

the approval of the licensure exam by the State Board of Education. In both cases 

‘yes’ means something significant and ‘no’ means something significant.” 

He went on in great detail to say, “There were a number of ‘ah-ha’ moments 

in the 50 public settings around the state in which I spoke to people about the 

standards work. In these early meetings, I not only talked about what we were 

attempting to do but also what we were not attempting to do. Administrators caught 

on early on, that it was their standards for their profession and they were the 

gatekeepers. I asked the question frequently, ‘Who sets the standards for lawyers? 

Who sets the standards for medical professionals? Who sets the standards for 

plumbers? and, ‘Who sets the standards for school administrators?’ You got crisp 

answers for the first three questions and then muddled answers for the last. The 

responses were; legislators, the State Board of Education, anybody but the 
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practitioners themselves. So early on there was a lot of appreciation by school 

administrators that this was an effort for practitioners to be the gatekeepers for 

developing their own professional standards because the Standards Board was 

practicing school administrators.” 

Dr. Ward emphasized the high degree of importance and priority he and the 

Board placed in working with the university professors of educational 

administration. He shared that, “I think we did a lot to assuage the open animosity 

of the university professors. We did a lot early on with them to establish a good 

rapport and to help them see themselves as part of the process. While I think they 

probably remained resentful of the legislative process that had created the drive for 

new standards and the fact that they would need to adjust their own program 

around the standards, I think they were appreciative of the process we undertook 

to collaborate around this.” 

The final “moment of truth” that Dr. Ward discussed, and one that appeared 

to solidify that the Board’s efforts were on track, was the results of the Survey of 

the Perception of Principals on the Domains and Indicators Necessary for the 

Principalship. Dr. Ward remarked, “One other moment of truth was when we put 

out the research on the Principal Perception Survey results they were so 

overwhelmingly supportive of the standards and that it was the right stuff. It could 

have gone one way or another and it really affirmed the Standards Board work.” 

Nearing the conclusion of the interview, Dr. Ward was asked to reflect on 

the 1996 standards and what he saw as major changes, either positive or negative, 
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that the standards caused in the state’s preparation, licensure, and ongoing 

professional development of school administrators. Dr. Ward said he must confess 

and admitted, “I am probably biased but my perception is there was a positive 

influence on the alignment in the system. We know from high stakes accountability 

that what gets assessed gets attention in both the formal and delivered curriculum. 

So establishing a consensus among stakeholders and practitioners about what 

was the most important work of school administrators and school principals, was I 

think, a really important and a really useful thing to have been done. To have 

stopped there would have been interesting to have done and talked about but that 

it translated into an exam for licensure drove a fair amount of additional 

assessment processes. The time we invested with educational administration 

preparation program professors and their department chairs was really positive. So 

I think one of the most powerful deliverables from it all was consensus on what’s 

important by way of knowledge, skills, and performance for administrators and then 

alignment within the system relative to the formal curriculum and the way they 

prepared the delivered curriculum and the assessment.” 

From his vantage point of wearing his current hat as  a university professor 

of school law, he went on to say, “From a legal vantage point, I have learned this 

as a professor of school law, that when we license someone we’re not saying that 

they are competent to practice, we are saying they are ‘safe to practice.’ It’s a 

threshold acknowledgement not an acknowledgement of mastery. It’s an 

acknowledgement of being ready, having met a threshold.”   
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He also was willing to discuss some of the harder and not so pleasant 

feedback he got both during and after the process. He remarked, “If you ask 

candidates who have been through the process, they may speak well of the 

curriculum, the content that is incorporated in their program in the early years. I 

think it is appropriate all of this is being revisited now or every dozen of years or 

sooner. While they may speak favorably about the nature of the content, there was 

a fairly uniform concern about the price tag of the assessment because it was 

vignette based, not just a multiple choice, and when it is vignette based with 

constructive responses scoring is a lot more expensive and the price tag of the 

assessment was and has continued to be cause for some concern.”   

Stevens Interview 

The transcript of the Stevens interview, which was read and approved by 

Stevens, is Appendix M. This serves as a reference for the synthesis presented 

below. 

On April 24, 2009, a telephone interview with Dr. Linda Stevens, the 

second and last Executive Director of the NCSBPSA was conducted. In response 

to the first question regarding her selection as the second Executive Director, Dr. 

Stevens said, “I served as a Board Member on the NCSBPSA since its inception 

in 1993 having been appointed as a representative for practicing middle school 

principals. At the time, I was serving as the principal of Smithfield Middle School 

in Johnston County. Mike Ward resigned as Executive Director in 1996 as a 

result of his decision to run for State Superintendent of Public Instruction at the 
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time. Since I was very familiar with the work of the NCSBPSA, I decided to apply 

for the position and was selected by the NCSBPSA in April 1997. I remained 

there for four years until my retirement in April 2001. I believe I was selected 

because I possessed the background knowledge of the Board, the development 

of the standards, the objectives of developing the assessment, and because I 

had a vested interest in the Boards success.”  

Reflecting upon her perceptions of the key leadership role she played as 

the second Executive Director, provided valuable insight to the transition the 

NCSBPSA had made during its first two years of existence. Dr. Stevens 

describes her role by saying, “Because the standards had already been 

developed, my primary role was to participate in the development of the School 

Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA). One of the key processes was to work 

with Educational Testing Services (ETS) and various stakeholders (e.g.; higher 

education, professional associations, etc.) during a three-day process to identify 

the cut scores for the SLLA which was set at 155 points. Then we had to 

determine an application process and application for taking the assessment. In 

the beginning, a candidate applied through the NCSBPSA and after they applied 

through ETS, which eventually eliminated this role for the Executive Director and 

the Standards Board. Another primary responsibility that I pretty much initiated 

was to conduct training sessions throughout the state and at DPI to provide 

sample exam questions, sample scoring rubrics, and sample scoring responses 
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to prepare the candidates for the assessments and how to time themselves for 

taking the assessment, how it was scored, and what the questions looked like.” 

Recognizing that the development of the School Leaders Licensure 

Assessment (SLLA) occurred largely during her tenure as the Executive Director 

to the NCSBPSA, Dr. Stevens was asked to reflect on what she recalls as key 

“moments of truth” in this process. She remarked, “This was a difficult time. The 

biggest backlash was over the cost of the SLLA at $425 per candidate. The other 

was trying to keep up with the communication created by the requirements of the 

new licensure assessment and needing to pass the exam to get your license. 

From the university level, I think they were fearful because they felt they didn’t 

have enough time to prepare the students for the new assessment and to 

prepare them for the implementation of the new standards and the format of the 

exams (e.g., case study, vignettes, the documents, etc.). If they hadn’t changed 

to more of a performance based type teaching, a new format of teaching, their 

students would not be prepared and they were fearful of this. This was especially 

the case going into the first year of the new assessment and licensing process.” 

She went on to add, “The other difficult issue was that if a person had not 

keep their administrative license active then they had to take the new 

assessment. Lots of situations and communication was needed. The NCSBPSA 

finally allowed us to accept a letter from the local superintendent with their ‘seal’ 

verifying that an individual had actively participated and should be grandfathered. 

During this time frame, I also met with each individual member of the Education 
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Oversight Committee. Eventually, all of these individuals were grandfathered 

after we went through this process as the statute was revised at that time. The 

cost of the assessment was not received well but after the first year, it was less 

of an issue. In reflection, it would have been best if the grandfathering decision 

had been made at the onset of the new process.” 

When asked to revisit what she saw as major changes, positive or 

negative, the 1996 Standards and the SLLA had in North Carolina, she indicated 

that, “I do believe preparation programs moved from more of a managerial role 

for school principals to that of a visionary and instructional leadership role. Also, 

more field experiences and performance based learning experiences included 

like case studies, simulations, vignettes and documents. The professor became 

more of a coach, a facilitator, and a model, rather than just a lecturer on theory. 

They went from a sage to a guide. As far as licensure, there were higher 

requirements by the exam and hopefully we were preparing candidates for a role 

in leadership in which they were better prepared to meet the demands of the 

changes in our society and our communities. As far as professional development, 

in schools there was more of an emphasis on vision and instructional leadership.” 

Realizing that Dr. Stevens served as the second and last Executive 

Director to the NCSBPSA, she was asked her historical perception of the 

dissolution of the NCSBPSA. She commented that, “First, I retired after 30 years 

of service in education in April 2001. At that time, the NCSBPSA had fulfilled its 

primary objectives of HB 284 with the new standards having been developed for 
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both the principalship and superintendency. We had developed the assessment 

and assessment processes with the reporting of the assessment results. 

Procedurally, we had moved to a direct ETS process for taking the assessment 

that NCSBPSA no longer needed to do and the results were reported by ETS to 

DPI for licensure purposes. So pretty much we had met the requirements set out 

by the legislation. I believe the Board dissolved shortly after I had retired and 

funding had been eliminated. ETS owned the assessment application and DPI 

had licensure as coordinated through the universities.”  

Conclusion 

Since the North Carolina Standards Board for Public School 

Administration (NCSBPSA) completed it work, both the 1996 NCSBPSA 

Standards for School Leaders and the corresponding School Leaders Licensure 

Assessment (SLLA) that was developed jointly by the NCSBPSA and other 

members of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) served 

as the primary foundation for guiding the university preparation programs of 

study for school administrators. In addition, these new standards and 

assessment met the licensing requirements for new school administrators as 

required by the North Carolina State Board of Education and North Carolina 

Department of Public Instruction. During the past decade, the landscape for 

public schools and public school leadership has begun to reflect the changes and 

demands created by the realization of a global economy and the need for 21st 

century leadership. In response to this, North Carolina’s most recent response to 
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review of standards for public school administrators has its initial foundation in 

House Bill 11 passed by the General Assembly in Session Law 2005-179 (see 

Appendix V). A subsequent decision by the North Carolina State Board of 

Education was made at its September 2005 Meeting, under the leadership of 

State Board Chairman Howard Lee. At that meeting, and upon the 

recommendation of Chairman Lee, the State Board of Education established an 

Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration (see Appendix W). As stated in the 

Executive Summary of this Ad Hoc Committee’s Report (see Appendix W), “In 

September 2005, the State Board of Education established an ad hoc committee 

to consider alternative preparation programs for school administrators. 

Subsequently, the charge of the committee was expanded to include standards 

for evaluation recruitment and retention, preparation, induction, and continuing 

professional development of school administrators in North Carolina. The 

committee met from October 2005 - July 2006.”   

 The Executive Summary further stated that, “The committee has drafted 

proposed new standards for school executives. The standards reflect the 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions that school leaders must have if all students 

are to leave school prepared for their successful participation in the 21st century 

economy. The standards will require the development of new assessment 

instruments for school administrators and new standards for school administrator 

preparation programs.” 
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 The closing statement of the Executive Summary stated, “The committee 

has identified 17 recommendations. The individual recommendations will be 

brought to the State Board of Education as individual agenda items for 

discussion and action as appropriate.”  

 The Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration, consisting of twenty-

four members was co-chaired by Mr. John Tate, a member of the State Board of 

Education, and Mr. Rick Glazier, a member of the North Carolina House of 

Representatives. Jane Worsham, Rebecca Garland, Kathy Sullivan, and 

Stephanie Erba Dean served as staff to the committee. With the creation of this 

Ad Hoc Committee, and it ensuing recommendations, North Carolina has now 

moved into its second generation of contemporary standards for school 

administrators, the North Carolina Standards for School Executives, which were 

approved by the North Carolina State Board of Education on December 7, 2006. 

While it is not the purpose of this study to review the historical 

development of principal preparation programs, a brief review of the impact of 

standards on North Carolina’s educational leadership preparation programs 

appears germane. As noted earlier in this study, the 1993 Educational 

Leadership Task Force recommendations and North Carolina’s subsequent 

adoption of the 1996 North Carolina Standards for School Leaders aligned with 

the 1996 ISLLC Standards, impacted North Carolina principal preparation 

programs. In addition, these recommendations and new standards impacted the 
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University on North Carolina (UNC) General Administration’s response to the 

standards movement and associated legislation. 

Early impact of (1) the standards movement and (2) discussions among 

state leaders in North Carolina at or about that same time, created a review 

process for principal training programs on the affiliate campuses of the University 

of North Carolina system. On August 23, 1994, the Board of Governors of the 

University of North Carolina received a report titled, “Results of a Competitive 

Proposal Process for School Administrator Programs: A Report of the National 

Review Panel on School Administrator Programs.” This report stated, “Pursuant 

to provisions of Chapter 199, House Bill 257 (National Review Panel on School 

Administrator Programs, 1994), the Board of Governors of the University of North 

Carolina convened a National Review Panel for School Administrator Programs 

to assist in the development and implementation of a competitive proposal 

process for establishing up to seven school administrator programs at constituent 

institutions. These programs will be new; they will focus on the preparation of 

individuals who seek to become school principals; and they will lead to the 

Master’s in School Administration (MSA) degree” (National Review Panel on 

School Administrator Programs, p. 1). 

Eleven of the UNC campuses with principal preparation programs in 1993 

submitted the Request for Authorization (RFA) to establish an MSA degree 

program. One campus that prepared principals at that time chose not to submit 

the RFA. As a result of this national review, seven programs were approved for 
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the new MSA. The remaining five campuses, including the one campus that 

chose not to apply, were instructed to phase out their principal preparation 

programs for current students to have time to complete the programs and close 

down their program within 2 years – no new students could be admitted. The 

seven chosen were instructed to phase out their current preparation programs, 

allowing current students to finish, and to begin the new MSA in the fall of 1994. 

Additionally, beginning in the Spring 1998, students completing the MSA degree 

were required to successfully complete the School Leaders Licensure 

Assessment (SLLA), a national exam administered by the Educational Testing 

Services. The SLLA was aligned with the 1996 ISLLC Standards which 

necessitated these seven MSA programs to align their programs with the new 

assessment required for licensure, in essence, requiring them to align with the 

ISLLC Standards so that graduates would be prepared for the SLLA.  

In subsequent years, changes in regulations and processes created 

avenues for six other campuses to eventually add the MSA program. By 

December 2006, the approval date of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives, there were 13 MSA programs within the UNC system. 

With the implementation of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives, HB 536 from Session Law 2007-517, “AN ACT DIRECTING THE 

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION TO ADOPT NEW STANDARDS FOR 

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR PREPARATION PROGRAMS” came a call for 

programs that prepare principals in North Carolina to be aligned with the 2006 
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standards. A portion of this bill states “Institutions of higher education shall 

redesign their school administrator preparation programs to meet the new 

standards.”   

The University of North Carolina General Administration took this 

opportunity of required program review of its MSA programs (for the State 

Department of Public Instruction) to create a “reauthorization process” to expand 

the work on campuses as they “revisioned” (a term coined by NC Department of 

Public Instruction as the process to be used to align MSA with the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives) programs for North Carolina State 

Board approval. To date, fourteen campuses have submitted “revisioned” 

proposals to the NC State Board. Of the 14, 13 were offering the MSA at the time 

that this process was established and have also submitted “reauthorization” 

proposals. One additional campus that submitted its “revisioned” proposal to the 

North Carolina State Board of Education has simultaneously submitted an 

“authorization” proposal to UNC-GA as it is currently not authorized to prepare 

principals. 

Summary 

Based upon the review of the literature, the foundation work presented in 

Leaders for America's Schools: The Report of the National Commission on 

Excellence in Educational Administration in 1987, and the subsequent creation of 

the National Policy Board for Educational Administration, the stage was set for 

North Carolina’s pursuit of contemporary standards for school principals. North 
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Carolina’s legislation of 1991 and the resulting recommendations of the 1993 

North Carolina Educational Leadership Task Force led to the creation of the fully 

independent North Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration in 

1994. In 1996, the NCSBPSA: Standards for School Leaders were adopted as 

the first set of contemporary principal standards in North Carolina. While 

independent standards, these new North Carolina standards were developed to 

be purposefully aligned with the 1996 ISLLC Standards. The second generation 

of North Carolina principal standards was developed by the NC State Board of 

Education Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration and was approved by the 

North Carolina State Board of Education on December 7, 2006. The 

development of these most recent principal standards, the North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives, is the critical incident that generated this study.  



 

 

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 This study is a qualitative study that uses the Critical Incident Technique 

(CIT) method (Flanagan, 1954). This technique allows the researcher to collect 

data, through interviews, describing the impact of the critical incident as 

perceived by those involved in the critical incident. The CIT allows for other 

qualitative analysis which is addressed later in this chapter. The CIT method was 

selected as an appropriate methodology for this study since the critical incident 

had occurred prior to the researcher examining the perceived potential impact. 

That is, the researcher was interested in determining the potential impact of new 

standards for school executives on principal preparation programs. At the time 

the researcher became engaged in this study, the standards had already been 

created, approved, and published but not yet implemented.  

  Conversely, changes had not been made to principal preparation 

programs at the universities impacted by these new standards when the 

researcher became interested in the impact these standards may have on 

preparation programs. The CIT, then, allowed the researcher to interview those 

involved in the formation of the standards to gain their views on the perceived 

impact of these new standards. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the perceived impact of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives on university preparation 

programs. These university programs are charged with preparing future school 
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administrators in the context of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives.   

The following questions are central to the study. 

1. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on university preparation programs for school 

administrators?  

2. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on currently practicing principals? 

3. What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives for the K-12 public education system? 

4. What were the overall perceptions of what the 2006 North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives would accomplish? 

5. What is the relationship of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives to the previously existing 1996 North Carolina 

Standards for School Administrators? 

To determine the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards 

for School Executives on university preparation programs, the CIT methodology 

was employed. CIT has been discussed in the literature as a valid qualitative 

research methodology since the early 1950s. Recent literature from the late 

1990s and beyond was helpful in determining that this technique – CIT – was 

appropriate to this case – the creation, approval, and publication of the standards 

(Chell, 1998).  
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Critical Incident Technique (CIT) 

The Critical Incident Technique first appears in the literature in the mid 

1950s and continues to be modified in studies to the present day. Specifically 

relevant to this study, Chell (1998, p. 51) modified the CIT to allow its use as a 

research tool based on the reflective perspective of an incident or event.  

CIT is an appropriate technique for this study as it allows for a 

retrospective view of the purpose, intent, and perceived impact of the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives as described by key individuals 

serving on the North Carolina State Board of Education Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration. The ad hoc committee members were charged with 

developing these new standards. Interviews were held with17 members of the ad 

hoc committee to gain their perceptions of potential impact of these standards on 

higher education programs in North Carolina that prepare school administrators. 

CIT: Educational Implications 

In applying Flanagan’s Critical Incident Technique (CIT) methodology, 

along with more current researcher’s adaptations of the CIT methodology (Borg 

& Gall, 1989; Zemke & Kramlinger, 1984), the implications for CIT in the current 

educational arena is analyzing an incident by applying the CIT methodology to a 

contemporary educational incident such as: “what was the perceived impact of 

the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives, as intended by the 

individuals charged with this task, and what were the hopes for these new 

standards?” The CIT methodology has been selected to study a critical incident, 
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the adoption of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives, and 

the perceived impact these standards will have on university preparation 

programs responsible for the preparation of school administrators in North 

Carolina.  

CIT: An Overview 

The CIT, developed by John C. Flanagan (1954) is an effective qualitative 

approach that can be used to obtain an “in-depth analytical description of an 

intact cultural scene” (Borg & Gall, 1989, p. 387). This approach employs the 

interview method. Since behavior occurs in a context (cultural scene), an 

accurate understanding of the behavior requires understanding the context in 

which it occurs (Gay & Diehl, 1992). For example, the culture of an organization 

can have a direct influence on the behaviors of the employees. Therefore, having 

an understanding of that culture can lead to a better understanding of the 

employees' behavior. For the purpose of this study, it is anticipated that the 

development of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives will 

have an impact on university preparation programs for school administrators.  

In Critical Incidents in School Counseling, Second Edition (Tyson & 

Pedersen, 2000), the authors acknowledge that they continue to use the premise 

of this original book by V.F. Calia and R. J. Corsini (1973) stating that “the basic 

idea of a critical incident book is simple: obtain sample incidents in any field and 

then obtain comments on these incidents from a variety of qualified people” (p. 

vii). 
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CIT is "an epistemological process in which qualitative, descriptive data 

are provided about real-life accounts" (Di Salvo, Nikkel, & Monroe, 1989, pp. 

554-555). The American Institutes for Research (UsabilityNet, 2006) defines CIT 

as a "set of procedures for systematically identifying behaviors that contribute to 

the success or failure of individuals or organizations in a specific situation” (p. 1). 

A critical incident has also been described as one which had an important effect 

on the final outcome of an event or circumstance and can only be recognized 

retrospectively (UsabilityNet).  

CIT is used to identify specific events, tasks, or behaviors that influence 

the way things happen. For example, in a long-term project of the National 

Center for Research in Vocational Education, CIT was used to understand 

leadership development in vocational education (Finch, Gregson, & Faulkner, 

1991). In addition, it was used to document examples of effective leadership from 

subordinates of recognized leaders.  

 As mentioned above, because an application of the CIT methodology can 

be to study a specific event, its application can be used to review a specific event 

by interviewing participants who were involved in the event and learning their 

perceptions of the impact of the event. In this study, the specific event is the 

adoption of the 2006 NCSSE. The participants interviewed are key leaders 

involved in the adoption of the 2006 NCSSE. Included as a part of the interview, 

CIT allows the researcher to investigate the participants’ perceptions of what they 

thought led up to the event.  
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Chell (1998) establishes that while the CIT was first devised and used by 

Flanagan in a scientific study over a half a century ago, the significant 

development during this time period is that the assumption of a positivist 

approach to social science investigations was largely unquestioned and in fact 

was the leading paradigm in the social sciences as it was the sciences. The most 

relevant aspect of Chell’s findings for this study is that the CIT was originally 

used as a scientific tool and it now tends to be used as an investigative tool in 

organizational analysis from within an interpretive or phenomenological paradigm 

(Chell). 

The potential exists for a varied adoption of the CIT methodology for both 

qualitative and a quantitative method as long as the researcher examines his/her 

own assumptions and tendencies, considers very carefully the nature of the 

research problem and thinks through how the technique may most appropriately 

be applied in the particular researchable case (Chell, 1998). The researcher has 

accepted Chell’s caution to examine his/her own assumptions by being explicit in 

the design of the study. The researcher designed and documented an interview 

process, interview questions, and protocol for data analysis in order to address 

Chell’s concerns and minimize his assumptions. 

For this study, the CIT methodology allows the establishment of a 

retrospective view of the perceived purpose, intent, and perceived impact of the 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives as described by key individuals 
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serving on the North Carolina State Board of Education Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration that was charged with developing these new standards. 

CIT: Interview as Data Collection Tool 

For this study, the CIT methodology will be used to gain a reflective 

perspective on the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives and the 

perceived impact these standards will have on university preparation programs, 

the readiness of entry-level school administrators, and practicing principals in 

North Carolina’s public schools.  

Through personal interviews with seventeen (17) participants who served 

on or staffed the Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration, the study 

collected qualitative data on these leaders’ perspectives on the development of 

the standards and the perceived impact these standards may have once they are 

fully implemented throughout North Carolina. The researcher’s decision to collect 

this data from key leaders responsible for the development of the 2006 standards 

is consistent with the research recommendations cited by Zemke and Kramlinger 

(1984). Specifically, Zemke and Kramlinger refer to “Tactic Two: Start the Study 

As High in the Organization As Possible and Work Your Way Down” as a 

strategy designed to study “how the problem is perceived organizationally” 

(Zemke & Kramlinger, p. 8).  

With the CIT method, the interviewee is fully aware of being interviewed 

and once assurances of confidentiality and anonymity are offered, the 

interviewee usually relaxes and is able to recount his or her recollection of the 
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event or set of events being studied (Chell, 1998). CIT is a context-rich 

methodology and the context is developed from the interviewee’s perspective. 

Because 17 individual interviews were conducted, the researcher was able to 

look for evidence of commonalities in themes which will increase the potential 

value of the findings.  

Chell (1998) defines the CIT interview technique as a “qualitative interview 

procedure which facilitates the investigation of significant occurrences (e.g., 

events, incidents, processes, or issues) identified by the respondent, the way 

they are managed, and the outcomes in terms of their perceived effects. The 

objective is to gain an understanding of the incident from the perspective of the 

individual, taking into account cognitive, affective, and behavioral elements” (p. 

56). 

CIT: Analysis of Adaptations 

Chell (1998) outlines eight distinguishable aspects of the method: (1) 

preliminary design work and determination of the sample, (2) gaining access, (3) 

introducing the CIT method and getting the interview underway, (4) focusing the 

theme and giving an account of oneself as a researcher to the respondent, (5) 

controlling the interview, by probing the incidents and clarifying one’s 

understanding, (6) concluding the interview, (7) taking care of ethical issues, and 

(8) analyzing the data (Chell, p. 56).  

One of the most significant advantages of the CIT is that the connection 

between context, strategy and outcomes is more readily teased out because the 
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technique is focused on an event which is explicated in relationship to what 

happened, why it happened, how it was handled and what the consequences 

were. The primary disadvantage to CIT is the time required in the preparation 

work, interviews, and coding and analysis of the highlighted transcripts. In 

addition, issues of confidentiality must be treated with a high degree of respect 

and caution must be given to ethics and a procedure for handling recorded 

interviews to protect all parties and the integrity of the research process. 

 Query, Kreps, Arneson, and Caso (2001) indicate that the CIT provides a 

“powerful means for capturing polarized narratives to facilitate interaction 

management and guide organizational responses” (p. 92). In addition, their 

research addresses issue concerning reliability and validity while detailing the 

undergirding theoretical framework of CIT, the narrative paradigm.  

 As compared to the methodology reported by Chell (1998), Query et al. 

(2001), sequential steps frame the CIT. These steps include: (1) the identification 

of the activity to be studied, (2) the development of the data collection standards, 

(3) the actual collection of the data, typically through an interview or written 

format, (4) the completion of the analysis and classification of the data collected, 

and (5) the interpretation of the data. While each method has its unique features, 

both methods assure a thorough and comparable design for the methodology 

(Query et al.). 

 Query et al. (2001) reports that when the prescribed steps are followed in 

tandem with explicit and clear criteria for inclusion and analysis of the data that 
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emerge inductively, the CIT has been shown to be both reliable and valid. A 

substantial amount of research attests to CIT’s theoretical and pragmatic value in 

assisting “very diverse organizations manage interaction practices and 

equivocality” (Query et al., p. 94). 

 As Query et al. (2001) report, future research application of CIT is 

promising in the information and digital age as it continues to evolve with 

potential application to the increasing emergence and reliance on websites, 

online communities, online support groups, online chat sessions with experts 

from a variety of fields, online suggestion boxes, and online advocacy groups. 

More specifically, Query et al. states that, “CIT could also be used online to help 

higher education institutions better evaluate their programs and enhance student 

learning, as well as engender student identification with their college or 

university, and, ultimately, increase the likelihood of student retention” (p. 113). 

CIT: Application to this Study 

For the purpose of this study, the researcher utilized Chell’s (1998) eight 

distinguishable aspects of the CIT method: (1) preliminary design work and 

determination of the sample, (2) gaining access, (3) introducing the CIT method 

and getting the interview underway, (4) focusing the theme and giving an account 

of oneself as a researcher to the respondent, (5) controlling the interview, by 

probing the incidents and clarifying one’s understanding, (6) concluding the 

interview, (7) taking care of ethical issues, and (8) analyzing the data (Chell). 

These eight aspects are addressed below and numbered accordingly.  
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1. The preliminary design work included the development of 14 interview 

questions aligned with the 5 research questions. The interview questions 

emerged from the literature review, an assessment of the on-line survey 

administered to participants in the 1996 North Carolina Standards for School 

Leaders (see Appendix X), and through in-depth discussions with educational 

leadership experts. The sampling was achieved through a random and 

purposeful selection process (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; Merriam, 2001; Seidman, 

1998).  

2. Access to the participants was gained through the use of an initial email 

request (see Appendix Y). The researcher planned, if necessary, follow-up phone 

and mail requests.  

3. An overview of the CIT method was provided each participant as part of 

the interview protocol prior to the start of the first interview question. In addition, a 

succinct summary of the purpose and possible benefits of the research was 

provided (see Appendix Z).  

4. During the interview protocol, the researcher provided each participant 

a brief overview of the researcher’s professional background as a teacher, 

building level principal, and local superintendent spanning 32 years of service. In 

addition, the researcher disclosed his strong interest in the development of 

contemporary standards for school principals.  

5. To assure the interview remained within the control of the researcher, 

active and reflective listening techniques were utilized to assure an 
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understanding of the participants’ responses as well as to probe for additional 

details and insights.  

6. In concluding the interview, the researcher expressed his appreciation 

to the interviewee for their participation. Each participant was afforded the 

opportunity to make any closing comments relative to the interview or the topic of 

the interview.  

7. At the conclusion of the interview, each participant was once again 

assured of the anonymity of their responses. In addition, they were reminded that 

they may be contacted by the researcher during the analysis phase of the study if 

there is a need for clarification on any specific piece of data collected during the 

interview.  

8. The analysis of the data will be based on a grounded approach which 

“abandons preconceptions and, through the process of analysis, builds up an 

explanatory framework through conceptualization of the data” (Chell, 1998, p. 

60). 

Adhering to these 8 distinguishable aspects throughout the study brought 

the needed integrity to the research design, data collection, data analysis, and 

findings. 

Research Design 

The design of this study followed CIT practices and employed the 

interview technique to collect the data. Interviews were conducted with a sample 

of the total population of participants involved in the critical incident: the 
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development and approval of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives. 

Seventeen participants selected from the 26 member Ad Hoc Committee 

of School Administration and 4 staff to the committee participated in the 

interviews. These 17 leaders represent a variety of backgrounds and were 

directly involved with and responsible for the development of the 2006 standards.  

Five (5) research questions guide this study. These research questions 

are: 

1. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on university preparation programs for school 

administrators?  

2. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on currently practicing principals? 

3. What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives for the K-12 public education system? 

4. What are the overall perceptions of what the 2006 North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives would accomplish? 

5. What is the relationship of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives to the previously existing 1996 North Carolina 

Standards for School Administrators? 
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Selecting the Sample 

 The total population eligible for this study included the 26 members of the 

Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration plus the 4 individuals serving as 

staff to the committee, for a total eligible population of 30. This committee met 

regularly from October 2005 through July 2006 and recommended the adoption 

of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives (Jenkins, 2006).  

 First, fifteen (15) participants, half of the eligible pool of participants were 

randomly selected to minimize potential researcher bias. The 15 were chosen 

through a random drawing process. Of the 15 randomly selected participants, 1 

is deceased and 1 has moved out of state leaving a total of 13 participants. In 

order to maintain a minimum of half of the Ad Hoc Committee on School 

Administration in the study and to assure adequate representation of the various 

roles and positions on the Committee, a purposeful sampling technique 

(Merriam, 2001; Seidman, 1998) was utilized to select four additional 

participants. This resulted in a total of seventeen (17) participants for the study. 

Consistent with purposeful sampling practices, “the researcher’s task is to 

present the experience of the people he or she interviews in compelling enough 

detail and in sufficient depth that those who read the study can connect to that 

experience, learn how it is constituted, and deepen their understanding of the 

issues it reflects (Seidman, p. 44).These 4 participants, by both the nature of 

positions held and their expertise, met this purposeful sampling criteria.  
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Interview Process 

Data collection was achieved through the use of interviews. The personal 

or telephone interviews adhered to a common format and interview script with all 

participants (see Appendix X). The interview questions were developed to 

provide a contextually rich and thorough opportunity to gather insights from each 

of the interviewees. Based on the nature of each interview and consistent with 

the CIT methodology, as needed, follow-up questioning or clarification was done. 

Interviewees were individually emailed a request to participate in the 

study. Positive responses were contacted by email to confirm an interview time 

and location or the option of a telephone interview. Thirteen responded and were 

interviewed. Four remaining were not interviewed due to relocation, change in 

employment, or retirement resulting in incomplete directory information and 

unavailability.  

Confidentiality was assured to each interviewee. Participants were 

assigned a unique number to allow the researcher to track all responses. Any 

questions about the nature of this study by the interviewee were answered fully 

to the best of the researcher’s ability at the onset of the interview and during the 

interview process as needed. 

The personal or telephone interviews were digitally recorded for data 

analysis and classification. Each participant agreed to the recording and all were 

recorded but one. This interview was not recorded due to location of the interview 
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and the high level of background noise. This interview was scripted. All other 

interview transcripts were produced as a word-for-word document. 

All interviewees were advised that if needed by the researcher, they may 

be contacted and asked to provide additional insights to their interview during the 

analysis and reporting of the data collected during their interview. Each personal 

interview was analyzed for assessing consensus responses as well as unique 

responses from multiple participants and any unique outlying responses relevant 

to the research questions. 

Developing the Interview Questions 

  To collect data in search of answering the five research questions, the 

researcher developed 14 interview questions. These 14 interview questions were 

informed by a review of the literature, in depth discussions with a charter member 

of the NCSBPSA Board, and a discussion with a senior professor of educational 

administration involved in both the 1996 Standards as well as the 2006 

Standards. 

Additionally, the researcher administered a five item online survey to the 

eight (8) participants on the 1996 NCSBPSA Standards for School Leaders. The 

online survey consisted of five (5) statements requiring the use of a five (5) point 

Likert Scale consisting of Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

and Don’t Know as well as an open ended opportunity. Ratings and comments 

data from the online survey results were reviewed prior to forming the interview 

questions (see Appendix X). 
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An Expert Panel of three professors of Educational Leadership reviewed, 

provided feedback, and approved the relevance and appropriateness of the 

online survey statements. The panel reviewed all statements according to three 

criteria; (1) are the statements and rating scale clear and easily understandable, 

(2) are the statements and rating scale bias free, and (3) are the statements and 

rating scale relevant to the 1996 Standards and 2006 Standards. 

The Expert Panel provided the researcher with either written or telephone 

feedback which was considered by the researcher in the final revisions to the 

online survey. A proposed online survey of the 17 interviewees of the 2006 

standards was not administered based on a review of the online survey results 

from the five (5) of eight (8) respondents to the 1996 online survey. The 

researched determined that the limited value that such a survey would yield was 

negligible and may compromise the authenticity of the data collected in the 

personal interviews. 

 The fourteen (14) interview questions (2 of which are statements that 

require a response) are: 

1. Please share your involvement in the development of the 2006 NC 

Standards for School Executives. 

2. What do you believe was the motivation for the creation of the 2006 

NC Standards for School Executives? 

3. Describe the process that led to the formation of the 2006 NC 

Standards for School Executives. 
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4. What do you anticipate will be the impact of these standards on 

university principal preparation programs? 

5. What do you anticipate will be the impact of these standards on 

practicing principals? 

6. Which if any of these impacts do you see as benefits of these 

standards? Do you see other benefits? 

7. [if prompt needed] Specifically what benefits, if any, do these 

standards have on university principal preparation? 

8. What were your highest hopes for the 2006 standards? 

9. What were your greatest fears for the 2006 standards? 

10. If you could change the 2006 standards in any way, what would it be? 

11. [if prompt needed] What was, if any, your highest hope for the impact 

of the 2006 standards on principal preparation? 

12. [if prompt needed] What was, if any, your greatest fear for the impact 

of the 2006 standards on principal preparation? 

13. What was your perception of the previously existing principal 

standards? 

14. What, if any, do you see as the relationship between the 2006 NC 

Standards and the 1996 standards? 

Analysis of the Data 

 Upon completion of each interview, the researcher completed consistent 

highlighted transcripts (a substantive record of the interview with a digital record 
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of the full interview) for each interview. Transcripts were analyzed to identify 

similarities of responses to each interview question. Similar responses were 

quantified and reported according to common themes and categories for each 

question. Additionally, unique perspectives (outliers) were identified and 

reported. The analysis identified participants’ perceived impact the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives will have on university preparation 

programs, perceived impact on practicing principals, and the perceived benefits 

of the standards. Each of these areas was presented through classification and 

coding. The “process of noting what is interesting, labeling it, and putting it into 

appropriate files is called ‘classifying’ or, in some sources ‘coding’ data” 

(Seidman, 1998, p. 107). The researcher used a systematic classification or 

coding of all interviews.  

 The researcher, using a similar coding system used for the three historical 

interviews conducted as a component of the literature review, created highlighted 

transcripts for each interview. The highlighted transcripts are a near word for 

word transcription omitting any unrelated responses only. The researcher 

listened to each digital recording and transferred each participant’s remarks into 

a highlighted transcript. Once a participant’s highlighted transcript was 

completed, the researcher listened again to the digitally recorded interview while 

simultaneously reading the highlighted transcript to ensure the integrity of the 

highlighted transcript consistent with the recorded interview. Revisions to the 

highlighted transcript were made as needed during this review process to assure 
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the integrity of each highlighted transcript. The researcher did not create a 

classification system, categories, or a coding system for participants’ remarks 

prior to conducting, listening to, or transcribing the interviews. 

 Once all interviews were completed and each highlighted transcript 

finalized, the researcher separated the responses to question one as a separate 

item to demonstrate who, by position or role, participated in the study’s interview 

group. This was done in a manner so as not to align the participant’s identity with 

her or his responses to this or any other interview questions. 

Limitations of the Study 

Although there were more than half of all eligible participants selected for 

interviews, this is less than the full potential pool of 30.  

When face-to-face interviews were not possible for the interviewee, 

telephone interviews were used as an alternative interview. 

In CIT studies which attempt to capture the reflective perspective, time 

elapsed can influence a participant’s historical memory. In addition, with the 

passage of time from the critical event to the interview, experiences may alter the 

participant’s perspective of the critical incident. 

Summary 

 This study is a qualitative study that uses the Critical Incident Technique 

(Flanagan, 1954) and was chosen as a preferred methodology since the critical 

incident, the passage of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives, had occurred prior to this study. The study examined the perceived 
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impact of these new standards on university principal preparation programs – the 

university principal preparation programs were not aligned with the new 

standards at the time of this study. The CIT, then, allowed the researcher to 

interview those involved in the formation of the standards to gain their views on 

perceived impact. 

The purpose of this study was to identify the perceived impact of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives on university preparation 

programs and answer the following research questions: 

1. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on university preparation programs for school 

administrators?  

2. What is the perceived impact on currently practicing principals? 

3. What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives? 

4. What are the overall perceptions of what the 2006 North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives would accomplish? 

5. What is the relationship of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives to any previous standards work? 

The analysis of the data is included in chapter 4. Findings are presented 

only by participant letter for all responses by each participant. Any responses 

potentially identifying a participant has been redacted to assure the anonymity 

and confidentiality of the participant. Findings were analyzed across the 
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questions for each participant and similarities were reported as well as outliers. 

Additionally, responses that brought the “critical incident to life” were reported 

(Seidman, 1998).



 
 

 

CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study examined North Carolina’s policy leader’s most recent attempt 

in raising standards for school administrators through the creation of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives (NCSSE). These new standards 

were approved by the North Carolina State Board of Education in December 

2006 and became effective with the 2008-2009 school year (North Carolina State 

Board of Education, 2008).  

Prior to the past two decades, there had been a limited scope of work to 

establish the foundation for contemporary standards for school principals. At the 

genesis of both the national and North Carolina imperative for new principal 

standards is the 1987 signature work of The University Council for Educational 

Administration (UCEA), The Report of the National Commission on Excellence in 

Educational Administration (NCEEA), Leaders for America’s Schools: The Report 

to the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration. This 

report provides a foundational framework for understanding the evolution of 

contemporary standards for school principals over the past two decades. It 

addresses the relationships among the multiple efforts to improve the relevance 

of school principal standards to both university preparation programs and the 

licensing of school principals in North Carolina. This report cites specific 

recommendations state government leaders from the executive and legislative 

branches as well as the State Board of Education and University Board of 

Governors should address. These recommendations impact both the policy 
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arena and practitioners’ practices to support higher standards for the preparation 

of the next generation of school administrators.  

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to identify the perceived impact of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives on university preparation 

programs. These university programs are charged with preparing future school 

administrators in the context of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives.   

The following questions are central to the study. 

1. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on university preparation programs for school 

administrators?  

2. What is the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives on currently practicing principals? 

3. What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives for the K-12 public education system? 

4. What were the overall perceptions of what the 2006 North Carolina 

Standards for School Executives would accomplish? 

5. What is the relationship of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for 

School Executives to the previously existing 1996 North Carolina 

Standards for School Administrators? 
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To determine the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards 

for School Executives on university preparation programs, the CIT methodology 

was employed. CIT has been discussed in the literature as a valid qualitative 

research methodology since the early 1950s. Recent literature from the late 

1990s and beyond was helpful in determining that this technique – CIT – was 

appropriate to this case – the creation, approval, and publication of the standards 

(Chell, 1998).  

Research Methodology and Design 

 This study utilizes the Critical Incident Technique (CIT) (Flanagan, 1954), 

specifically through interviews of thirteen (13) participants  all of whom served as 

members or staff to the North Carolina State Board of Education Ad Hoc 

Committee on School Administration . The critical incident for this study is the 

development and passage of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School 

Executives. The participants were involved with this Committee which was 

responsible for the development and recommended passage of the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives. The study specifically investigates 

these participants perceived impact of these standards on university educational 

leadership preparation programs. 

 The design of the study addresses five research questions. Participants 

responded to fourteen (14) interview questions and results were analyzed by 

coding and classifying their responses. 
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 This study is a qualitative study that uses the Critical Incident Technique 

(CIT) method (Flanagan, 1954). This technique allows the researcher to collect 

data, through interviews, describing the impact of the critical incident as 

perceived by those involved in the critical incident. The CIT method was selected 

as an appropriate methodology for this study since the critical incident had 

occurred prior to the researcher examining the perceived potential impact. That 

is, the researcher was interested in determining the potential impact of new 

standards for school executives on principal preparation programs.  

CIT is an appropriate technique for this study as it allows for a 

retrospective view of the purpose, intent, and perceived impact of the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives as described by key individuals 

serving on the North Carolina State Board of Education Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration. The participant responses, findings, represent a 

retrospective view of the critical incident, the passage of the 2006 NCSSE.  

Interviews: Findings and Analysis 

This section includes how the thirteen participant interview findings were 

treated. Findings, which are coded as significant participant responses 

addressing each interview question, are presented in 10 charts, one chart per 

interview question for all thirteen participants (see Appendix AA). “Significant 

participant responses” is defined as any response from a participant that directly 

addressed the interview question. The researcher coded and reported all 

responses meeting this definition. Unreported responses were those coded by 
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the researcher as “non- response.” A “non-response” is defined as a response 

that, while perhaps relevant to the context of the interview setting and topic, did 

not address the specific question. Responses were taken directly from participant 

transcripts. This classification of responses – “significant participant response” 

and “non-response” – emerged through the researcher’s analysis of the data.  

Appendix AA includes an individual chart of participant responses, one 

chart for each interview question. Interview questions one, seven, eleven, and 

twelve were not treated by charts for the following reasons: interview question 

one findings, used by the researcher to verify the participant’s role and 

involvement on the Ad Hoc Committee of School Administration, were not 

reported and to assure participant anonymity and interview questions seven, 

eleven, and twelve were proposed as potential prompt questions and were not 

needed during the interviews.  

Research Questions: Findings and Analysis 

 This section provides findings and analysis of participant responses to the 

five Research Questions. Appendix BB indicates the alignment of the Interview 

Questions with the Research Questions. Within each research question, 

participant responses are categorized as either Primary Findings, Secondary 

Findings, or Outliers. The coded charts (see Appendix AA) developed from the 

interview questions were used to establish these categories. These categories 

emerged naturally. 
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After coding the responses for the Interview Questions, the researcher 

categorized all responses for each Research Question. Categorizing was done to 

determine primary findings or secondary findings that were evident. Primary 

Findings are those findings that had a minimum of four participant responses. 

Secondary Findings are those findings that had two or three related participant 

responses. Single responses are reported as Outliers.  

Research Question 1 consist of 80 total responses categorized as 

primary, secondary, or outlier findings. The researcher further categorized within 

the primary and secondary findings. The Primary Findings categories are: 

1. Assessing Level of Anticipated Impact 

2. Changing Curriculum and Assessment Processes 

3. Relating To Practitioner and Real-World Relevance 

4. Creating Alternative Licensing Programs 

5. Driving Uniform Standards for Preparation Programs 

The Secondary Findings categories are: 

1. Increasing Institute of Higher Education Internal Collaboration 

2. Improving Internship Experiences  

Primary Findings Research Question 1 

 Among the five Primary Findings, there is a high degree of agreement 

among the participants that the perceived impact of the 2006 NCSEE will have a 

substantial impact on university preparation programs. Below is a summary of 

these findings listed by each of the five categories of the Primary Findings. 
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Within the first category, Assessing Level of Anticipated Impact, 

participant responses such as, "It should be great,” and “They’re (programs) 

being dramatically revamped, all of them, across the board,” are indicative of the 

overall responses. Further evidence of the participant’s perspective that the 

anticipated impact is significant can be found in the four remaining categories. 

The categories define where participants perceived the impact was greatest.  

In Changing Curriculum and Assessment Processes, participants cited 

anticipated changes in how the universities would modify curriculum and how 

prospective school leaders would be assessed within the program, based on the 

2006 NCSSE. One participant stated, “The Standards should be the basis for 

developing a curriculum for school leaders,” and another anticipated the 

universities should assess, “How are we lining up our required courses against 

the new school executive evaluation.” Another participant expressed their 

anticipation that the universities would, “Get outside of the box and really think 

differently about what it takes to be (a leader).” 

Relating to Practitioner and Real-World Relevance was the third category 

and illustrates the belief of many participants that the new Standards will cause 

the universities to increase their alignment of the academic development of these 

future school leaders with the reality of everyday practice and challenges in 

leading schools in the 21st century. Examples of these perceived impacts include 

the participant who stated, “(I) want (IHE) to have highly contextualized 

programs, programs that are really tied to the real world… that’s the best way in 
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a 21st century environment to train our leaders.” Another participant stated the 

IHEs would, “(We) need to look at inter-disciplinary kinds of pieces that are more 

real-world to address the contextual needs of future school leaders to leadership 

theory and practice.” 

   The category Creating Alternative Licensing Programs, clearly 

demonstrates the anticipated impact that members of the Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration believe the standards will have in driving innovation and 

alternative pathways for the State to develop and credential future school 

leaders. As one participant stated, “(You’re) going to see some different kinds of 

program focuses and I’m hoping that the New Leaders for New Schools…puts a 

little stimulus in there too.” Another remarked, “(There’s) going to be greater 

competition in the whole area of teacher and leadership preparation…if you have 

the Standards and you have the evaluation then it really does open the door for 

entities other than Schools of Education to become a part of leadership 

preparation.” As a final example illustrating this sentiment, a participant offered 

this opinion, “We will continue to evolve in education to that same type of model 

(business) that credentialing will be the paper needed and the diploma or the 

degree will be secondary.” 

The findings in the final category, Driving Uniform Standards for 

Preparation Programs substantiate the participants’ belief that the 2006 

Standards and subsequent developments will result in an increased level of 

common knowledge and expectations of all approved programs charged with 
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developing future school leaders. As once participant said, “Institutions are now 

going to have to provide evidence that their candidates meet the 

Standards…you’re not getting a license until we (IHE) have evidence you meet 

them…a huge, huge philosophical difference.” Similarly, another participant 

expressed the perspective that IHE program accountability for developing future 

school leaders to be proficient in the seven standards and twenty-two 

competencies by stating that “Each candidate’s evidence has to be available for 

review after the candidate finishes…program gets to stay in business …based on 

whether or not external reviewers of individual candidate’s work…had 

demonstrated the ability to meet the Standards.” 

Secondary Findings Research Question 1 

 Two categories emerged from the data and were classified as Secondary 

Findings. Secondary Findings are defined as two or three related responses to 

the research question.  

The first was Increasing IHE Internal Collaboration and the second was 

Improving Internship Experiences. Of the 80 total responses to Research 

Question 1, 5 responses were classified as Secondary Findings. Within these 

two categories, examples of comments related to the perceived impact on 

university preparation programs were, “(It will) move universities from … being an 

island unto themselves to a place where there can be collaboration and 

connections among the schools of education,” and “(The) biggest weaknesses in 
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the MSA Program is the whole internship.” Listed below are the five responses 

within these two categories. 

 Outliers Research Question 1 

Of the 80 total responses to Research Question 1, 3 responses were 

classified as Outliers – responses reported only once. The three responses listed 

below are relevant to the perceived impact that the 2006 NCSSE will have on 

university preparation programs and warrant inclusion in this study. 

Research Question 1 states, “What is the perceived impact of the 2006 

NC Standards for School Executives on university principal preparation 

programs?” Each of the five Primary Findings are listed below followed by the 

supporting comments.  

1. Assessing Level of Anticipated Impact 

a. It should be great 

b. It is beyond substantial to quite significant 

c. Will re-think principal preparation 

d. It’s going to be the ‘stick that pokes the dog’ 

e. There is an end-game that we’re preparing folks for 

f. The option that a university has is do we play the game or we 

don’t…we have rules 

g. We have rules…we have expectations…we have Standards 

and we have to apply them and it’s a competitive process 

because everybody can’t do it 



124 
 

 

h. May the best program be the one that get’s approved and 

becomes the core of who’s training our leaders…the 

implications for that are serious 

i. So it’s really from a systemic perspective all of those pieces of 

Standards going together (students, teachers, principals) 

j. I think that’s it’s pretty significant  

k. Has made their (IHE) program better, a lot better  

l. They’re being dramatically revamped, all of them, across the 

board 

m. It’s an evolution not a revolution…maybe that’s normal, maybe 

that’s just what we have the capacity to do…I’d like to see a little 

revolution going on but I don’t see it 

n. What I’ve gathered they have had an impact. That’s too early to 

tell though whether what they’ve done will make a difference but 

I think they have re-designed their programs 

o. It will be significant  

p. (IHEs) have a need for significant improvement and 

modifications. 

2. Changing Curriculum and Assessment Processes 

a. The Standards should be the basis for developing a curriculum 

for school leaders 
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b. Already driven a lot of new curriculum development and 

program review   

c. There is going be some type of assessment developed… 

d. Degrees [should include] curriculum that’s aligned with that 

assessment. 

e. Expanded the overall coverage of the curriculum…earlier on the 

curriculums and the education leadership programs were 

focused more on practical issues related to the management of 

the schools 

f. How are we lining up our required courses against the new 

school executive evaluation   

g. Focus on student achievement and staff issues  

h. Get increased information in working on skills related to how 

they can use their staff and more proactive ways to get to 

student achievement 

i. How to team build 

j. How to communicate better 

k. How to use their staff in different ways that they hadn’t used 

before to get the desired results  

l. How to use that data more effectively and how to teach their 

staffs to use that data more effectively  
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m. More exposure to different kinds of curriculums that would 

interest and help all students 

n. Shifting the indicator for licensure from the SLLA Exam to the 

Portfolio 

o. Get outside of the box and really think differently about what it 

takes to be (a leader)  

p. Recognize that leadership in a small innovative high school may 

be a different skill-set than leadership in a comprehensive high 

school   

q. Look at…special leadership training in urban areas around 

dealing with children of color, children of poverty 

r. Prepare principals to cope or to handle or to be proactive in an 

educational world that really doesn’t exist today   

s. One of the products that we have out there is EVAAS and how 

are they incorporating that into their development..of school 

building administrators 

t. A focal point of using data and training these professionals to 

understand how that data will help them actually deliver better 

instruction in the classroom…I don’t see that actually happening 

in my observation of the educational development programs   

u. See what in their area they needed to put in their programs 
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v. Could really move very quickly to a Case Management 

Leadership method of preparing principals...the Harvard Case 

Management 

w. (Standards) will help them move more quickly to that point as 

they build their curriculum around the standards by which their 

customers are judged. 

3. Relating to Practitioner and Real-World Relevance 

a. Whole notion of connectivity between preparation programs and 

practitioners  

b. Want to have highly contextualized programs, programs that are 

really tied to the real world… that’s the best way in a 21st 

century environment to train our leaders  

c. Look at the balance between field service and academics 

d. Need to look at inter-disciplinary kinds of pieces that are more 

real-world 

e. Greater opportunity for alignment between what’s expected of 

principals and what is taught to prospective principals much 

more practical stuff… a lot more stuff in context 

f. Look at apprenticeship kinds of things… 

4. Creating Alternative Licensing Programs 

a. Going to be greater competition in the whole area of teacher 

and leadership preparation…if you have the Standards and you 
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have the evaluation then it really does open the door for entities 

other than Schools of Education to become a part of leadership 

preparation 

b. We will continue to evolve in education to that same type of 

model that credentialing will be the paper needed and the 

diploma or the degree will be secondary 

c. If that gap (standards) isn’t closed… as a state and as district, 

local LEAs looking for alternative ways to prepare our principals 

d. If that doesn’t happen I think the state will see 

districts…approach the state for partnership with a non-profit to 

take advantage of the State Board’s support of alternative 

licensure programs for the principalship 

e. Going to see some different kinds of program focuses and I’m 

hoping that the New Leaders for New Schools…puts a little 

stimulus in there too 

f. Tried to encourage colleges and universities to get out of the 

box…here’s New Leaders for New Schools doesn’t have to be 

thirty-six hours… North Carolina will let these Regional 

Academies be a way to license principals…tried to encourage 

colleges and universities to be creative, be innovative because 

it’s coming 
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g. School systems are encouraged to do succession planning to 

identify people to get them into these Regional Leadership 

Academies 

h. Colleges and universities are going to get some run for their 

money in terms of how to prepare school leaders if they don’t 

step up to the plate and become 21st century 

i. Utilizing universities to help create new type programs that will 

be regionally based at focusing on leadership training 

5. Driving Uniform Standards for Preparation Programs 

a. To create a state-wide system of preparing school 

administrators  

b. Some measure of consistency across the programs that prepare 

school administrators   

c. House Bill 536, contained some statutory mandate that really 

probably didn’t exist in many programs prior to that  

d. Requirement of cross functional teams…far more precise and 

far more engaging 

e. A common rubric across the state …used to determine the 

licensure status of people entering into school administration 

f. Immediate impact in the development of the Educator 

Evaluation System because they are critical    
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g. Began to be a great sense of pride in the effort (IHE) to have 

Standards for practitioners, connected to Standards for 

preparation programs, connected to Standards for licensure.  

h. Preparation program accreditation, which is really what that 

licensure decision is going to work on 

i. Does create a supportive context where people can improve all 

of those by working on similar issues 

j. Because we’re doing it (standards) in preparation 

programs…with assistant principals…with principals…with 

superintendents…the conversation can become a bigger 

conversation  

k. The process has done a nice job of aligning a lot of those 

arrows…but there are still some other pretty deadly arrows that 

are flying around 

l. What the Board (State) approved in January of 2008 was an 

outcome based program approval process  

m. Each candidate’s evidence has to be available for review after 

the candidate finishes…program gets to stay in business 

…based on whether or not external reviewers of individual 

candidate’s work…had demonstrated the ability to meet the 

Standards 
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n. We came up with…a framework that said we want electronic 

evidences    

o. …in the case of school administrators…six to eight (electronic 

evidences) …of the six that they had to do one focused on 

student achievement, one focused on teacher empowerment, 

one focused on management 

p. Colleges and universities were directed to revise their programs 

and come up with these electronic evidences 

q. Institutions are now going to have to provide evidence that their 

candidates meet the Standards…you’re not getting a license 

until we have evidence you meet them…a huge, huge 

philosophical difference 

r. Forcing colleges and universities that don’t want to change their 

programs to have to change their programs 

For Research Question 1, there were two Secondary Findings. These are 

listed below followed by the supporting comments. 

1. Increasing IHE Internal Collaboration 

a. Move universities from … being an island unto themselves to a 

place where there can be collaboration and connections among 

the schools of education 

b. An excellent professor at one university…do a great online 

module about assessing teacher performance  
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c. Share resources across university boundaries…they would rely 

on each other to prepare all principals and school leaders in a 

more effective and efficient way 

2. Improving Internship Experiences 

a. The year-long internship 

b. Biggest weaknesses in the MSA Program is the whole 

internship 

3. Outliers 

a. Trying to attack both the shortages and the quality, if we shut 

down and redesign and go through a competitive process we’re 

going to lose cohorts of folks that could come out and address 

the shortages 

b. For these new programs (IHEs) that were submitted, some 

institutions had an easier time than others of figuring out how to 

have their candidates demonstrate they meet these Standards. 

And in some cases, institutions simply tried to retro fit what they 

were doing to meet the Standards…based on the reviews that’s 

not acceptable 

c. Going to take a restructuring of how universities are funded 

Research Question 2 consists of a total of 52 responses categorized as 

primary, secondary, or outlier findings. The researcher further categorized within 

the primary and secondary findings. The four Primary Findings categories are: 
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1. Developing Reflective Practitioners 
 

2. Providing Professional Development 
 

3. Mentoring and Support Systems 

4. Evaluating Principals 
 

There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 2 as all 

responses were categorized in one of the four Primary Findings categories or as 

an Outlier. 

Primary Findings Research Question 2 

Among the 49 Primary Findings, there is a high degree of agreement 

among the participants that the perceived impact of the 2006 NCSEE on 

practicing principals will occur in four categories. Below is a summary of these 

findings listed by each of the four categories of the Primary Findings. 

Within the category, Developing Reflective Practitioners, participants cited 

the impact on principals becoming more reflective in comments such as, “(The 

standards) forced them to be more reflective of their own role as a leader in the 

process’”, “(the standards have) the potential to make practitioners think, act and 

become accountable in very, very, different and…better ways,” and “(the 

standards) made them focus on what they were going to do differently as 

leaders.”  

Providing Professional Development illustrated the perceived impact the 

new standards will have on professional development for principals. Participants 

stated, “They (superintendents) need to grow their own (leaders),”School districts 
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themselves will see the need to have education leadership training programs for 

their principals on a consistent basis,” and “We can no longer sit back and expect 

Universities to train people… they can begin the training process but school 

districts are going to have to do their own too.” 

The third category of Primary Findings, Mentoring and Support System, 

highlights the perceived impact the new standards will have on creating a need 

for new and improved mentoring and support systems for practicing school 

leaders. One participant stated the need for, “A triangle of mentors…a person 

who would have the content expertise…public relations expertise…administrative 

expertise,” while another said the new standards “Almost becomes a framework 

for coaching and mentoring.” 

Evaluating Principals is the final of four categories for the Primary Findings 

of Research Question 2. This category illustrates the perceived impact the new 

standards will have on the evaluation process implemented to assess school 

leaders based on these new standards. One participant said, “It’s going to come 

down to the superintendent…it always has…  if the superintendent values it, 

values the process and values the Standards and is able to link them to the local 

district priorities, there is certainly the potential for it to be very meaningful.”  

Another participant stated that, “There are 115 school districts in the state and 

115 superintendents all of whom may have their own interpretation of how much 

rigor and how much attention they might pay to the intent of that evaluation 
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system… if they don’t monitor it…evaluate it…don’t question it then it probably 

won’t get done.”  

Secondary Findings and Outliers Research Question 2 

 There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 2. Of the 52 

total responses to Research Question 2, 3 were categorized as Outliers. One 

such comment suggests a vastly different approach to the current funding and 

principal staffing patterns in North Carolina, the participant said, “(I am) hoping 

another outgrowth of having the Standards is that we will begin to differentiate 

the principal business…could have administrators of schools, operational 

principals…we will move toward a model of having chief operation officers of 

schools and chief academic officers of schools”  

Research Question 2 states, “What is the perceived impact of the 2006 

NC Standards for School Executives on practicing principals?” Each of the four 

Primary Findings are listed below followed by the supporting comments.  

1. Developing Reflective Practitioners 

a. Gets them to think at a higher level….  

b. But they had to think harder… go through some of those things 

that effective leaders do and how can you do some of those 

things 

c. Has the potential to make practitioners think, act and become 

accountable in very, very, different and…better ways 
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d. Forced them to be more reflective of their own role as a leader 

in the process 

e. Forced them to look at the evidence, the artifacts it’s going to do 

for principals what the National Board Certification process has 

done for teachers. It’s going to make them more self reflective 

f. A phenomenally powerful structure for conversation.  

g. Changing leadership behaviors 

h. Made them focus on what they were going to do differently as 

leaders   

i. This forced us to discuss with them (principals) how do you 

apply some of this theory to what you concretely will do as a 

principal 

j. Allowed us to discuss how they can become more effective as 

principals using a…theoretical framework as opposed to kind of 

nuts and bolts 

k. It will make them more strategic in their decision making 

l. It’s (the standards) more developmental…more structure than 

the one did before 

m. It will lead to much greater accountability 

n. One of my hot buttons in this process is to hopefully initiate 

some sort of process at the individual District level where there 

is much more active recruitment around Succession Planning, 
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Strategic Planning for Leadership in the District to insure that we 

have effective teaching going on in the schoolhouse is to have a 

leader that sets high standards by his leadership to have a 

delivery system that works 

o. These standards will address leadership quality as just tweaking 

of them would not be adequate. 

2. Providing Professional Development 

a. Use the standards in our own professional development…a 

good point of departure in talking about effective leadership 

b. It is a growth and development model and not a “gotcha” model.  

c. Looking for some means of support for new principals or 

struggling principals or just evolving principals… It’s not at the 

State level so we’re going to build it internally.   

d. They (superintendents) need to grow their own (leaders) 

e. Believe more are embracing some sort of formalized principal 

PD with leadership development within their district…they 

(principals) seem to be more involved in district level support 

stuff 

f. That school districts themselves will see the need to have 

education leadership training programs for their principals on a 

consistent basis… 
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g. Assess whether or not their current principals have the skills 

needed to address (key) issues and if not to provide that training 

on a consistent basis 

h. We need to have a professional development structure in place 

i. The principals in our [IHE cohort] who are now interns, a 

number of them have used the template for their growth plans 

j. So the data will be used to …continue to validate and refine the 

instrument…the data will also allow the Department, if it will do 

it, to look at the ratings across systems, across schools, across 

grade levels, across areas of the state to determine first of all 

are there some state-wide gaps that we can identify that we 

need to go fill 

k. Working with NCASA to come up with some professional 

development to fill the holes and move people forward 

l. We can no longer sit back and expect Universities to train 

people… they can begin the training process but school districts 

are going to have to do their own too 

m. Whole notion of being a learning organization… role of the 

University is to prepare people for their jobs… role of the School 

District is to make sure that people are learning their work 

n. This framework is a powerful structure for that conversation 

(learning organization) to happen you can give the best people 
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the most outstanding training in the world but if you don’t put 

them in a context that supports it you’ve wasted your 

time…started with the Principals Working Conditions Survey 

3. Mentoring and Support Systems 

a. That we (State/DPI) would, the universities or someone, would 

need to assign mentors or coaches to principals who have gone 

through programs and who have become practicing leaders, to 

provide them feedback to be a sounding board.  

b. Need a triangle of mentors…a person who would have the 

content expertise…public relations expertise…administrative 

expertise   

c. Have an online catalogue where principals can access virtually 

the assistance that they need 

d. The fact that the growth plan really does align with preparation 

programs is kind of neat…puts [IHE] in the position of being 

able to support their reflections on efforts they’re making there 

on the job 

e. And even in a time of extreme stress…the Standards seem to 

be helpful to the principals.  

f. Very optimistic that they (principals) will be better prepared 

because they’re going to hit the ground running in terms of their 
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whole programs have been predicated on their developing 

evidence that they meet these Standards.  

g. When they (new practicing principals) start they will already 

have provided the institution evidence, they’ll be familiar with the 

rubric, they know how to gather evidence, they will have 

demonstrated their ability to impact student learning and 

empower teachers and manage processes. 

h. Leadership academies …would provide mentors for beginning 

principals that it would provide PD that was tailored … don’t 

need to go back and reinvent what already exists…make sure 

we identify what principals need and number two, then to hold 

them accountable for getting it 

i. It almost becomes a framework for coaching and mentoring 

4. Evaluating Principals 

a. One of the most challenging pieces for us as a district is getting 

principals around the notion of “developing”, “proficient”, 

“accomplished”, and its new language. And I think when a 

principal, who’s highly successful, goes into a new school 

environment and begins the journey as the leader and finds 

themselves at a developing stage in some of the Standards, 

that’s a hard sell  
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b. One of my worries…we’re taking our most talented principals 

and placing them in our lowest performing schools… if we’re 

going to get our truly best and most accomplished principals in 

our highest need schools…we have to have some way of saying 

to them, yes, we’re going to evaluate you against the instrument 

because we’re required to do that but we’ve also got to hold you 

harmless in terms of any compensation tied to that for three 

years or figure out what that time frame is in order to have 

people willing to make that leap  

c. There are 115 school districts in the state and 115 

superintendents all of whom may have their own interpretation 

of how much rigor and how much attention they might pay to the 

intent of that evaluation system… if they don’t monitor 

it…evaluate it…don’t question it then it probably won’t get done  

d. Hope that the whole idea is that the Standards will lead to 

stronger leaders and higher performing schools 

e. It’s going to come down to the superintendent…it always has…  

if the superintendent values it, values the process and values 

the Standards and is able to link them to the local district 

priorities, there is certainly the potential for it to be very 

meaningful.  
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f. So we’re using the same evaluation process across all the 

different levels of the school (teacher through superintendent).  

g. The Board (State) has put in place a policy that said ratings on 

the evaluation instruments are going to come to the 

Department. And that’s not because we care how an [individual] 

is evaluated. But it is number one, to make sure that the 

instrument is really targeting, as an outcome, kind of, student 

behavior, student performance, because if you can be 

distinguished or accomplished on the rubric and the student 

performance at your school stinks then there’s something wrong 

with the rubric.  

h. …are there parts of the state where, let’s say, student 

performance is lousy in a school system but the superintendent 

rates every principal as accomplished. Then you have a little 

meeting with the superintendent and say whoa, whoa, whoa, 

either you don’t get the Standards or there’s some… I think that 

it will make evaluation much more transparent.  

i. Going to vary from place to place…a system is only as good as 

the people  

j. It is contextually driven. It’s possible for me to be in a school 

and be outstanding in all areas at that school and go to a new 

school and be developing in all Standards 
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k. The biggest of these is an increase in student achievement and 

student outcomes (K-12), that’s the goal of everything 

Research Question 2 had no Secondary Findings and three comments 

categorized as Outliers. These are listed below: 

1. Hoping another outgrowth of having the Standards is that we will begin 

to differentiate the principal business…could have administrators of 

schools, operational principals…we will move toward a model of 

having chief operation officers of schools and chief academic officers 

of schools 

2. Hope it would have a positive impact on them…all of them want to be 

successful 

3. Perhaps make more economic sense, given limited resources, to focus 

on what I’ll characterize as the aspiring Principal category, as opposed 

to Principals in the field 

 Research Question 3 includes a total of 38 responses categorized as 

primary, secondary, or outlier findings. The researcher further categorized within 

the primary and secondary findings. The Primary Findings categories are: 

1. Enhancing Principal Leadership Skills and Behaviors 

2. Improving Preparation Programs 

3. Developing Professional Development  

4. Evaluating Principals 

The one secondary finding category was: 
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1. Improving the Learning Environment 

Primary Findings Research Question 3 

Among the 35 Primary Findings, there is a high degree of agreement 

among the participants that the perceived benefits of the 2006 NCSEE will be in 

leadership performance, preparation programs, and the evaluation process. 

Below is a summary of these findings listed by each of the four categories of the 

Primary Findings. 

Enhancing Principal Leadership Skills and Behaviors consisted of 

participant responses such as, “That the culture bred by these changes is a 

disincentive for less capable individuals to work in the field (leadership) and an 

incentive for folk who are themselves curious,” and “The benefits are pretty clear. 

We’re going to have more successful leaders,” and “That there is a much greater 

or will be a much greater emphasis on data decision making.”  

A second category, Improving Preparation Programs, emerged from the 

findings on this research question as well. This category is evidenced by one 

participant responses such who said, “At the end of their program (MSA), this is 

what they’ve got to be able to know and do…have to document it in a way that is 

condensing…to be clearly indicative to those people who will review the 

professor’s assessments.” Another remarked “(It’s) important for Deans and 

Schools of Education, when they hire new faculty, that the faculty really 

understand the Standards as a whole, that they understand the evaluation 

instrument so that we can have some consistency. So it will take perseverance 
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on the Schools of Education preparing principals.” A third stated that, “The 

culture in the state is going to change and is changing so that Colleges of 

Education are going to have to take greater ownership for their graduates in 

terms of tracking their success. I think we have a University President who… with 

a business approach and if a branch bank isn’t effective you close it or you put 

somebody else in there to lead it.” 

An additional perceived benefit is illustrated in the category, Developing 

Professional Development. This category of Primary Findings, while not as 

robust as the other three in this category, is still informative. As an example, one 

participant stated, “We are collecting those data (from principal evaluations) and 

that we’ll be able to see, according to the evaluators, principals are weak in “x”… 

so alright we need to focus some professional development for “x”. So it will help 

us to discern where we need to place our emphasis when it comes to helping 

practicing principals.” Another simply stated that the new standards would, “Help 

us to institutionalize the whole professional development notion as it relates to 

the Standards.”   

The final category of Primary Findings for Research Question 3, 

Evaluating Principals, demonstrates the perception of the benefits the new 

standards will have on assessing the effectiveness of school principals. One 

participant stated, “There is an expectation, that we’ve not had before, in the 

state as a state, that there be a consistency in practice of principal evaluation 

and a consistency in what is being assessed.” Another participant said, 
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“Principals are going to be expected to produce. The burden has shifted, in this 

process, which I think is wonderful, to the building level principal…show me this 

has happened in your school…Show me how this is being implemented in the 

classroom with your teachers…show me how it’s impacting what you’re doing in 

the classroom.” An additional participant remarked that the standards and 

process, “(The standards process) requires all kinds of artifacts for principals to 

present. So I think that that will take us to a better place.” 

Secondary Findings Research Question 3 

There was one category that emerged from the data as a Secondary 

Finding. This category, Improving the Learning Environment, cited two examples 

of the perceived benefits of the new standards. One illustration is the participant 

who remarked on the new expectation for school leaders by asking, “How is a 

21st century executive responsible for facilitating professional learning 

communities and modeling professional learning communities so the instruction 

remains at the heart of a school?”   

Outliers Research Question 3 

Of the 38 total responses to Research Question 3, only one was 

categorized as an Outlier. 

Research Question 3 states, “What is the perceived benefit of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives?” Each of the four Primary 

Findings are listed below followed by the supporting comments. 

1. Enhancing Principal Leadership Skills and Behaviors 
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a. That our group, across the board, the top level barrier here is 

low expectations of children and what we hope is that all these 

forces, including the new standards,  are going to make it to get 

the field to the point where those low expectations are obvious 

in a leader before that leader steps into the chair 

b. That the culture bred by these changes is a disincentive for less 

capable individuals to work in the field (leadership) and an 

incentive for folk who are themselves curious…who want to 

know more about the world and bring that into their school day 

to day 

c. Because a leader who believes they can do it (lead for 21st 

century) acts differently than one that’s just complying with the 

law   

d. Locals are assuming some responsibility growing their 

own…that’s going to lend to an increased pool and greater 

stability  

e. The benefits are pretty clear. We’re going to have more 

successful leaders  

f. Successful leaders tend to have less turnover. You have greater 

stability  

g. So anything we do to make good leadership important, you 

know, bad leadership is important from the lessons that we 
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learn but its good leadership that’s important with regard to 

benefits for kids and for communities and stability and all that.  

h. That there is a much greater or will be a much greater emphasis 

on data decision making  

i. Part of the process that I enjoyed the most was the competency 

piece…my personal experience (in university preparation 

program) would tell me that the Competencies were not a 

significant focus. My experience working and hiring principals in 

this district would tell me that it still isn’t…that’s more just from 

observation, interaction, the kinds of questions that principals 

ask me a lot  

2. Improving Preparation Programs 

a. [IHE] have used the Pre-Service Rubric and I’ve used the 

Certificate of Competencies…gone into schools talking with 

principals about the kinds of activities and functions that need to 

happen in the year long internship… 

b. Setting up internships between our MSA students and principals 

is to talk about those two documents as the interns’ end-game.  

c. At the end of their program (MSA), this is what they’ve got to be 

able to know and do…have to document it in a way that is 

condensing…to be clearly indicative to those people who will 

review the professor’s assessments  
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d. Helped me to be far more specific in terms of the kinds of 

suggested activities that I can talk with the principal about in 

terms of the internship…able to speak authoritatively and clearly 

about the fact that the student (MSA) needs to be not just an 

observer but an engaged individual in school improvement 

efforts   

e. They (MSA students) have to do something, not just study the 

teaching/working conditions results, but to do something with 

them  

f. They (MSA students) have to do data analysis and then my 

authority for that is the Rubric that the student will be judged by 

for licensure and the Certificate of Competencies……  

g. Important for Deans and Schools of Education, when they hire 

new faculty, that the faculty really understand the Standards as 

a whole, that they understand the evaluation instrument so that 

we can have some consistency. So it will take perseverance on 

the Schools of Education preparing principals  

h. One of the pieces in particular that, in my judgment, has not 

been addressed well by our Colleges of Education is this notion 

of micro political leadership. It’s the one our principals are 

struggling with the most, quite honestly, even our very 

experienced ones 
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i. Paying attention to the titles of those Standards…there’s lots of 

literature around this notion of instructional leadership. I’m not 

sure how much time is invested in our Colleges of Education in 

really exploring that……not talking about exploring it by calling a 

course title Instructional Leadership. This has to go deeper and 

the Colleges of Education have to really start looking at the 

artifacts  

j. Think there is a burden on our Colleges of Education to equip 

future principals with the ability to do that (show evidence of 

impact) and not get into the mentality that they’ve got to, you 

know, haul four wagon loads of stuff into their supervisor’s office 

k. There’s got to be a change in the way the Colleges of Education 

approach this notion of the Competencies. And to me, you don’t 

address the Competencies and check the box off of the College 

of Education by having a course called Change Management. 

It’s about what your folks were able to do as a leader of change 

on their first assignment into a school  

l. The culture in the state is going to change and is changing so 

that Colleges of Education are going to have to take greater 

ownership for their graduates in terms of tracking their success. 

I think we have a University President who… with a business 
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approach and if a branch bank isn’t effective you close it or you 

put somebody else in there to lead it 

m. I think that the Standards required the Colleges of Education to 

start with a clean slate  

3. Developing Professional Development 

a. But looking at different online modules, I did mention that, but 

looking at different on line modules based on the needed 

improvements, that we may see in principals, will take us to a 

better place also 

b. We are collecting those data (from principal evaluations)and 

that we’ll be able to see, according to the evaluators, principals 

are weak in “x”… so alright we need to focus some professional 

development for “x”. So it will help us to discern where we need 

to place our emphasis when it comes to helping practicing 

principals 

c. Professional development for new principals in the state   

d. Help us to institutionalize the whole professional development 

notion as it relates to the Standards 

4. Evaluating Principals 

a. There is an expectation, that we’ve not had before, in the state 

as a state, that there be a consistency in practice of principal 

evaluation and a consistency in what is being assessed 
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b. Requires us, as we have new superintendents, to make sure 

that through some process all new superintendents have, as a 

part as their professional development, the evaluation system   

c. We had a new superintendent from [state]…he wanted to do 

immediately was to bring his evaluation from [state] to use with 

his principals…all of his principals had already gone through the 

training…we said that will be fine as long as you as you share 

the validation and reliability studies that have been done with 

your instrument…that had not been in place…helped to say well 

maybe you need to learn more about this and maybe you can 

add to it…   

d. Very important for the [institution] to continue to be persistent in 

making sure that that new superintendents know about it, that 

they are familiar and that they have the necessary support to 

carry through   

e. Important part, for the [institution] to make sure that the 

instrument really is institutionalized in all school districts and 

that would require that we do or coordinate or we make sure 

that it happens  

f. Principals are going to be expected to produce. The burden has 

shifted, in this process, which I think is wonderful, to the building 

level principal…show me this has happened in your 
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school…Show me how this is being implemented in the 

classroom with your teachers…show me how it’s impacting 

what you’re doing in the classroom 

g. It takes a lot of time (evaluation process), if you’re going to do 

the evaluation process right 

h. Requires all kinds of artifacts for principals to present. So I think 

that that will take us to a better place 

i. The artifacts and some of the pieces of information are different 

from just having a school improvement plan 

For Research Question 3, there was one Secondary Finding. This is listed 

below followed by the supporting statements. 

1. Improving the Learning Environment 

a. The creation of more authentic learning environments as we 

evolve that it tends to attract smarter teachers and 

administrators because there’s authentic adult learning is 

required  

b. How is a 21st century executive responsible for facilitating 

professional learning communities and modeling professional 

learning communities so the instruction remains at the heart of a 

school 

Research Question 3 had one comment categorized as and Outlier. This 

is listed below: 
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1. All this requires, for it to be effective, is follow-up and perseverance 

Research Question 4 includes a total of 35 responses categorized as 

primary, secondary, or outlier findings. The researcher further categorized within 

the primary and secondary findings. The four Primary Findings are: 

1. Increasing Principal Effectiveness 

2. Evaluating Principals 

3. Preparing and Supporting Principals 

4. Improving Student Outcomes 

There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 4 and four 

Outliers. 

Primary Findings Research Question 4 

Among the four Primary Findings, there is a high degree of agreement 

among the participants that the overall perception of the perceived impact of the 

2006 NCSEE will be in areas related to enhancing the effectiveness of principals, 

the evaluation of principals, and the preparation of principals. In addition, there 

were primary findings to support the perception that the new standards will have 

a positive impact on improving student outcomes. Below is a summary of these 

findings listed by each of the four categories of the Primary Findings. 

Increasing Principal Effectiveness emerged as a primary finding with 

participants making statement such as, “The instrument helps principals be more 

effective principals,” and that “The Standards could actually transform school 

leadership.” Another participant commented that the new standards would result 



155 
 

 

in having “High performing administrators and our schools will be functioning at 

the highest level.”   

The category, Evaluating Principals, illustrates the participants’ 

perceptions of how significant the new standards will be in the process used to 

evaluate principals. One participant said, “(The standards will lead to) having an 

outcome based performance system in which we clearly articulated what it was 

we expected people (principals) to know and to do.” While another said, “As we 

arrive at a P20 (pre-school through college senior) data system in North Carolina 

my greatest hope is that data is going to track not just teacher performance but 

principal performance aligned back to standards for both.”  

The third category of Primary Findings, Preparing and Supporting 

Principals, had the highest number of responses from the participants and 

illustrates their perceptions of the impact the new standards should have on 

university and school system development of school leaders. For instance, one 

participant said, “(The standards should) be transformational for our Colleges of 

Education, specifically the Educational Leadership program and the way they 

approach preparing principals.” Another commented that, “To me this is a sea 

change…significantly changing the MSA program is for the better and I think it 

has the potential to do that.”  As related to the support from the local school 

system, one participant responded by saying it should, “(The standards) change 

the way superintendents and their HR directors would look at the preparation 

process.” 
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   Improving Student Outcomes emerged as a primary finding for Research 

Question 4 as well. One participant remarked that, “So it’s, sort of, backward 

mapping from the ultimate conversation that was around 21st century skills (for 

students first, now principals),” while another stated that, “Every school would 

have a principal that recognizes that children can learn.” 

Secondary Findings and Outliers Research Question 4 

 There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 4. Of the 35 

total responses to Research Question 4, four responses were identified as 

Outliers. The range of these responses included from, “(The standards would be) 

a process that would be meaningful to the principals,” to “How can we make this 

something we can live with that does have potential to be positive without having 

it be something we absolutely cannot live with.” 

Research Question 4 states, “What are the overall perceptions of what the 

2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives would accomplish?” The 

four Primary Findings are listed below followed by their supporting comments. 

1. Increasing Principal Effectiveness 

a. That the instrument helps principals be more effective principals 

b. Have high performing administrators and our schools will be 

functioning at the highest level  

c. A shot at real and significant reform in school administration 

d. The Standards could actually transform school leadership  
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e. Will have very effective school leaders…the kind of school 

leaders in place that we need to transform the public schools 

f. Helps people know how to focus their job  

2. Evaluating Principals 

a. Be an effective evaluation tool  

b. As we arrive at a P20 data system in North Carolina my greatest 

hope is that data is going to track not just a teacher 

performance but principal performance aligned back to 

standards for both  

c. Standards would be turned into a multi media strategy on the 

Internet so that like what’s done in pharmaceuticals and 

medicine and in other areas that are highly certificated that 

people have to be continually assessed…that they become very 

present 

d. Have an outcome based performance system in which we 

clearly articulated what it was we expected people to know and 

to do  

e. If we had enough guts as educators to really have honest 

conversations about performance and to say to people, kind of 

like using a business model where you’re coached every six 

months, here’s what you need to do next or here’s what you can 

do better…  
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f. If we, as educators, had enough guts to really embrace a 

coaching model and provide the professional development that 

people need to keep going, then the Standards have the 

potential to transform how we do it and cause a sea change. so 

this was a means to an end in my opinion and I think that that 

was their (State Board) goal… was to say that we’ve got good 

leadership in place, we’re developing the leaders, we’re 

recruiting the leaders, we’re rewarding the leaders on the things 

that they do that get these kids to where they need to be in the 

21st century 

g. Used by everybody and consistently throughout the state 

h. Be a different journey of coaching that would be going on 

supervisor to principal 

i. A consensus on these (standards) and would be vested by the 

various stakeholders 

3. Preparing and Supporting Principals 

a. Change the way we would prepare and develop school 

administrators  

b. Change the way superintendents and their HR directors would 

look at the preparation process  
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c. Be transformational for our Colleges of Education, specifically 

the Education Leadership program and the way they approach 

preparing principals  

d. There would be improvements in strengthening our programs 

(iHE) 

e. Focus on training and development 

f. Regional Academy…I see as a model for doing this (training 

and development) 

g. What does it take for leaders to want to hire the teachers to do 

that and to manage effectively communities…all those skill sets 

that are different than just the old school boss/management kind 

of stuff…everything from savvy technology to appreciation of 

international context…   

h. To me this is a sea change…significantly changing the MSA 

program is for the better and I think it has the potential to do that 

i. For the standards and system to reflect the true needs of what 

school leaders need to be for 21st century schools  

j. Have differentiated leadership roles for principals in the 

state….we could have a two pathway system…university will 

look at those Standards and say we want to have a dual 

coursework for principals…tied in to a career 
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advancement…someone moving in the operations area then 

there’s associate superintendents’ availability   

k. If you are strategic in your thinking…focused on Succession 

Planning…highly selective in terms of approving candidates 

that’s a lot of the job  

l. Will get to the place sooner that people really understand that 

one person really cannot have all of that expertise 

4. Improving Student Outcomes 

a. The hopes of the (State) board were that you can talk about 

students (21st Century Students) as your deliverable or your 

product in raising that standard 

b. So it’s, sort of, backward mapping from the ultimate 

conversation that was around 21st century skills (for students 

first, now principals)  

c. Every school would have a principal that recognizes that 

children can learn 

d. Be a focus on improving student achievement 

 Research Question 4 had no Secondary Findings. There were four 

Outliers as listed below: 

1. A process that would be meaningful to the principals 

2. (Principals) communicate to its publics the good things about public 

schools 
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3. Finish them before I was ninety-eight  

4. How can we make this something we can live with that does have 

potential to be positive without having it be something we absolutely 

cannot live with 

Research Question 5 includes a total of 55 responses. All findings were 

categorized as either Primary or Outliers. The researcher further categorized 

within the Primary Findings. The Primary Findings categories are: 

1. Limited or No Relationship or Reference 

2. Some Relationship or Reference 

3. Strong Relationship or Reference 

There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 4. 

Primary Findings Research Questions 5 

Among the three categories of Primary Findings, there is a high degree of 

agreement among the participants that there was limited or no relationship or 

reference to the previous North Carolina Principal Standards in the development 

of the 2006 NCSSE. Below is a summary of these findings listed by each of the 

five categories of the Primary Findings. 

Within the category of Limited or No Reference or Relationship to the 

previous standards, there were 35 responses in this category. One participant 

said, “(I) don’t recall a single time that anyone mentioned the 1996 Standards,” 

while another remarked that, “The old Standards were fairly irrelevant and I don’t 
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recall the committee giving much attention to them,” while another commented 

that, “In terms of did we consciously look at the Standards (1996), not at all.” 

 There were 12 responses with the category, Some Relationship or 

Reference. Among these was the comment that, “If you were to go from purely 

the language of the new Standards and the language of the old Standards you 

could probably achieve a fairly, I’d say, 85%-90% crosswalk between the two.”   

Another participant said, “If you looked, I mean look at the ISLLC Standards and 

these Standards… probably find stuff that’s similar.” 

 Only 2 responses were categorized as strong Relationship or Reference 

to the previous standards. One such response was, “When you lay the Standards 

that were done in 1996 or the Standards for previous school administrator 

programs versus the current Standards (2006) there are lots of similarities 

between them. So, like, you can lay the two sets of Standards for the programs 

down now side by side and you can go oh yes, you know, this is… but in terms of 

did we consciously look at the Standards (1996), not at all.” 

Secondary Findings and Outliers Research Question 5 

There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 5. Of the 55 

total responses to Research Question 5, 6 were categorized as Outliers. These 

primarily related to the void of statewide leadership for the implementation and 

support of the new standards. For example, one participant stated, that, “And at 

the Department (NC Department of Public Instruction), there is a void in School 
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Leadership. There’s nobody paying attention to it. There is nobody in this state 

that worries about School Leadership 24/7.”   

Research Question 5 states, “What is the relationship of the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives to any previous standards work?” The 

three Primary Findings and their supporting comments are listed below: 

1. Limited or No Relationship or Reference 

a. Frankly I hadn’t paid much attention to the old Standards 

b. The old Standards were fairly irrelevant and I don’t recall the 

committee giving much attention to them  

c. I think the 90s Standards were much more the managerial 

standards 

d. Vision for the principal and the new Standards are very much 

the principals’ as leaders of leaders (unlike old standards) 

e. I do not have enough knowledge on the prior Standards. What I 

heard were consistent reactions that the new Standards were a 

throw forward…people really thought that it aligned with a new 

type of a school and a new type of leader 

f. They were perceived as being weak and not being appropriate 

to the needs of 21st century schools  

g. They were mostly based upon ISLLC and they were mostly 

based around more theoretical constructs rather than around 

specific applications…that thinking was a part of what drove the 
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Standards to be more executive in their nature rather than just 

administrative  

h. They weren’t strong enough to do the job for what schools need 

(principals) to be in this new century  

i. Moving increasingly to this whole notion of instructionally 

focused and what it means to lead versus manage  

j. What we really are measuring and holding folks accountable for 

is different  

k. The 1996 Standards were outdated. They had not been redone 

for a number of years so there were big gaps in it   

l. There’ll be gaps in the new ones too, after a few years, so we’ll 

have to certainly continue doing/looking at those and improving 

on them on a consistent basis  

m. Don’t recall the 1996 Standards really being part of the 

discussion…part of the discussion were the Draft Standards that 

were developed by the Deans and Representatives…what was 

missing from those Draft Standards and what was added was 

the whole micro political area…innovation and technology.  

n. Don’t recall a single time that anyone mentioned the 1996 

Standards  

o. (New standards) certainly has more of an executive feel to it, 

which was the intent in terms of the Standard titles  
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p. The Standard (new) titles send a message and are symbolic 

and feel different than obviously the Standard titles from the 

previous document and that was intentional  

q. The Standard around Strategic Leadership, Cultural Leadership 

and the Micro Political Leadership…were probably less obvious 

than the previous instrument... we’ve lifted those up as 

something that is worth paying attention to particularly the 

notion of Strategic Leadership… 

r. No, I don’t think it (old standards) did  

s. I didn’t find them (old standards) particularly intriguing one way 

or another  

t. The previous one for me was simply going through the motions 

u. They (1996) were very easily aligned with the National 

Standards. And so, you know when they were abandoned that 

really was not a major shock for our (IHE) programs  

v. It was an attempt to start fresh 

w. There was definitely a political climate where folks just wanted, 

just thought everything was broken and they just wanted to 

show they were taking charge and going to fix it all  

x. No there wasn’t 

y. The Evaluation Standards (PEP) that the Board had for school 

administrators were not very good…reason they were not very 
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good is because instead of basing them…on what people 

(teachers, principals, central office staff) ought to know and be 

able to do they were based upon, the Board (State) strategic 

priorities (at the time) that were like, vision, effective and 

efficient operation, and so the Standards were written around 

those. So they didn’t make sense  

z. I’m not sure that those instruments that were developed were 

really based on any Standards…I think they were, kind of, 

developed and validated but so the, what was on/in Board policy 

as the Standards for evaluation were poorly conceptualized  

aa. When we were doing these Standards, the new Standards for 

school administrators and ultimately for the preparation 

programs, we looked at the Standards that were in Board 

(State) policy and when we made the change we went into 

Board policy and deleted the old Standards that were focused 

on vision, effective and efficient operations and put in the new 

ones  

bb. The Standards (1996) that the Administrators’ Board 

(NCSBPSA) did were never even looked at in this whole 

process   

cc. The other thing that’s really different with these and the others is 

a whole notion of context…the (new) process here really puts 
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the onus much more on the evaluatee than it does the evaluator 

for getting a good evaluation 

dd. I don’t think we had…we didn’t talk about those other ones.  

ee. to be perfectly honest we didn’t dwell a lot on the old Standards 

ff. this was more of what I characterize as a fresh slate approach, 

which is to say what do we want not necessarily what can we do 

with these (1996) to make them better  

gg. Old ones were not being enforced or used  

hh. Built to some degree off the old ones but were substantially 

different from the old standards as they (2006) were based on 

the needed leadership skills for 21st century schools  

ii. But in terms of did we consciously look at the Standards (1996), 

not at all 

2. Some Relationship or Reference 

a. If you were to go from purely the language of the new Standards 

and the language of the old Standards you could probably 

achieve a fairly, I’d say, 85%-90% crosswalk between the two 

b. The real difference occurs in the elements and the indicators 

that come under the Standards…an easy comparison is you can 

see instructional leadership in virtually any set of 

Standards…typically don’t see are what those elements and 
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indicators are and what the kinds of artifacts that might exist 

where you would find the execution of instructional leadership 

c. ISLLC doesn’t have that, ELCC doesn’t have that but the NC 

Standards had that kind of, if you’ll excuse the poor metaphor, 

“you’re the meat on the bone”….that’s a substantive difference 

is that there’s more guidance in the new systems as to what it is 

we ought to be looking for than there was in the old Standards 

d. Really do believe that it was an evolution (2006 Standards) 

more than a revolution  

e. Didn’t seem like such a shock because the conversation 

evolved before the actual move to an evaluation (new) 

instrument  

f. Have to really refresh my memory back to 1996. But I think we 

grew into what was coming…that doesn’t mean we were ready 

for it but I do think it was not new language to people 

necessarily  

g. I don’t know for sure, but I’m confident that they probably used 

the 1996 Standards as a way of determining what the Draft 

Standards should be  

h. I had actually, I mean, I had been aware of them (previous 

standards) being developed at PEP  

i. I don’t know how those (1996 Standards) were developed… 
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j. I don’t know those school Standards well enough to speak (on 

them) 

k. If you looked, I mean look at the ISLLC Standards and these 

Standards… probably find stuff that’s similar… 

l. Did we pay attention to the old Standards, yes, I mean, if there 

was stuff there that we liked we didn’t want it to leave, if we 

needed it to be incorporated in the new stuff we paid attention to 

it. But in large measure, in large measure we took the approach 

of what does the research say about impactful leadership in the 

schoolhouse 

3. Strong Relationship and Reference 

a. That is not something that I am even comfortable saying. I’ve 

not done my proper homework on that one…I do not know the 

answer but I would bet that they’re built on the same… I would 

assume that if I pulled them out and started comparing them 

that they would be comparable but I don’t know 

b. When you lay the Standards that were done in 1996 or the 

Standards for previous school administrator programs versus 

the current Standards (2006) there are lots of similarities 

between them. So, like, you can lay the two sets of Standards 

for the programs down now side by side and you can go oh yes, 
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you know, this is… but in terms of did we consciously look at the 

Standards (1996), not at all 

 There were no Secondary Findings for Research Question 5 and six 

Outliers as listed below: 

1. Had that Board (NCSBPSA) still been in place, that they probably 

would have been the ones that did the Standards (2006 NCSSE) 

because a similar, kind of, thing happened with the teacher ones (NC 

Professional Teachers Standards Commission) 

2. Had the School Administrator Board (NCSBPSA) still been in place 

they’d have turned them over there and said go do it. That’s huge  

3. And at the Department (DPI), there is a void in School Leadership. 

There’s nobody paying attention to it. [name] knows that, [name] 

knows that…there is nobody in this state that worries about School 

Leadership 24/7  

4. I mean, [name] and [name] probably do [they] are professional trade 

associations, there’s nobody in a regulatory capacity, in the state of 

North Carolina that worries 24/7 about School Leadership  

5. When J. B. Buxton was here there was discussion at one point about 

under [name] having, like an office of School Leadership that..,then 

J.B. left a change of leadership and different focuses…As important as 

School Leadership is there is nobody worrying about it 24/7  
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6. If you were to call the switchboard (DPI) and say I need to talk to 

somebody about School Leadership there’s nobody to send it to. And 

that’s a huge gap in this state 

Summary 

This study examined North Carolina’s policy leader’s most recent attempt 

in raising standards for school administrators through the creation of the 2006 

North Carolina Standards for School Executives (NCSSE). The purpose of this 

study was to identify the perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards 

for School Executives on university preparation programs. The participants 

interviewed in this study included 13 of the 26 members or staff of the Ad Hoc 

Committee on School Administration. Participants perceived that the 2006 North 

Carolina Standards for School Executives would have a significant impact on 

university educational leadership preparation programs and practicing principals.  

An analysis of all significant responses from the transcripts resulted in 20 

categories of Primary Findings. Of the 20 categories, 6 categories directly related 

to the perceived impact on university preparation programs for educational 

leaders. They are: (1) Assessing Level of Anticipated Impact, (2) Changing 

Curriculum and Assessment, (3) Relating to Practitioner and Real-World 

Relevance, (4) Creating Alternative Licensing, (5) Driving Uniform Standards for 

Preparation Programs, and (6) Improving Preparation Programs (see Figure 1). 
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Three categories relate to supporting principals. Figure 1 indicates these 

categories designated in orange: (1) Developing Reflective Practitioners, (2) 

Mentoring and Support Systems, and (3) Preparing and Supporting Principals.  

Across the five research questions, the category, Evaluating Principals emerged 

three times – indicated in blue. Another category relating to professional 

development emerged twice, Providing Professional Development and 

Developing Professional Development (see purple designation in Figure 1).   

Research Question Five, dealing with the relationship to previous 

standards generated three categories (see Figure 1 denoted in brown). Of the 

remaining 3 categories, 2 categories were related to increasing principal 

effectiveness, Enhancing Principal Leadership Skills and Behaviors and 

Increasing Principal Effectiveness (denoted in green in Figure 1), and one related 

to Improving Student Outcomes (designated in black in Figure 1). 

Conclusions and recommendations are included in chapter 5. Conclusions 

and recommendations relate to the impact of the 2006 NCSSE on university 

preparation programs for educational leaders and practicing principals. 

Specifically, these conclusions and recommendations suggest improving 

preparation and practice in areas such as: curriculum changes and assessment, 

professional development, support systems, evaluation processes, and 

increasing principal effectiveness.
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KEY 
Red - Perceived Impact on University Preparation Programs 
Blue - Evaluating Principals  
Orange - Supporting Principals 
Green - Increasing Principal Effectiveness 
Purple - Professional Development of Principals 
Black - Improving K-12 Student Outcomes 
Brown - Relationship to Previous Standards 

 

Figure 1. Summary of the primary findings categories. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations on the 

perceived impact of the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives on 

university educational leadership preparation programs and practicing principals. 

Based upon research collected through interviews with thirteen leaders who 

served on the North Carolina State Board of Education, Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration, the anticipated impact of the new standards can be 

described as significant. Initially, the researcher notes the relevance of the 

findings of this study to related literature and the North Carolina context for 

contemporary standards for principals. These related conclusions are presented 

as: implications for higher education, implications for policy makers, implications 

for the private sector and professional organizations, and implications for 

practicing principals. 

Implications for Higher Education 

The National Commission on Excellence on Educational Administration 

(NCEEA) made a number of recommendations in the mid 1980s specific to the 

design of educational leadership preparation programs (University Council for 

Educational Administration, 1987, p. 19). A strand for principal preparation 

programs included in the recommendations was “the study of administration.”  

While in 1987 the discussion was about the need for future principals to 

understand the theory and practice of administration, the contemporary language 

and focus has turned to the study of leadership theory and practice. An evidence 



175 
 

 

in the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives is the use of 

leadership in each of the seven standards. More compelling was the pervasive 

perspective of all participants that these standards represent a major shift for 

principals from a focus on effectively performing managerial tasks to 

demonstrating 21st century leadership behaviors. In fact, this perspective resulted 

in a significant shift in the language of the previous standards where all 

references to principal have been replaced by “school executive.” This notion 

was reported as a non-negotiable by several leading members of the Ad Hoc 

Committee on School Administration and was one which appears not to have 

resonated well with many practitioners due in part to the very nature of the larger 

organizational constraints on this position. 

Findings and recommendations of the NCEEA also included 

recommendations for university professors (University Council for Educational 

Administration, 1987, pp. 20-21). Central to these recommendations was the 

desirability for preparation programs to emulate other professional school models 

linking theory, knowledge, and clinical practice. Twenty years later, the debate 

related to this recommendation remains and while little attention was paid to 

addressing this model during the development of the new standards, it emerged 

again as a strong recommendation from the Ad Hoc Committee. A potential 

barrier to incorporating such models in the public universities of North Carolina, 

as perceived by an interview participant, is the existing Full Time Equivalency 
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(FTE) funding formula and its application. The FTE funding model generates 

revenue based on student enrollment. 

More recently, the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) issued 

recommendations related to principal preparation program standards. Among the 

recommendations was to promote state policies that shift from episodic 

improvement to deep changes in the redesign of principal preparation to produce 

effective leaders and increased urgency for this redesign. SREB also discussed 

the need for principal preparation to address the impact on the needs of schools 

and student achievement (SREB, 2006, p. 79). Consistent with the SREB 

recommendations, this study found that deep change, urgency, and a focus on 

improving student achievement were central to the development of the North 

Carolina standards. In addition to the development of the new standards, the Ad 

Hoc Committee’s recommendations resulted in new legislation in 2007, HB 

(House Bill) 536, which required the university educational leadership programs 

to align preparation with the 2006 NCSSE. Improving student achievement, while 

explicitly emerging as only 1 of 20 categories of Primary Findings in this study, 

was a primary motivator for the development of the 2006 NCSSE, a guiding 

belief of the standards, as well as a required element within each of the seven 

standards.  

Implications for Policymakers 

 The 1987 recommendations of NCEEA suggested that each state 

establish an administrative licensure board for school administrators. The 
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purpose of each board would be to establish standards, examine candidates, and 

issue licenses. Boards would also have the authority to revoke licenses 

(University Council for Educational Administration, 1987, pp. 25-29). An early 

response in North Carolina was the 1994 legislatively created North Carolina 

Standards Board for Public School Administration (NCSBPSA). This board 

established and implemented the first set of contemporary standards for North 

Carolina principals and superintendents. The NCSBPSA also made 

recommendations which were adopted by the State Board of Education as the 

state process for candidate examination and licensing. While the NCSBPSA was 

dissolved in 2001, the need for such a board or other entity to provide leadership 

and oversight of school executives’ standards emerged as a recommendation of 

this study. The need to re-institute this, or create a similar board with 

corresponding authority and accountability, was voiced by a number of the 

participants in this study. A 2010 North Carolina Standards Board for School 

Executives would fill the current void for a sustained and substantive voice for the 

continuous improvement of preparation and ongoing development of school 

executives – a voice that this study found currently does not exist.   

Implications for Private Sector and Professional Organizations 

 While the literature suggests implications for private sector and 

professional organizations relative to improving principal preparation, this study 

found only limited connection and that connection was limited to the areas of 

developing and providing professional development. There is a potential place for 
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professional organizations in North Carolina to become involved in the induction, 

mentoring, and ongoing professional development of principals. 

Implications for Practice: Standards for Principals 

 Among the foundational work done on contemporary principal standards 

were the 21 domains defined by the National Commission on the Principalship in 

1990. A major outcome of this commission was the identification of the “core of 

what principals must know and be able to do” (NPBEA, 1993). These domains 

and the work of the commission influenced the early initiatives to develop 

contemporary principal standards in North Carolina. The 1996 North Carolina 

Standards and the 1996 ISLLC Standards, approved simultaneously, were well 

grounded in the research of the commission. While the Ad Hoc Committee on 

School Administration did not review or consider the previously existing 

standards for North Carolina (1996 NCSBPSA Standards), there was a shared 

view among several participants that if the 2006 NCSSE were to be compared to 

the 1996 Standards there would be a substantial correlation across the two sets 

of standards. This study found that this recent statewide process to create new 

principal standards was initiated and concluded with little if any review of the 

current or established standards for principals. 

Much like the commission’s 1993 findings related to preparation programs 

needing a “serious overhaul” (NPBEA, 1993), this study found that among the 

primary motivations for the 2006 NCSSE was a pervasive perception by the 

state’s policy leaders that the North Carolina university preparation programs 
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needed an overhaul to match the needs of schools and students in the 21st 

century. Based upon the predictability of ever changing circumstances in the 

global economy and the public policy arena, it is reasonable to assume within the 

next five to ten years another call for a “serious overhaul” of standards and 

revamping university preparation programs is foreseeable. North Carolina needs 

to be positioned to have an established protocol to address such concerns in a 

systematic manner which will be based on data and supported by the best 

available research. 

Based upon the review of the literature, the foundation work presented in 

Leaders for America's Schools: The Report of the National Commission on 

Excellence in Educational Administration in 1987, and the subsequent creation of 

the National Policy Board for Educational Administration, the stage was set for 

North Carolina’s pursuit of contemporary standards for school principals. North 

Carolina’s legislation of 1991 and the resulting recommendations of the 1993 

North Carolina Educational Leadership Task Force led to the creation of the fully 

independent North Carolina Standards Board for Public School Administration in 

1994. In 1996, the NCSBPSA: Standards for School Leaders were adopted as 

the first set of contemporary principal standards in North Carolina. While 

independent standards, these new North Carolina standards were developed to 

be purposefully aligned with the 1996 ISLLC Standards. The second generation 

of North Carolina principal standards was developed by the NC State Board of 

Education Ad Hoc Committee on School Administration and was approved by the 
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North Carolina State Board of Education on December 7, 2006. This study found 

there remains a great deal of importance placed on the role standards play in 

university preparation programs and practice. Further, additional attention to the 

impact of the changing environment and needs of students necessitates a 

responsive and relevant university preparation program and ongoing professional 

development and support systems to cultivate school leaders well into the 21st 

century. Effective evaluation processes based upon standards requires an 

appropriate balance between assessing performance for continuing employment 

and supporting ongoing professional growth of practicing school leaders. Finally, 

student achievement is a driver that should be central to the discussion of what 

constitutes an effective school leader. 

Conclusions 

 There are thirteen conclusions listed below. While there were a number of 

conclusions with direct links to the literature (as described earlier in this chapter), 

the following conclusions relate more to the North Carolina context. While more 

relevant to North Carolina, other states may find these conclusions instructive in 

taking on a similar task.  

1. Central to the context of the contemporary standards movement for 

school leaders was the theme that the overarching purpose of the 

standards was to assure all school leaders possessed the necessary 

knowledge, skills, and attributes to effectively lead schools and their 

communities in creating school environments where all students 
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achieve at high levels. The 2006 NCSSE process is no exception as 

throughout the study participants frequently referenced that the bottom 

line intent of the new standards was to increase student achievement 

by all students. 

2. The 2006 NCSSE, in association with the state’s new teacher’s 

standards, university preparation programs for educational leader’s 

standards, and the new standards for superintendents, has resulted in 

a closely aligned set of standards for professional practice in the 21st 

century. This is the first time in the state’s history that an aligned set of 

standards and common language around expectations for professional 

practice exists.  

3. The primary driver for the creation of the 2006 NCSSE was a 

pervasive perception by state policymakers that many school principals 

were ill-equipped to effectively lead schools into the 21st century.  

4. Consistent with this view, policymakers also perceived an ineptness 

and unwillingness of the university principal preparation programs to 

transform their curriculum and programs to meet the responding needs 

of emerging school leaders and their school communities. 

5. While the need for rigorous and relevant standards for school 

administrators is beyond question, the development and 

implementation of new standards outside of a larger systemic plan for 

a corresponding evaluation system, professional development 
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program, ongoing support and mentoring system, resource plan, and 

implementation oversight for the integrity and accountability of the new 

standards creates a fragmented and at best a hit and miss approach. 

6. While North Carolina had been recognized as a national pacesetter in 

the development of contemporary standards for school administrators 

and educational leadership programs as a result of the work of the NC 

Standards Board for Public School Administrators in 1996, the process 

for creating the new standards did not include a review of these 

previously existing standards for potential transferability or lessons 

learned. A thorough and comprehensive evaluation of these previously 

existing standards had never been undertaken by the state or other 

entity to assess its impact on university preparation programs or 

principal performance. 

7. As a consequence of rushing the implementation of the new standards 

and with limited state resources, the readiness in the field for a full and 

robust implementation suffered. In addition, the decision to close the 

Principals Executive Program (PEP) left a void in principal 

development programs. The loss of this resource - PEP – eliminated a 

potential strategy to assist in multiple aspects of the implementation 

and ongoing improvement of the new standards process.  

8. There are potential conflicts within the stated intended purposes of the 

standards and the principal’s evaluation process. One such potential 
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conflict is that the standards are stated to be a guide for professional 

development and not a “gotcha” type evaluation tool. However, it was 

clear by comments of multiple participants that the evaluation 

instrument should be used to identify ineffective leaders. Furthermore, 

it was stated that if a principal received a high evaluation and the 

school had low student achievement that the evaluation had been 

inappropriately applied. Stated differently, the evaluation instrument 

that was generated around the standards focuses on leadership 

development versus overall school results. North Carolina remains a 

high stakes accountability state, yet created a principal evaluation 

instrument that doesn’t align with high stakes accountability.  

9. A second conflicting statement is the clearly stated belief that “no one 

person can do it all,” yet, the standards and related evaluation 

instrument will hold the school executive ultimately responsible for 

achieving “it all” within the seven standards. 

10. Part of the genesis of the 2006 Standards movement was to create 

standards to open the door for alternative licensure for principal 

development of non-university or non-degree granting entities or 

programs. 

11. The implementation of the new standards are intended to lead to an 

increased level of uniformity in the performance of pre-service 
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principals as evidenced by the electronic portfolio that will be used to 

evaluate the effectiveness of university preparation programs. 

12. There is a necessity for school district and university collaboration in 

the preparation and support for beginning school leaders based on real 

work experiences and internship experiences. 

13. While the 2006 North Carolina Standards for School Executives 

include 7 standards: Strategic Leadership; Instructional Leadership; 

Cultural Leadership; Human Resource Leadership; Managerial 

Leadership; External Development Leadership; and Micropolitical 

Leadership; and the July 1996 North Carolina Standards Board for 

Public School Administration Standards include 10 standards: Vision; 

Learning; Climate; Professional Ethics; Collaboration and 

Empowerment; School Operations; Human Relationships; 

Development of Self and Others; Information Management, Evaluation, 

and Assessment; and Continuous Improvement, a comparison of the 

two sets of standards and accompanying descriptions, reveals a high 

degree of alignment between the two generations of North Carolina 

standards. While the Ad Hoc Committee indicated that they did not 

review the 1996 Standards, their set showed little new in what was 

determined 14 years ago. Another approach might have been to look 

at existing standards to determine if they remain relevant. 
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Recommendations 

The following recommendations relate to the findings and conclusions of 

this study and include potential areas for action. Further study may relate to any 

number of aspects relevant to contemporary principal standards. In the North 

Carolina context, further study could examine issues concerning the 

implementation of the 2006 NCSSE, implementation of the North Carolina 

Principal Evaluation Process, and implementation of the new principal 

preparation programs in North Carolina – both within the university system and 

outside the system. 

1. Establish a North Carolina Standards Board for Public School 

Executives similar to the North Carolina Professional Teaching 

Standards Board or establish a senior level leadership position at DPI 

to provide ongoing program evaluation and implementation oversight 

to the standards and program implementation. 

2. Develop and implement an evaluation model to assess at a minimum 

the impact of the new standards on: (1) university preparation 

programs (public and private), (2) impact on practicing principals, (3) 

impact on the principal evaluation process and results, and (4) the 

fidelity of the university implementation of the new pre-service rubrics 

and quality of graduates placed into leadership assignments, etc. 

3. Develop and fund a collaborative (DPI, professional associations, etc.) 

statewide professional development strategy to support assistant 
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principals, new principals, and principals across the range of 

performance from developing to distinguished in each of the seven 

standards. 

4. Assess university barriers to innovation on creating robust and flexible 

preparation programs for both degree and non-degree candidates and 

eliminate or revise related policies and procedures to eliminate or 

reduce these barriers while also enhancing incentives for universities 

to establish high quality programs and results. 

5. Engage school and school based leaders in developing a monitoring 

system for the implementation of the new evaluation instrument with 

school leaders including assistant principals, principals, and 

superintendents with the expressed purpose of assuring the 

continuous improvement of the evaluation system processes, 

procedures, and timeline.  

6. Based upon the predictability of ever changing circumstances in the 

global economy and the public policy arena, it is reasonable to assume 

within the next five to ten years another call for a “serious overhaul” of 

standards and revamping university preparation programs, North 

Carolina needs to be positioned to have an established protocol to 

address such concerns in a systematic manner beginning with a data 

system on the current standards for school leaders.  
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7. Future standards work should begin with a comprehensive review and 

evaluation of all existing standards, and preparation programs to 

determine if: (1) the standards are the correct ones and, (2) if they 

made any difference based on their intended outcomes for preparation 

programs, school leaders practice, and student achievement. 

8. If improving student achievement is indeed the urgent imperative now 

and in the future for schools, assure teacher, assistant principal, 

principal, central office, and superintendent  evaluation systems are a 

fully aligned evaluation system that is directly linked and leads to 

increased student achievement and success. Build into the standards 

and evaluation system those indicators which are correlated to student 

achievement. 

Summary 

 The quest for identifying and implementing contemporary standards for 

school leaders has been and will continue to be a matter of primary interest and 

responsibility of educational leaders and stakeholders of the public education 

system. It remains essential that current and future state leaders create a system 

for the continuous review and improvement of contemporary standards to meet 

the ever changing demands of a global economy. This process should be non-

episodic, transparent, and based upon current research and best practices which 

are predicated upon success for all students.  
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Recognizing the desirable and inherent interrelationship of preparation 

programs and practice, all future revisions to standards governing the 

preparation, licensing, and evaluation of school leaders and teachers, should be 

undertaken simultaneously and systemically. Similarly, the, development of 

revised standards should not stop with the standards themselves but rather 

should assure the needed evaluation system, professional development, 

implementation, and resources allocations are available at the onset of the 

process. 
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APPENDIX D: EMAIL DICK FLANARY RE: FOUNDING DATE OF NPBEA 

 

Response from Dick Flanary of NASSP RE: NPBEA Foundation  
3/17/09 
 

Tom: 

The first Planning Board meeting for the formation of NPBEA was held on July 

14, 1987. The planning board submitted a proposal to the Danforth Foundation 

and they were awarded a three-year grant  for $179,000 for the time period 1988-

1990. These funds were supplemented by annual dues from member 

organizations and support from the University of Virginia. The initial meeting was 

held on January 20, 1988. Scott Thomson, Executive director, of NASSP was 

elected chair of the Board of Directors and David Clark, University of Virginia,  

continued as Executive Secretary. 

This information comes from Educational Administration:  A Decade of Reform. 

Patrick Forsythe & Joe Murphy, Editors. Page 94. Corwin Press,1999. ISBN 0-

8039-6609-1 

From: Tom Williams [mailto:twilliams@EdAlliances.com]  

Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2009 8:56 PM 

To: Flanary, Dick 

Subject: RE: NC Question on NPBEA Founding Date 

Thanks Dick so very much. Please travel safely and have a great conference!  

Tom 

Tom Williams 
Cell: 919-815-6658 
 
From: Flanary, Dick [mailto:FlanaryD@principals.org]  

Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2009 8:52 PM 

To: twilliams@EdAlliances.com 

Subject: Re: NC Question on NPBEA Founding Date 

Tom: 

I think this is correct but I'll need to verify the date when I get back to the office. I'm 

currently in route to Orlando for ASCD and won't be back in the office until Tuesday. 

Scott Thomson was the founding director of NPBEA after he left NASSP.  

Dick 
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----- Original Message ----- 

From: Tom Williams <twilliams@EdAlliances.com> 

To: Flanary, Dick 

Sent: Thu Mar 12 20:29:39 2009 

Subject: NC Question on NPBEA Founding Date 

 

Good evening Dick!  I hope this finds you well?  

 

This is Tom Williams here in North Carolina. I am continuing to make good progress on 

my dissertation research and writing and needed your assistance. I am trying to verify if 

1989 is the correct year that the NPBEA was “founded”, “created”, or “established” by 

the UCEA based on the recommendation of the 1987 Report by the national 

Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration?  I have been unable to see 

where it says this specifically in my review. 

 

If you could verify this for me, or the correct date, I would greatly appreciate an email 

response so I can cite this in my study. Thanks so much Dick!  Tom 

 

Tom Williams 

Cell: 919-815-6658
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