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Abstract

Preparation programs for school leaders are shaped by the ELCC standards and are of critical value to

professors teaching in these programs. Principals can only implement the standards in partnership with

teachers. The purposes of the study were to examine the perceptions of the value and implementation

of the ELCC standards. Respondents in seven districts, totaling 132 administrators and teachers, value

ranked each ELCC standard and identi�ed the implementation level. Data were analyzed using conjoint

analysis, the Mann-Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis analysis. Results indicated that teachers and

principals generally value the ELCC standards in the same order of importance and the standards are

practiced by the school leader. Implications for educational administration programs include the need

to: develop understanding of the bene�ts of shared leadership; emphasize shared values by teachers

and administrators; and instruct administrators how to identify, develop, and utilize teacher leaders to

improve schools.
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1 Introduction

There is widespread concern regarding the quality of American schools. This concern brings to the forefront
public policies that led to an era of accountability and standards. (Enderlin-Lampe, 1997; Grubb, & Flessa,
2006; Lindahl, 2007; Ylimaki, 2007). Several groups have come together for the purpose of developing
professional standards to guide administrative practice. The development of professional standards for
school administrators evolved into standards from the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC)
currently used in administrative preparation programs in the United States.

Research regarding the school principal role is replete with de�nitions about the signi�cance, complexity,
and overwhelming nature of the job (Grubb, & Flessa, 2006; Gurr, Drysdale, & Mulford, 2006; Keefe &
Amenta., 2005). Grubb and Flessa studied e�orts to create di�erent approaches to the principal position
because �The job is just too big for one person, with all the di�erent programs and all the needs of the
students� (p.519). More recent literature advises principals to share instructional leadership with teachers
to increase student performance outcomes (Grubb, & Flessa, 2006; Mangin, 2007; Muijs & Harris, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran, 2009). Teacher leadership requires deliberate planning and a set of shared values. �Grow-
ing teacher leaders needs to be an intentional act in our nation's school systems�(Searby & Shaddis, 2008).
The ELCC standards potentially provide a common set of understandings for principals and teacher leader-
ship teams. This leads one to wonder about the value of administrative professional standards as perceived
by teachers. Teachers did not have a strong presence in the development of the ELCC standards; however,
they are integral to their successful implementation.

The purpose of this study is to investigate teachers' and principals' perceptions regarding the value
of the ELCC standards and the practice of ELCC standards in schools. Our study examines perceptions
according to gender, years of experience, and level of education. Simply put, which standards do both
administrators and teachers think are most important and how are these standards part of administrative
practice? The following research questions guided the study: (a) what are the perceptions of teachers and
principals regarding the importance of the ELCC standards, (b) what are the perceptions of teachers and
principals regarding the implementation of the ELCC standards in schools, and (c) what are the di�erences
in teachers' and principals' perceptions of the importance and implementation of the ELCC standards based
on gender, level of education, and years of experience in education?

2 Background

2.1 Fostering Teacher Leaders

The principal as the heroic leader has lead to the call for teacher leadership ( Avila de Lima, 2008; Muijs
& Harris, 2007; Slater, 2005). This movement calls for collaborative process and shared decision making
(Somech & Wenderow, 2006). Teacher's participation in decision making is a contributor to student learn-
ing (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). The concept of teacher leadership teams requires
attention and speci�c skills on the part of the principal.

The traditional administrator-teacher relationship was one of top-down management and perhaps more
representative of a parent-child relationship. The importance of and need for collaboration, decentralized
decision-making, professional learning communities, and teacher leadership are all examples of the vital role
teachers play in school improvement. Meyer, as quoted in Hollander, (1992) explains, �Oversimpli�cation
of leadership roles and adherence to anachronistic models of leader-follower relationships have precluded
consideration of the changing complexities and problems of organizations� (p.71). Hollander (1992) goes
further to point out that �...our understanding of leadership is incomplete if we do not recognize its unity
with followership. Leadership is a process, not a person� (p.74).

Teacher leadership teams add another dimension to the principal's work. Mangin (2007) examined
principals' support across �ve schools districts in 15 schools and found � a clear link between a principal's
knowledge, interaction, and support� (p.349) and successful facilitation of teacher leadership teams. The �rst
step in building school leadership teams is to create a shared understanding of common and values (Caron
& McLaughlin, 2002; Mangin, 2007: Printy & Marks, 2005).
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Marshall and Spencer (1999) examined the shared understandings of the ISLCC standards by both
teachers and administrators in Alabama. The �ndings indicated that similar priorities are held by both
school administrators and teachers; however, there was a signi�cant di�erence (at the .05 level) regarding
the management standard with administrators viewing management as more important (Marshall & Spencer,
1999). These Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLCC) professional standards have now been
replaced with new professional standards which are used to communicate the knowledge base in educational
administration and to guide administrative training and practice. It would be instructive to learn how the
new professional standards that guide administrative training and practice are perceived and implemented
by practicing teachers and administrators.

2.2 Administrative Standards

The current professional standards for educational leadership were developed by the Educational Leadership
Constituent Council (ELCC) in 2002. Member organizations of the ELCC are: American Association of
School Administrators (AASA), Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD), National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), and the National Association of Secondary School
Principals (NASSP). The purpose of the standards, which re�ect earlier work by the National Policy Board
for Educational Administration (NPBEA), is to advance professional standards of educational administration
(NPBEA, 2002).

The NPBEA was founded in 1988 by ten associations: The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education (AACTE), American Association of School Administrators (AASA), Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development (ASCD), Council of Chief State School O�cers (CCSSO), National Asso-
ciation of Elementary Principals (NAESP), National Council of Professors of Educational Administration
(NCPEA), National School Boards Association (NSBA), University Council for Educational Administration
(UCEA), and Association of School Business O�cers (ASBO) (NPBEA, 2002). One goal of the NPBEA
was to develop and advance professional standards for school administrators. Another goal was to develop
criteria and standards for administrative training programs. In 1995, the NPBEA standards, �Guidelines
for Advanced Programs in Educational Leadership� were approved by the National Council for Accredita-
tion of Teacher Education (NCATE) (NPBEA, 2002). NPBEA `s recommendations were �...developed by
national associations and regional bodies that described what principals, superintendents, supervisors, and
curriculum directors needed to know and be able to do� (NPBEA, p.5).

During the same period, other standards were developed and disseminated by the Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLCC). These standards were adopted by many states for licensure of
school administrators. The Educational Leadership Constituency Council (ELCC) is responsible for the
accreditation of programs in school administration. Murphy (2005) explained the relationship between the
ISLCC and ELCC standards.

"To link the important leverage point of accreditation to the goal of reshaping the profession around the
vision of leadership embedded in the ISLCC design, the ELCC guidelines were sca�olded directly on the
Standards. Indeed the ELCC guidelines are primarily a restatement of the six ISLCC Standards, with the
addition of a seventh guideline on the internship (p.155)."

There are seven ELCC Standards and each has multiple elements; however the general topics of each
standard, and those used for reporting of data are: Standard 1: Vision; Standard 2: Instructional Leadership;
Standard 3: Management; Standard 4: Community Relations; Standard 5: Ethical Leadership; Standard 6:
Professional Involvement; and Standard 7: Internship (NPBEA, 2002). However, the new ELCC standards
are more than a combination of previous standards. The standards re�ect the need and desire to address new
conditions and expectations for schools, such as: (a) a global economy, (b) demographic changes, (c) changing
expectations for student results, (d) social and family modi�cations, (e) new technologies, (f) privatization
and deregulation, (g) and new leadership and management systems (NPBEA, 2006).

Input from 14 professional organizations contributed to the ultimate development of the ELCC standards.
As noted by Murphy (2005), �The history of the early work of ISLCC and the leadership of a handful of
dedicated state leaders is a narrative that has never been fully told. . .� (p.154). Professional organizations
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primarily representing teachers have not been part of the process and yet, as noted by the NBPCEA, there
are new expectations and conditions to be considered when training school administrators. One strategy
to meet increased expectations of administrators is to increase collaboration with teachers to provide much
needed leadership for school improvement. Shared values provide a solid foundation for collaboration.

The ELCC standards have evolved over the last 14 years to the point of focusing the outcomes of programs
of educational administration and the work of professors and students in the programs. This emphasis has
led to a portion of the school community placing high value on standards, but their value to another critically
important population, the teachers, is not known.

3 Methodology

3.1 Survey and Data Collection

A three-part survey was developed by the researchers to investigate perceptions of the ELCC standards'
merit and implementation. The survey was critiqued by practicing school administrators, teachers, and
college faculty. During the fall of 2007, the survey was administered at seven school sites to 138 educators.
A total of 131 responded, resulting in a 95% respond rate. Administrators and teachers completed separate
versions of the survey. Participants rank ordered six of the seven ELCC professional standards for school
administrators. The seventh standard regarding the administrative internship experience was not included
because teachers lack knowledge of the administrators' internship experience.

There were three sections to the survey. Part I asked participants to rank the six professional standards
in order of importance with one (1) being the most important and six (6) being the least important. The
second section of survey focused on the implementation of the standards. Teachers completing the second
re�ected on the practice of their current supervisor and ranked the six professional standards in order of
implementation by their supervisor with one (1) being the standard most present in their supervisor's practice
and six (6) being the standard that was least present. In Part II of the survey administrators ranked the
six professional standards in the order they perceived they implemented the standards with one (1) being
the standard most present in their practice and six (6) being the standard that was least present in their
practice. In Part III, participants identi�ed their gender, years of experience, and educational level. Years
of experience were reported as one of three groups: (a) 9 years or less, (b) 10-19 years, and (c) 20 years or
more. Educational levels were reported as (a) BA/BS, (b) MA/MS/MEd, (c) Ed.S/EdD.

3.2 Population

School districts were selected from a total of 167 districts listed in the South Dakota Department of Education,
Educational Directory for the school year 2006-2007. This convenient sample was based on school size,
geographic region of the state, and administrator's willingness to participate in the study. Seven school
districts, for a total of 131 educators, agreed to participate in the study. Two of the school sites had
enrollments of over 200 students, while two had 150 or more students and three had less than 100 students
enrolled. All districts participating in the study were located within a hundred mile radius in the southeastern
region of South Dakota. There were two elementary building administrators, two middle school principals,
three secondary administrators, and one 7-12 principal. One hundred twenty-�ve respondents were classroom
teachers. There were four female administrators and three male administrators, and 42 male teachers and
89 female teachers participated in the study.

3.3 Data Analysis

Conjoint analysis is a multivariate technique, frequently used in market research, providing insight into how
participants develop preferences for products or ideas (Pietzrak, 2006). Conjoint analysis is appropriate
for research in the educational arena (Shukla & Bruno, 2001; Wong, Chan, Cardosa, Lam, & Miller, 2004).
Shukla and Bruno (2001) suggested that identifying a person's preference may provide insight into the choices
or decisions that they will be required to make in their professional positions. In this study, conjoint analysis
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is used to assess educators' perceptions of the value of the professional administrative standards developed
by Educational Leadership Constituent Council, as well as, their perceptions on the implementation of these
standards in administrative practice.

Systat software is used to determine the means, standard deviations, and frequencies for each survey
item. In addition, the Mann Whitney U Test and the Kruskal-Wallis Test are utilized to analyze perceptions
based on the characteristics of gender, years of teaching experience, and educational level.

4 Findings

Seven school sites were included in this study providing input from 132 teachers and eight school adminis-
trators. All respondents completed a survey that asked them to rank the importance they perceived for each
ELCC standard, as well as, rank how each individual perceived the leader practiced the ELCC standards.
Table 1 provides a summary of the means for the teachers' and administrators' perceptions as to the ranking
of the ELCC standards.

Teachers' and Administrators' Ranking of the Importance of ELCC Standards

Mean Teachers Rank Teachers Mean Administra-
tors

Rank Administra-
tors

Vision 2.64 3 2.88 3

Instructional
Leadership

2.56 2 1.63 1

Management 3.15 4 3.75 4

Community Rela-
tions

4.30 5 5.00 5

Ethical Leadership 2.00 1 2.25 2

Professional In-
volvement

5.59 6 5.50 6

Table 1

Administrators' and teachers' perceptions of importance of the ELCC standards were generally in agree-
ment; however, there is a di�erence in the rating of the most important standard. Administrators rank
instructional leadership as most important, and teachers rank ethical leadership as most important.

There are greater di�erences in what the administrators and teachers perceived as occurring in practice.
Table 2 provides a rank order of how administrators and teachers see the ELCC standards being practiced.

Teachers' and Administrators' Ranking of ELCC Standards in Practice

Mean Teachers Rank Teachers Mean Administra-
tors

Rank Administra-
tors

continued on next page
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Vision 3.29 4 3.00 4

Instructional
Leadership

2.61 1 2.38 1*

Management 3.03 2 3.25 3

Community Rela-
tions

3.99 5 5.00 5*

Ethical Leadership 3.19 3 2.38 2*

Professional In-
volvement

4.12 6 5.00 6*

Table 2

*Determined by frequency distribution
Teachers view administrators as placing the highest priority on instructional leadership. Management

is perceived by teachers as the second highest standard practiced and ethical leadership third. Administra-
tors perceive that instructional leadership is the highest priority; however, administrators perceive ethical
leadership as the second highest standard practiced and management third.

Perceptions by gender are reported in Table 3 for teachers di�ering in gender. The di�erences in per-
ceptions between male teachers and female teachers are analyzed using a Mann Whitney U Test. Female
teachers perceive administrators as placing a higher priority on the practice of management (M=2.80, p=
.041). Male teachers perceive administrators as demonstrating more ethical leadership (M=2.56, p= .003).
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Perceptions of ELCC Standards in Practice Ranked by Gender

n Mean Rank Sum of Ranks Mann-Whitney U p

Vision

Male 42 3.18 2787

1841 0.72

Female 89 3.28 5991

Instructional Leadership

Male 42 2.35 2880.5

1734.5 0.791

1734.5 0.791

Female 89 2.69 6097.5

Management

Male 42 3.46 3275

2329 0.041*

Female 89 2.88 5503

Community Relations

Male 42 4.28 2355

2148.5 0.242

Female 89 3.92 6423

Ethical Leadership

Male 42 2.56 3298

1409 0.013*

Female 89 3.39 5480

Professional Involvement

Male 42 4.67 3094.5

2352 0.026

Female 89 3.91 5683.5

Table 3

*P>.05
Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance is calculated to determine the equality of the medians for

the ranked ELLC standards by years of experience and by education level. The actual years of teaching
experience is reported by each of the respondents. After frequencies for years of experience are calculated,
respondents are divided into three groups; nine years of teaching experience or less, 10-19 years of teaching
experiences, and 20 years or more of teaching experience. Respondents also reported their level of education
by choosing one of the following items: BA, MA, EdS, or EdD. The number of respondents who reported
having an EdS degree or EdD degree is low, so these two groups are combined for purposes of analyses.
The dependent variable for the Kruskal-Willis analysis is the respondents' ranking of the importance of the
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ELLC standards. The independent variables for the Kursal-Willis analysis are the years of experience and
the educational level.

When considering years of educational experiences, there is one signi�cant di�erence. Educators with
10 - 19 years of experience rank instructional leadership higher than educators with 9 or less years of
experience, and signi�cantly higher than those educators with 20 or more years of experience. Table 4
provides a summary of the mean rank of the perceived importance of the standards when considered by
years of educational experience.

Educators with a BA/BS place a somewhat higher value on the standard of instructional leadership
than those educators with a MA/MS/MEd, but a signi�cantly higher value than those educators with an
EdS/EdD (M=1.60, p= .050). Table 5 provides a summary of the mean rank order of each of the standards.
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Perceptions of ELCC Standards Ranked by Years of Experience

n Mean Rank X 2 P

Vision

9 or less years 49 2.78 .025 .988

10 � 19 years 32 2.80

20 or more years 44 2.75

Instructional Leadership

9 or less years 49 2.56 6.254 .044*

10 � 19 years 32 3.06

20 or more years 44 2.32

Management

9 or less years 49 3.37

.712 .700

10 � 19 years 32 3.14

20 or more years 44 3.20

Community Relations

9 or less years 49 4.37

1.529 .466

10 � 19 years 32 4.39

20 or more years 44 4.66

Ethical Leadership

9 or less years 49 2.08

.968 .616

10 � 19 years 32 2.03

20 or more years 44 2.22

Professional Involvement

9 or less years 49 5.94

2.190 .335

10 � 19 years 32 5.58

20 or more years 44 5.84

Table 4

*p > .05
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Perceptions of ELCC Standards Ranked by Educational Level

n Mean Rank X 2 P

Vision

BA / BS 82 2.70

0.706 .703

MA/ MS/ MEd 42 2.74

EdS / EdD 8 3.32

Instructional Leadership

82 2.80

MA/ MS/ MEd 5.762 .050*

42 2.40

EdS / EdD

8 1.60

Management

BA / BS 82 3.13

2.330 .312

MA/ MS/ MEd 42 3.45

EdS / EdD 8 3.80

Community Relations

BA / BS 82 4.40

1.591 .451

MA/ MS/ MEd 42 4.67

EdS / EdD 8 4.60

Ethical LeadershipBA / BS 82 2.13 0.062 .969

MA/ MS/ MEd 42 2.10

EdS / EdD 8 2.20

Table 5

*p > .05

5 Discussion

Teachers and administrators generally view the ELCC professional administrative standards in the same
order of importance. However, while administrators view instructional leadership as most important, teachers
view ethical leadership as most important. In practice, both administrators and teachers view instructional
leadership as the highest practiced standard but administrators believe the next highest standard they
practice is ethical leadership, and teachers report management as the second highest standard in practice.

An implication could be that administrators and teachers view ethical leadership di�erently. For example,
an administrator must follow policy and procedures, and a teacher may view a policy or procedure as wrong
and therefore, following it would be unethical. Perhaps, an administrator may tailor administrative actions
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to the unique characteristics of the situation or student involved. The administrator would consider this
ethical, child-centered behavior; a teacher may consider this inequitable, and therefore, unethical behavior.

Leadership literature is replete with the need for administrators to build relationships with teachers.
Teachers in the same setting, examining the practice of the same leader, view the administrators' actions
di�erently. Perhaps behaviors that administrators practice to develop relationships, such as conversations
about school events, inquiries about student progress, or a simple, �How's it going?� may be thought to be
management behaviors by female teachers, while male teachers view this as the way relationships and trust
are developed and the demonstration of ethical leadership.

A �nal interpretation of the perceptions of ethical leadership by female and male administrators and
teachers alike might be that we simply do not agree when ethical leadership is occurring. Many actions that
demonstrate ethical leadership are carried out in private with appropriate con�dentiality. For example, the
dismissal of a sta� member on the grounds of professional misconduct could demonstrate appropriate ethical
leadership, but con�dentially does not allow for the reasons for an action to be known.

Educational level and years of education revealed are demographics that seem to have an in�uence on
the perceptions that educators have regarding the ELCC standards. The di�erence noted is the higher value
that educators with initial degrees place on instructional leadership than educators with advanced degrees.
Perhaps this is the result of an emphasis on instruction in teacher training programs. Another interpretation
could be that educators with advanced degrees more fully accept instructional leadership responsibilities,
rely more on their own abilities in this area, and look to the leader for the systemic management of the
school. To continue with this line of thinking, this shouldering of the instructional leadership responsibility
may account for the most experienced educators, usually those with advanced degrees, lower perception of
the value of the instructional leadership standard. This does not, however, shed any light on why those
teachers with 10-19 years of experience place the highest value on instructional leadership. One explanation
could be that these are the educators who have been directly involved with the education process before and
after the higher accountability required from the No Child Left Behind legislation. They have experienced
the critical part that leadership plays in improving achievement school wide.

6 Conclusion

The value of the ELCC professional standards for school administrators is generally agreed on by all educa-
tors, administrators and teachers. This �nding compliments Marshall's (1999) earlier research regarding the
similar prioritization of the ISLCC standards by both administrators and teachers. It is heartening to know
that educators have shared values. This creates a solid foundation for future work.

The traditional roles of administrators and teachers in schools are changing. When we consider the work
of teachers, administrators, school leadership teams, principal facilitators, professional learning communities,
teachers on special assignment, and assistant principals in charge of school management, we begin to see the
lines blur between what is traditionally viewed as leadership and teacher roles in schools. The need for talent,
expertise, and collaboration has never been greater regardless of who is involved. School improvement needs
everyone. The results of this study and the �ndings Mangin (2007) call for principal preparation programs
to provide information about the purpose and the role of principal in fostering e�ective teacher leadership.

Further study of the principal and teacher leader relationship in general, and by gender, speci�cally,
would contribute to understanding the multiple facets of how administrators and teachers can work together
toward school improvement. But on the basics, we agree. Simply put, administrators and teachers agree on
what are the most important standards and see them in practice.
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