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ABSTRACT
GEORGIA’S GLOBALLY-MINDED PRINCIPALS:
BACKGROUNDS, ATTITUDES, AND PERCEPTIONS
AUGUST 1999
CATHERINE CUMMINGS WOOLDY
B.A. THE WOMAN'S COLLEGE OF GEORGIA
M.A.T. THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA AT CHAPEL HILL
Ed.S. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
Ed.D. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
Directed by: Professor Michael D. Richardson
This study sought to provide information concerning the high
school principal’s global-mindedness and whether that global-
mindedness had an effect on globally focused teaching and programming
within that school. The study also attempted to identify demographic
and background factors, beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors that have an
association with the global-mindedness of the person. Underlying the
study was the premise that today’s students need to be prepared for the
globalized world in which they will live, that their preparation will come
primarily from school and home, that equcators must understand the

globalized world if they are to prepare students, and that the principal



piays a critical role in that process within the school, a role about which
little has been written.

The self-reported study looked at 186 high school principals
witldn the state of Georgia. They represented all regions of the state and
all sizes of schools and communities. Their scores on the Global-
mindedness Survey were compared to and correlated with the
demographic and background information they provided. Their beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviors were also compared to their global-mindedness.
Also correlated were these scores with the amount and kinds of gicbally
focused teaching and activities reported, to ascertain whether the
principal’s giobal-mindedness had an effect. Finally, from information
provided by the principals, the researcher looked for othier important
factors in whether a global focus was occurring within a schooi.

There was a significant relationship between being male (p <.08)
and being Caucasian (p <.05) and giobal-mindedness. Current global
associations between principals and people from other cultures, and the
type of global educational experiences that the principal had in college
coursework were the most important background factors in determining
global-mindedness. Most significant (p <.01) was the relationship
between the principal’s global-mindedness and the percentage of
globalized teaching occurring within the school. Schools with a principal

whose global-mindedness was high also had the most globally focused



teaching taking place. The study found need to further globalize the

experiences for all educaters, but especially principals.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
General Introduction

“No rnan is an island entire unto itself; every man is a piece of the
continent, a part of the main” {Donne, 1623). When John Conne wrote
his famous meditation 17 more than 350 years ago, he could not have
known how prophetic or meaningful his words would be in the future,
especially to the future of the United States. Yet now, Americans are
part of a society that is growing ever more globalized and
interdependerns. Awmerica’s once dominant world position is declining as
other nations gain in political, economical, and cultural influence
(Anderson, 1991). The nations of the world are becoming increasingly
interdependent, a process called globalization. This globalizatior: has
accelerated during the last two decades (Ramler, 1991). The most
obvious impact areas in the United States are the country’s economy,
politics, demography, and culture. In addition, globalization affects the
educational system, as do all major social changes (Anderson, 1991).

America’s past teaches us that education has been the institution
which prepares the young to participate in the local and national
communities of which they are a part. Some will serve in public rcles

but most will be the citizens upon whom America’s strength rests,



citizens who must be informed in order to participate fully in society
(Lamy, 1983a). It is the educational system that must respond to the
needs of America’s local, state, and national needs, for as Anderson
(1991) writes, “education mirrors society in the sense that social
change generates educational change”(p. 38). Quite simply, the
globalization of the world is forcing this nation to rethink its position
and purpose. Citizens are being asked to focus on this position, to
ascertain whether schools are failing to prepare students properly if an
international! ditnension is not included in the curriculum (Lamy,
1983b). “America is at a quite critical crossroads” (K. A. Tye, 1921, p.
1). If the issue iust concerned education, the problem would be difficult
enough, but the political dichotomy of today makes the situation even
more complex (Tye & Tye, 199R).

Presently, American society is not wmited in its position on this
issue and marny others. Some citizens want to pretend that the country
is not influenced by other nations and they do not want America’s K-13
students to be globally educated (B. B. Tye, 1991). However, there are
individual classrooms that are globally focused, and there are schools,
communities, and even a few colleges and universities that have a global
focus (Mahan & Stachowski, 1994; Schukar, 1993; Vestal, 1994). They
exist because of individuals or groups who have become global thinkers

(Tye & Tye, 1992). But they are small in number.

9



Historical Background of Global Education

The debate about global education is not a new one. Interest and
debate over what historically was called international education have
come and gone for almost as long as the United States has existed and
have depended in large part on the politics of the day. Rather than the
new field that many educators believe it to be, global education has a
long heritage based in old ideas. Johnson (1993) finds its roots in the
concept of liberalism which began, both here and abroad, nearly 300
vears ago. He points to the writings of John Locke, Stuart Mill, and later
John Dewey as helping to develop what he calls the liberal paradigm, a
paradigm that he believes all students must undersiaad. As he states,

The primacy of law, the importance of economic factors swuch as

wealth, ownership of property, trade, economic growth, and the

marketplace, values that Americans often erroneously consider
normative for all people, are unique cultural values of the modern

West. The centrality of rational thought as the preferred methocd of

making decisions and creating social policy is a key concept in the

paradigm. A general belief in progress is also an important

element of the liberal model. (Johnson, 1993, p. 5)

While its roots may have stemmed from the liberal tradition, the
intense global education debate for the past 50 years evolved more from
Max Weber’s studies of bureaucracies and later from Talcot Parson’s
research on organizational functioning and goals. Parsons was
“concerned with the linkages between organizations and the wider

society” (Hall, 1996, p. 38). Combining the functionalism of Parsons

with the older American idea that America was the end of a natural



evolutionary process made many feel that America was the model for the
rest of the world, a view that is still held by many Amesricans. One look
at the social studies textbooks used in most high schools in America
today will convince anyone that this viewpoint is still very much alive
and well. America is seen as the apex of the world’s cultural and
economic systems. It offers this society a haughty viewpoint of itself, one
that says Americans are somehow better than the rest of the world. The
ugly American of the 19508 and 1960s is still alive.

Another facet of the global education debate stems from the
reconstructionist movement of the 1830s. Reconstructionists view
schools as places where major societal ills could be corrected. Rather
than education mirroring society, reconstructionists feel that schools
should act as change agents, as transformers of contemporary social

problems (Schukar, 1993).

Education for a Global Perspective

While there are many definitions of global education (Ramler,
1991), it can best be defined simply as learning that deals with the
interconnectedness of people and nations (K. A. Tye, 1991). According
to Hanvey (1976), it is

learning about those issues that cut across national boundaries

and about the interconnectedness of systems, ecological, cultural,
economic, political and technological. Global education involves

perspective taking, seeing things through the eyes, minds, and
hearts of others; and it means the realization that while



individuals and groups may view life differently, they also have
common needs and wants. (Hanvey, as cited in Ramier, 1991,

p- 45)

Therefore, global education is not just about social studies. It is
not just about another required course. It is a new, larger view of the
world (K. A. Tye, 1991). Many would argue that such a goal can be
accomplished through a national mandate or even by individual state
curricula (Panetta, 1993). Indeed, since President Lyndon Johnson
called on America to endeavor “...to take some giant steps toward
bringing the world into U.S. education and U.S. education into the world
through a combination of vision, Executive Order. and legislation”
(Johnsen as cited in Vestal, 1994, p. x), American government has had
a host of programs, public and private. According to Panetta (1993),
“these legislative initiatives have come about because Americans have
shown greater interest in language and culture study” (p. 7.55). He
further notes states that have created a variety of programs, and the
many improvements that have come about through all these activities.
However, the present reality is that

we are still unable to keep pace with the rate of change in the

world. Programs must be designed that will enable many in
education, the professions, business, and all areas of public and
professional life to take quantum leaps forward in developing the
skills and understandings required if America is to keep up.
(Panetta, 1993, p. 7.83)

The other argument comes from those who say that only people

who fully understand and accept what a global perspective is, who share



the philosophy upon which this perspective is based, can educate

children by infusing it into everything that is taught. They believe that

while national programs and state mandates have encouraged global

awareness, teaching from a global perspective occurs at the school and

classroom level, and it is here that the significant changes can best be

made. Global educators often speak of changing one school at a time,

for, while there are commonalities, each situation is unique. In other

words, there are no magic recipes for global education. However,

Ramler (1991) points out some guiding principles developed by the

ASCD International Global Education Commission:

?

All teachers, as well as all students, should have
opportunities to learn about and work with individuals
whose ethnic and cultural backgrounds are different from
their own.

International/global studies should be viewed as cross-
disciplinary, involving the arts, humanities, sciences, ai.d
mathematics, as well as foreign languages and social
studies. And the global approcach should start at the earliest
levels of childhood.

The impact on individuals and on society of the increase in
transnational interactions should be included in the
curriculum, reflecting interdependence with other nations
and the role of the United States in a global economy.

The changing role of nations in the world system should be
explained throughout instructional materials, and the
increasing number and importance of international
organizations should be highlighted wherever appropriate.

The changing and evolving role of the United States in world
affairs should be included in the study of international
trends and developments.



This position recognizes the new reality of the world today.
Americans are living on a shrinking planet. Students today have the
world at their fingertips and living beside them. The citizens being
prepared today will be interconnected to the world as never before.
Ramler (1991) speaks of the global linkages that reach every home and
all people. He enumerates the many areas of life that are affected, such
as fine arts, medicine, and sports and also includes the not so pleasant
aspects such as drugs and diseases.

Students learn in individual classroors and schools from teachers
who greatly influence their lives. While they may ultimately benefit from
federal and state programs, the reality is that the greatest irnpact comes
from the relationships and the learning that occurs in each classroom
and within zach school. Schools need to capitalize upon the
commonalities identified by the ASCD Commission (Ramler, 1991), but
then must shape those commonalities to meet the needs of their
particular students and situations.

No one in a school is in a better position to shape those
commonalities and help teachers meet the needs of students than the
principal. However, one factor that is almost never mentioned in the
literature of global education is the role played by the school principal.
Yet, much research documents what many already believed; schools and
their programs are only as successful as their principals are (Block,

1987; Boston, 1991; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; Hansen & Smith,



1989; Lipham, 1977). Since research names the principal as a critical
player in determining the success of any program. within the school,
certainly his or her role in initiating and/or sustaining a successful
global focus within the school will be pivotal. What is there about the
person’s actions, characteristics, personal beliefs, and past experiences
that accounts for this success? What are the person’s personal and
professional characteristics? How globally-minded is the person? Do
certain demographic traits and a certain degres of global-mindedness
correlate with an increased support of globally focused classrooms and
programs? If these demographic traits and the degres of global-
mindedness can be identified, then it might be possible, also, tc identify
individuals with like traits and experiences who would be better able 0
support a global ediication program. Ultimately, it might even be
possible to provide similar experiences for all educators.

Therefore, the proposed research would be carried out in order to
explore the factors in the principal’s personal and professional life that
shaped and are shaping their success as leaders of schools with a strong
global education focus. The purpose of this study will be to look at the
principal of a high school, what personal characteristics and
background that person has, what professional training that person has
which enables him or her to support global education within that

school, and to ascertain whether and to what extent this global



background and mind-set translates into increased support of globally
focused teaching and programing in their school.
Statement of the Problem

American students need to be globally educated. Anderson (1991)

states the immediacy of this need when he writes:
Young American citizens inherit a society that is becoming
progressively more involved in and dependent on a world that
simultaneously is more interdependent, less dominated by one of
many kistoric civilizations, and less subject to U.S. control. Given
this historically determined fact, we have no choice but to press
on with the task of globalizing American education. To do
otherwise would be intellectually stupid and socially
irresponsible because we would be putting at risk the children we
love, the students we teach, and the nation we cherish.
(Anderson, 1991, p. 33)
Unfortunately, the reality is that in more schools than not, global
education is either not happening or, if it is occurring, it is being done
haphazardly and not in an organized way throughout the school. Often:
this is due t2 lack of teacher training and/or experience with the global
education concept. However, when teachers fully accept the concept and
wish to teach from a global perspective, it still oftentimes does not
happen. As Wimpelberg (1987) points out, “research on schools in the
last couple of decades leads to the interpretation that schools can
develop as places for excellent teaching and learning, but left to their
own devices many of them will not” (p. 100). In other words,

introducing a concept and the adoption of that concept by a teacher or a

school is not usually going to occur all by itself. What Block (1987)



calls, “the process of translating intentions into reality” (p. 98) calls for

leadership.
Principals are the driving force in initiati and/or sustaini any

program in a school. “Nothing will happen without leadership. From
someone—-or someplace--energy needs to be created, released, channeled,
or mobilized to get the ball rolling in the right direction” (Deal, 1990, p.
4. Thas person in a school is most often the principal. “Research has
documerited what common sense has long dictated: that school leaders

do determin: whether or not schools are successful” (Cawelti, 1987, p.

A

)i
The prinecipal ie critical to a global education program.

Much has been written about the key role of the principal in
supporting school-site change. Nothing in my experience
contradicts that notion. Indeed, I cannot think of a single, strong
school-site program in global education that has not enjoyed the
support of its principal. Conversely, I can tell too many stories of
frustrated teachers demoralized by a perceived lack of support after
countless hours of effort that have resulted in little, if any,
progress toward a curriculum that included a global perspective.
The principal has the power to facilitate or block change efforts.
(Boston, 1991, p. 88)

The principal is a key factor, then, if a school is to focus on a global
perspective. His or her understanding and support of the concept is
pivotal if teachers are to successfully provide that perspective for
students. However, the global education literature is virtually devoid of

information about the principal. Nothing found in the literature looks at

what prior knowledge and/or experiences make for an educator who is
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diobally-minded. Nothing found in the literature addresses the link
between a globally-minded principal and programing in that principal’s
school. There is a need to explore the principal’s background, attitudes,
and perceptions in order to ascertain which of these impacts on the
global focus and programing of the school. Only by adding this
iinportant element into the literature concerning global education will
there be a more complete body of knowledge concerning global
education from which to make further plans and to draw conclusions.

Research Questions
The overarching research question is: Does the global-mindedness
of the high school principal translass 11160 greater global focus and
programing within the school? The following subquestions will guide
the research on the principal’s role in initiating and/or sustaining global
education:
1. Do demographic characteristics of principals make any difference
in their global-mindedness?
2. What background experiences of principals contribute most to
the principal’s global-mindedness?
3. To what extent are the principal’s attitudes, beliefs and behaviors
associated with their global-mindedness?
4. What other factors, as perceived by high school principals, are
important to the implementation of a global focus within a high

school?



Importance of the Study

Interest and debate over what historically has been called
international education has come and gone for almost as long as
America has existed, and has depended in large part on the politics of
the day (Lamy, 1983a,; Tye & Tye, 1992; Woyach, 1983). But,
historically, one fact is different. America was isolated by distance from
much of the world and the debate was more esoteric than practical. The
reality of the world today presents an entirely new situation, for the
reality is that Americans are living on a shrinking plan-<t, aud that
students today have the world at their fingertips and living beside them
(Goodlad, 1990). The ethnocentrism of the past is no longer tolerable, if
it ever was. The realities that are influencing the world today and which

shape the world of the 21 century. . . .call for effective global

education at all levels and in all disciplines. Global education is

not a new concept; global awareness has long been & desirable

outcome of student learning in a variety of subjects. However, as

the old order crumbies, the need to provide school experiences

with an international and global dimension acquires new urgency.

(Ramler, 1991, p. 44)

Void in the Literature

Much has been written about the irnportance of teaching global
education, the need for teachers trained to teach from a global
perspective, and even the commonalities of global education. In all the

literature, however, there seems to be a missing component. Very little



addresses the pivotal position of the school principal. Boston (1991)
writes about the importance of the principal in support of site-based
changes. She also writes about the positive effect a supporting principal
has in a global education school and the dire, demoralizing effect that
the lack of principal support can have in such a school. Further, she
a!Bo cites eight actions which principals take in schools with effective
gicbal education programs. But Boston seems to be one voice crying in
tlie wilderness. The role of the principal, a role that is critical in most
successful schools and their programming, is not given any attention in
the writings about giobal education. Is it possible that the role of
principal is not so pivotal in the area of global education? Are there
other factors equally or more important?

While Boston’s actions do tell us something about the person,
nowhere in the literasure is the specific role of the principal addressed,
what there is about the person in this position that makes him or her
initiate or sustain a global education focus in a school. Nothing has
beeny written about the person, his or her background, training, and
experience, and what effect those factors have on the supportive person
he or she is. Boston (1991) emphasizes the critical role of the
principal’s communication of values and beliefs to others in the school.
It'is important that more research be conducted pertaining to the role of

the principal.



Importance for the Profession

As stated earlier (Tye & Tye, 1991), America is at a critical
crossroads; a new set of attitudes and behaviors is required of all
Citizens and leaders. Achieving those attitudes and behaviors may prove
very difficult, however, in a country that stresses the individual and
commpetitiveness as much as America does (Tye & Tye, 1991). Yet, if
these authors are correct, this research has potentially far-reaching
implizations. For it is a truism that teachers teach what they are, and
many teachers are not globally comfortable. Given the fact that
principals come from the ranks of teachers, then the same truism
applies to them.

According to Vestal (1994), less than 1% of American
undergraduates study abroad for credit each year. The majority of
students earn bachelor’s degrees withcut taking any foreign language
courses, and the majority of faculty members have no internationail
exposure and little idea of what a globally sensitive professor would be.

While there are globally focused classrooms at all levels, and even
a few globally focused schools, it is because of individuals or groups that
have become global thinkers and that their orientation has provided a
global focus for students. The implication for the education profession
then is clear. In order to educate students in K-12 globally, universities
and especially colleges of education must train educators to do so. They

need to identify the traits, backgrounds, and experiences now held by



educators who support global education, and try to provide at least some
of those features in the teacher training programs of the nation. For it is
from those people that the principals will come who can initiate and/or
sustain global education programs within our K-12 schools. The
knowledge base in this area at present is almost non-existent.
Importance to the Researcher

This researcher is interested in the topic of global education for
many reasons, both personal and professional. Professionally, as an
educator for many years, the limited view of many educators about the
rest of the world has been the cause of shortsighted decision-making
that results in educating students for the present rather than for their
future. Educators who see no value in travel beyond a limited range,
who see no need to learn another language, and who do not see the
richness in the diversity that is now the population of America,
perpetuate the stereotyping and the ethnocentricity of the past. As
Anderson (1981) points out, continuing this pattern would be

devastating to America’s students and the nation.

Personally, the researcher has experienced the great benefits of a
global education, some provided by the home and some by the
educational institutions she has attended. Foreign language study,
travel, ethnic diversity, exchange opportunities, and family heritage
have all contributed to a broad outlook and wonderful opportunities

unlike any that could have been gained otherwise. Selfishly perhaps, the

15



idea of providing such knowledge and understanding of the world for
other students would seem a wonderful one to emulate. To be able to
enrich the lives of students, and ultimately the citizenry, with a better
understanding of the world of which they are a part, would seem
laudable, and attainable.
Procedures

In order to explore the question of traits and attitudes that shape
the principal, and whether those same traits and attitudes translate inito
greater global focus and programing within the school, the researcher
focused on the public high schools within the state of Georgia. This
involved schools in large urban areas and small rural settings. It
involved schools with large minority and/or international populations as
well as those which were still largely homogeneocus in nature. A
demographic survey was developed and sent o all Georgia high schools,
asking the principal to complete and return it within a specified amount
of time. It asked for both personal and professional data as well as data
about his or her school and its programs. It also included an attitude
survey designed to measure global-mindedness. Most of the information
was analyzed quantitatively.

However, also included in the survey were open ended questions
regarding othar factors that could influence having globally focused
programing in the school, what the principal thought were the

important factors, and how the principal would prioritize those factors.



This information was analyzed qualitatively to support the survey
information. It was important to this study that this qualitative
information be gathered. While the quantitative information would
answer the major research guestion, it was quite possible that even with
an affirmative answer to the question that other important factors were
vital for a complete picture to form.
Limitations

There were limitations to this study, but none that were
insurmountable. First, the demographic data and the global-mindedness
data to be gathercd were both self-reporting data. The second limitation
was the proposed giobal-mindedness instrument. It had to be modified
to meet the needs of adult administrators instead of being used on
college students.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions were used in this study.

Global Education refers to learning that deals with the

interdependence and interconnectedness of people and nations. It is
education designed to give students the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
needed to live in such a world.

Global perspective is recognizing that other people and nations
may view the world differently from oneself because of the differing

experiences of each.



Ethnocentrism is the belief that a person’s or nation’s view of the
world is central to and superior to other views of the world.

International Baccalaureate refers to a worldwide organization of
member schools offering a rigorous and sanctioned curriculum whose
diploma is recognized and accepted by universities around the world.

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) refers to a
national program designed to teach students whose native language is
not English the language and culture of the United States.

Global-mindedness refers to a state of mind of people who “...
possess an ecological world view, believe in the unity of humankind and
the interdependence of humanity, support universal human rights, have
loyalties that extend beyond national borders, and are futurists” (Hett,
p. 8). |

Belief refers to a conviction of truth: an acceptance of something as
true or real.

Attitude refers to a position or disposition indicating willingness to
take an action, feeling, or mood.

Behavior refers to an activity or change in relation to
environment.

Summary
American students are inheriting a society that is changing.

America is no longer the isolated world unto itself that it once was, or

thought it could be. America and Americans are linked to the world and,



in part, dependent on that world as never before. Educators must
recognize this fact and be prepared to give their students the tools and
attitudes necessary to be successful in that world. In large part, that
responsibility rests with the principal who leads the school. In order to
accomplish the task, American educators must be trained for this new
thinking, these new attitudes. However, first the personal and
profesgional traits and values they need must be identified. Only then
can others be trained and given the experiences that will make the
difference. And any other factors beyond the principal that influence the
provision of a globalized focus and programing must be identified.
History has determined a giobalized future for all students. We must

know how to accomplish this important task.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

Young people around the world are growing up in polyethnic and

multicultural nations. These nations find themselves functioning

in an increasingly integrated global system. On the cusp of the 21*

century, all citizens of Planet Earth find ourselves extensively

involved in a glcbal system that touches every aspect of our lives.

The food we eat, the clcthes we wear, and the people we meet

reflect the interrelatedness of each facet of our lives. (Anderson,

1994, p. 3)

The world is indeed changing. The world of today’s adults is very
different from the world in which today’s students will live. The
education that met the nesds of today’s adults will not suffice in the
globalized world of the tulire. To equip American children for their
future will be the job of all facets of our society, but the primary
responsibility will rest on the schools. For as Schukar (1993) states,
students must be provided with a “... thoughtful, reflective balanced
approach to controversial issues...to assist ... in the development of the
skills, efficacy, and confidence necessary to successfully guide the
United States in the future” (p. 57). This is the job of all teachers of
global education in particular and all educators in general. It is an
important task made even more challenging by the global realities of

society, and as Rauhauser and McLennan (1995) rightly point out,

“educators must focus on creating schools that prepare our youth for



their future. Schools, curricula, and classroom activities cannot prepare
youth for tomorrow unless they look different than schools and
classrooms of yesterday” (p. 30).

Historical Background of Global Education

While the call for a more global focus for U. S. education may be
forceful and poignant, it is not new. For at least a century there have
been cails for internationalizing or globalizing the American education
system, calls that, except for brief flurries, have gone largely unheeded.
During that time, learning about other cultures has been primarily an
exercise in us versus them, with us almost always being in the superior
position. What Richards (1979) said in her dissertation almost 20 years
ago 18 just as true today: “As a result, our schcols have produced
generations of citizens who have studied cuitures in the context of “we”
and “they”. There was a lack of fecling of cornmonality with other
members of the hiiman race. There was no sense of global community”
(p. 1).

The reasons for this apparent lack go far back in this nation’s
history. The very documents that created this nation speak of
independence, of breaking bonds, of being separate. As Masolwa (1995)
states, “America is a nation founded on independence, not
interdependence. Separateness is a cultural norm for the U.S. The
American economic system is based on individual enterprise,

entrepreneurship, and competition” (p. 5).



The Liberal Tradition

And yet there have been voices calling for connectivity. The
liberalism of Locke, Mills, and Smith that was the basis for so much of
America’s value system is still “the dominant paradigm of analysis in
the discourse on global educaticn within the American tradition”
{Johnsen, 1992, p. 5), especially during the 20" century. Writers for
this model usually offer the viewpoint that the world is moving toward a
unified culture, much like that found in the U.S. and western Furope.
Anderscn (1973) even posits that “Today most human beings live out
their lives in a cocoon of culture whose circumference equals the
circumference of the globe. In a4 word there is a global culture” (p. 84).

However, moving the U.S. beyond this position, and into education
programs that advocate the position of interdependency and world
systems hag t:een ab best fragmented, often influenced one way or cther
by the political realities of the day. This has been especially true simce
the 1950s, a period Schukar (1983) calls “ the pericd of education for a
world society, or more recently an education for a global perspective”
(p- 9%). This global perspective has its roots in the earlier progressive
education movement of the 1930s, especially the liberal sector of that
movement known as the reconstructionists, scholars such as George
GCounts.

The reconstructionists believe that the purpose of schools is not

social reproduction but social reconstruction. Schools are a means
for correcting social ills and for developing a new social order. The



curriculum, according to this view, must be geared to the
transformation of the rising generation so that it may embrace the
contemporary national and global problems of war, poverty amidst
affluence, crime, racial conflict, political oppression,
environmental pollution, disease, and hunger. (Tanner and Tanner
(1980) as cited in Schukar, 1983, pp. 92-93)

Many of the studies conducted during the 1950s to 1970s are based
1n this liberal search for a global perspective, or what the literature of
the time calls worldmindedness. Worldmindedness, a term which lacks
clear definition, seems to be “...certain. abilities,...a level of
awareness,...a philosophy, and...an attitucde” (Hett, 1993, p. 17). And,
as Hett (1993) points out,

almost every study since the mid 1950s has used some version of

Sampson and Smith’s Worldmindedness Scale, developed in 1€57.

The Worldmindedness Scale is limited by the values and concerns

of the time. Several of its items refer to a world government or an

international police force. When the United Nations was chartered

in 1948 these were more prominent issues than they are today. (p.

20)

It is perhaps this emphasis on worldmindedness that has so incensed
many in the U.S. who consider themselves patriots and nationalists.
But, as Barnes and Curlette (1985) point out, having a global viewpoint
and being a nationalist are not mutually exclusive. It is possible to be
both. As Lamy (1983) stated,

historically, opposition to international education programs has

centered on ideological differences....Ideological opponents,

concerned with the apparent decline of U.S. influence in world
affairs, have described global education as naive, idealistic, anti-

America, and generally antithetical to one of the fundamental

purposes of education which is to build loyalty toward American

political, economic, and sociocultural institutions and ideals. These
opponents are not against all global education efforts. Most feel



that global education is fine if its content and purpose is to

introduce students to a realistic view of the world, a state-centric

perspective which stresses the importance of this country’s

interests in international affairs. (p. 9)
Realism and Idealism

An interesting debate, occurring simultaneously to the liberal
developments of the 20" century, and greatly affecting the discussion of
global education, was that between those favoring realism and those
advocating idealism. Realists were seen as those who believed in
national power and considered that power “...essential to the
maintenance of stability and peace in the international system” (Lamy,
1983, p. 11). This realistic viewpoint was blamed for encouraging, if not
causing, World War I. And so between World War I and World War I1
there was a swing to the position called idealism. The idealists
“_..believed the United States should support the abandonment of force,
encourage cross-cultural understanding and peaceful coexistence, and
devote our leadership skills to the development of global institutions
dedicated to resolving conflicts and disputes between nation-states”
(Lamy, 1983, p. 11).

Programs and curriculum of the periods changed with the politics
of the day: The realist position supported education which stressed the

nation; the idealist position stressed the international and universal.

However, after World War II neither position gained dominance but



neither were they rejected. Instead, they both became part of the new
geopolitical world that subsequently emerged.
Global Education and Geopolitics

The story of education in the United States for the past 50 years
hag teen ever changing. It has depended on the dominant political

perspective of the time. As Masolwa (1995) states:

The content and purpose of education is determined mostly by the

political ideology that the nation operates cn. If the nation
operates according to realism, the content of its edwucation system
will tend to have a homogeneously local and naticnal focus:
consequently, its graduates will tend to have a homogeneously
local and state-centered perspective. But if a nation operates
according tc idealism, its education system will tend to have a
heterogeneously international and global focus; and as a resuit,
graduates from such an education system are most likely to have
[a] more heterogeneously global perspective. To have an effective
education system that will foster global education, there 1s a need
for a multi-and-interdisciplinary approach. (p. 64)

In the aftermath of World War II (1948), Public Law 80-4C2 wase
passed so that information , skills, and pecople could be shared between
the U. S. and other countries. Known as the United States Information

and Educational Exchange Act, it was to be the forerunner of many

attempts to integrate the U. 8. into the rest of the world. When, in 1957,

Sputnik made the nation deal with the painful reality that its
superiority was questionable, the national answer was the National
Defense Education Act of 1958 (NDEA), with its emphasis on math,

science, foreign language, and international studies (Lamy, 1983).



But the real impetus began in the 1960s when then President
Lyndon B. Johnson and others in positions of leadership sought to unite
American education with the world around it. At a celebration of the
bicentennial of the Smithsonian in Washington, D. C. in 19685, President
Johnson eloquently formed the base for what was to influence
educational policy until the present. He spoke of Smithson’s call to
spread knowledge to all men everywhere and stated that the world of the
present,

makes that mandate much more urgent than it ever was. For we

know today that certain truths are self-evident in every nation on

this earth: that ideas, not armaments, will shape our lasting
prospects for peace: that the conduct of our foreign policy will
advance no faster than the curriculum of our classrooms; that the
knowledge of our citizens is the one treasure which grows only
when it is shared....Almost half the nations of this globe suffer
from illiteracy among half or more of their people. And unless the
world can find a way to extend the light, the force of that darkness

may ultimately engulf us all. (Johnson as quoted in Vestal, 1994,

pp.184-185)

What followed, ultimately became the International Education Act of
1966 (IEA) (Public Law 80-698), and a host of other activities designed
to fulfill that mandate. Many thought that this act would be one of the
greatest pieces of legislation ever passed by a congress. “The act
authorized grants for international studies and research at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels to improve the overall capability and
versatility in global affairs of the country as a whole....Unfortunately,

the IEA never received an appropriation - a victim of the Vietnam War”

(Vestal, 1994, p. 5). But, in spite of its demise from lack of funding, it



set the stage for many activities and accomplishments that are still with
us. The list is impressive and includes the Fulbright program, which
provides study opportunities for high school and university level
students wishing to learn abroad, and exchange teacher and
administrator opportunities for educators to work for extended periods
abroad; the Peace Corps, which still sends Americans abroad to share
their skills and talents with those in need of them; and many other
programs that provide vital links for America and Americans to the rest
of the world. But the reality is that for the decades of the 1970s and
1980s very little was done to promote global education on any large
scale. There were, and still are, fragmented programs that collectively
represent a sizable investment in both time and programming. But the
programs lack for the coordination that would provide a national focus
(Vestal, 1994). Most of these programs are still based on the original
IEA model, and as of 1991, “... such support as there was for
international education came principally from the financially strapped
budget of the ED (Department of Education). Federal programs in
international education amounted to a woeful 0.13 percent of total U.S.
education funding” (Vestal, 1994, p. 6).

Of course the National Commission on Excellence in Education’s
1983 publication of A Nation at Risk indelibly connected education in
general with the global economy with its well-known line, “If an

unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on America the



mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have
viewed it as an act of war” (p. 5). This report, however, did little to
shape the global discussion in a positive way. Nor did the lesser known

national reports, A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21% Century or

America 2000: An Education Strategy. Both reinforced the position of
U.S. education as largely a means to compete economically in the larger
world and mentioned nothing about the other very strong reasons for
globalizing the educational process in the U.S.

The decade of the 1990s has seen some indication at a national
level that there is renewed interest and/or concern for international or
global education. The IEA that lay dormant for so long was given new
life when Senator David Boren and the Senate Intelligence Committee
which he chaired, proposed the National Security Education Act of
1991 (NSEA), “... a major international education initiative, to increase
opportunities for undergraduates to study abroad and to support the
training of more specialists in languages and area studies” (Vestal,
1994, p. 6). While this act is modest by today’s standards, it represents
a large increase in funding over the past two decades, and gives hope to
those who are attempting to bring global education to the forefront
again, not only in the nation’s universities, but also in her K-12
institutions.

And so it would seem that there are two dominant viewpoints at

work presently in the United States, trying to shape the future of global



education. Lamy (1983a) calls them the idealist and the realist
geopolitical world views. Whatever they are called, the fact remains that
there are two different and distinctive perspectives. However, Lamy
points out that,
the most appropriate world view would be one that emphasizes
constructive cooperation among significant actors at the local,
national, and international level. Global perspectives education
encourages students to find workable solutions to socioeconomic,
military-security, and ecological problems which challenge the
leaders and citizens of this world....Global perspectives education,
when done properly, is innovative - encouraging students to find
solutions to new and challenging situations; anticipatory rather
than reactive; and interdisciplinary, not limited to the social
sciences. (p. 18)
Current Reality and Global Education
If it is true that the best time to make change is when a society is
in a period of transition, then America’s K-12 education system is ready
for a change. The national reports of the past two decades, such as
A Nation at Risk, certainly call for drastic change. But even these
reports have not unified all people toward change. Many people,
including some educators, believe that the current system is basically
sound and can be repaired with some attention. Joyce, Wolf, and
Calhoun (1993) call attention to the widespread belief that things only
need changing when they are in terrible condition, but as they state,
“What we have often ignored in our restructuring efforts is that (1) the

chief reason for seeking improvement is that the search enlivens the

organization for adults and students alike and (&) improvement is



possible regardless of the current state of the organization. In other
words, the best can always get better” (p. 5).

However, the call for change also comes from an even stronger
source. It comes from the very world of which this nation is a part. The
world of today is far different from what existed even 20 years ago.
There have been massive changes in nations, changes that were
unimaginable not long ago. The political changes in the world during the
past 10 years have been overwhelming and have been watched as they
unfolded, thanks to the telecommunication possibilities that are part of
everyday life. People have watched and they have been affected
(Anderson, 1990). As Panetta put it, “At no time in history have events
in one country or on one continent had more pervasive and lasting
impact on the rest of the world. Isolation and parochialism are no
longer options, for countries or individuals as events increasingly have
broad and lasting impact far beyond their immediate sphere of
influence” (1993, p. 7.53).

It may seem strange that a nation that began as a haven for the
world’s immigrants and which for so long prided itself as being the
melting pot of the world, would find it difficult to reach out to broaden
ties to the rest of the world. But today the melting pot thinks of itself
more as a tossed salad, a blend of flavors and tastes, together and yet
distinet, each culture and group adding a distinctiveness to the mix. The

physical blending is apparent. But the attitudinal blending will take



more time. But it too must change. For as Patterson (1993) noted,

in the face of the uncertainty and ambiguity permeating much of

our lives, one thing is for sure: the future is out there. It's waiting

for us. We have first-hand experience proving that the future
eventually becomes the present and then the past. We cannot skip

the future, but we can decide how we will shape it. (p. 38)

The Current State of Global Education

In the past two decades, we have been experiencing a fateful

convergence of three profound historical changes in the world’s

social structure that began at different periods of time. The first
change, which has been under way for the past half millennium, is
the accelerating growth of global interdependence. The second,
which dates to the first decades of the 0™ century, is the erosion
of Western Civilization’s dominance of the rest of the world. The
third change, which dates from the early 1970s is the decline of

American hegemony in the world political economy. (Anderson,

1990, p. 14)

During these past 0 years, and to some extent even before that,
more and more educators have become involved in a quiet move toward
bringing more of the world into their classrooms. At the K-12 levels this
movement has been called global education (Anderson, 1990). Their
methods and subjects have been many, depending on their areas of
interest, their backgrounds, and their situations. Those in the sciences
often look at global problems such as pollution that affect not only their
students but students in the rest of the world. Those in the fine arts
attempt to broaden their students’ exposure to the arts of many
cultures. Teachers of foreign language emphasize communication,
including trips to other countries and exposure to native speakers. The

social studies seek to infuse a world view in the history, geography,



government, and economics they share with students. But as many have
recognized, there is a need for more. The Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development (ASCD) recognized the need when they
developed Global understandings: A framework for global education in
1994 . The rationale for this publication eloquently states the need:
Most of us were educated into and have experienced throughout
our lifetimes a world quite different from the one our children will
know. Living in a world characterized by the increasing pluralism
of localities operating within the context of global interdependence
is a significantly different life experience from that of most adults
on this planet. Our children will need new skills and attitudes to
function productively in this different environment. They will need

an understanding of and appreciation for the global nature of life
in the future. (C. C. Anderson, 1994, p. 3)

The Current Challenges to Global Education

Faced with the world on the doorstep and the complexity facing all
of that world, it might be assumed that the need for globalizing
America’s education system would be easy for all to see. But the reality
is not so easy. For education at any level does not exist in a vacuum. It
is just one aspect of the multifaceted society in which Americans live,
and while major elements of that society recognize the need to be more
globally aware, not all facets have developed that viewpoint. As Schukar
(1983) notes, “the purpose and direction of formal education in every
society is a function of the ideals, values, and behaviors that each
society seeks to perpetuate. Schools serve as a means for social

reproduction and the school curriculum is often no more than a

(9S)
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reflection of the dominant social, economic, and political value
structure” (pp.91-92).

The deep structure debate.

Schools are not society’s visionaries. Schools mirror a society and
react to its changes, changes that often occur slowly (Schukar, 1983).
According to B. B. Tye (1991), American society is in transition and the
various segments are not all at the point where the “deep structure of
schooling” (p. 35) has been affected. Some characteristics that were
expected in schools of a century ago are not expected by society today.
But those that are expected, are assumed to be right and are seldom
questioned by society. They are often the things that cause people to say,
“but that is the way it has always been.” Such characteristics—-beliefs—
are pervasive and difficult to change, precisely because of that deep
structuring. Compounding the situation is the fact that while this deep
structuring is nationwide, it is not uniform. Each state, county, school
district, and school has its own structure, personality, and climate. And
the citizens that each serves have very differing expectations.

Specifically, Schukar (1983) cites the following specific reasons for
global education not having had a stronger influence in American
schools:

1) it does not reflect the dominant national social, economic, and

political values of our time; {) it is not a response to a

unanimously perceived need from the public for educational

change at this time; and, 3) it is sometimes considered to be a
doctrine of the left-wing fringe and thus is seen as another attempt



to undermine the power and influence of the United States in
today’s world. (p. 93)

To this list Masolwa (1995) adds the following “... negative global
attitudes which hinder the development of global awareness...prejudices,
ethnocentrism, fear, disrespect, stereotyping, ignorance, and
indifference” (p. 48). Each of these negatives, even in small numbers,
impedes the attempt to introduce more globalism in schools. Lamy
(1983a) also introduces the always present limit of finite resources and
points out that often all of these limitations reinforce one another and
hinder progress toward globalization of schools. Further, Lamy
(1983a)posits:
In order to overcome these oppositions, a case has to be made for
global education which includes a clear definitional statement and
a list of educational objectives consistent with the priorities and
values of a given community....Advocates of global education must
convince policymakers and educational leaders that the content of
global education is an essential ingredient in the preparation of
young people for effective participation in their local, national,
and global communities. (p. 10)
Indeed, advocates of global education must convince all of this nation,
in order to give the kind of attention to the subject that is needed and so
warranted. The pleas made two decades ago may have been eloquent but
have been largely unheeded. A review of the literature shows little
change during the past fifteen years. Some new voices have been added
to those sounding the alarm, but no one seems to be listening to any

greater degree. The need continues to grow but so far nothing has

caused the kinds of changes that will have any large-scale impact.



University challenges.

While many would assume that America’s colleges and universities
might be leaders in practicing and promoting more globalization in
classrooms and programs, that is not always a safe assumption.
Universities and colleges, just like K-12 institutions, sometimes are
reactive rather than being proactive concerning societal issues. They are
confronted with problems such as narrow specializations, rivalries
between departments, lack of administrative support, and the constant
discrepancy between infinite needs and finite resources (Tucker, 1990).
And yet in the area of globalization opportunities for students, there has
been growth, even since Vestal’s report of 1% of America’s students
studying abroad for credit each year (1994). For example, in a news
article from the University of Georgia, the following facts were included:

o In his first state of the University address, President

Michael Adams proposed as a goal that 10 percent of UGA
students should be involved in international study before
graduating.

) Chancellor Stephen Portch has set a goal of 2 percent of
University System students participating annually in
international education by 2000.

o In 1996-97, the number of UGA students participating in a
study-abroad or exchange program was 629, about 3 percent
of undergraduate enrollment. (Roberts, 1998, p. 4)

National statistics quoted in the same Dec. 12, 1997 article are not
much better. “... Boston University had the greatest number of students
in study-abroad programs at U.S. research universities in 1996-97:

1,416, or 4.8 percent of the student body. Cornell University was 15" on



the list, with 653 students, or 3.4 percent” (Roberts, 1998, p.4). And
while many universities now have some international activities and/or
courses available, generally it is the situation that, “efforts devoted to
curriculum revision and to globally-oriented activities are...considered
to be secondary to the basic goals of the institution”(Gilliom, 1993,
p. 43). Certainly in some departments there is more global contact for
students and faculty than in other departments. In many of the
sciences, the arts, and especially in foreign languages, contacts are at
least available. Also, most American universities have large numbers of
exchange students on campus, enriching the learning environment and
bringing foreign cultures into the classes of those institutions. And
many professors now attend international conferences, and even take
advantage of international travel experiences offered by professional
groups or by the university itself. But, as Vestal (1994) notes,
“Collectively, the international education activities of all U.S. colleges
and universities represent a substantial investment and a sizable
resource. Their impact is diminished both at the campus level and
nationally, however, by their scattered, uncoordinated nature”(p. 4).

Preservice teacher training.

As for university schools of education, the situation is mixed.
As Gilliom (1993) states, “Mobilizing preservice teacher educators, be
they in colleges of education or in other departments, to support and

carry out the goals of global education is no simple task” (p. 40). He
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cites such causes as lack of interest by professors and lack of rewards
for those who do get involved, but emphasizes the critical nature of
faculty support for global education to be accepted (Gilliom, 1993). This
viewpoint is shared by Henson, who Gilliom notes,

points convincingly to the importance of faculty commitment to

internationalizing curriculum and life on campus if universities

are to adopt a global agenda. Likewise, undergraduate teacher
education programs will not become “globalized” until professors
of education themselves are motivated to implement the idea.

(1993, p. 40).

As with most changes within educational institutions,
administrative support is a critical factor. The best conceived program
can die without the support. However, while “administrators in higher
education increasingly are voicing a belief in the importance of
internationalizing campuses, no amount of administrative fiat or public
posturing will lead to real change if faculty members as well as
administrators are not aboard from the beginning” (Gilliom, 1993, p.
41). The key is to work one professor at a time until there is a critical
mass.

One facet of the nature of global education makes reaching the
critical mass more realistic at the university level, and indeed at any
level. “The interdisciplinary nature of global education gives it great
resilience in the ‘turf’ conflicts that often arise when something new

appears on the education scene” (Tucker, 1990, p. 113). Educators at all

levels are being called on to collaborate, among and between each other



and with other agencies (Freeman, 1993). This collaboration, done
between university departments and/or schools, produces exciting
results. Professors from different departments can join forces and
produce joint results that no one individual could achieve alone. For as
Tucker (1990) says, “Global education is not a zero-sum game, where
more for you is less for me, and vice-versa. Rather it represents an
expanding continuum, where more for you is commonly more for all of
us” (p. 113). University students in all departments will benefit from
any professor who infuses a global focus into what is taught. They will
benefit exponentially from professors who collaborate and make the
cross-discipline connections come alive. This is especially true and
critical in university teacher preservice programs where those who will
teach in K-12 schools receive their training. Johnston and Ochoa
(1993), in speaking about research done in the area of teacher
pedagogical content knowledge, state:
This area of research suggests that what teachers know from their
academic studies and from their life experience influences how
they construct learning for students. These studies make explicit
the ways in which content knowledge and belief systems motivate
one’s conceptions of teaching and subject matter. (p. 67)
Teacher preservice programs cannot control the background and
training that their students received prior to coming to the university.
Therefore, it would be important that these preservice programs provide

for a rich program of course work and opportunities to enhance the

global experiences of their students, if the K-18 schools are to be fully



able to have teachers who are comfortable teaching from a global
perspective. In fact, Johnston and Ochoa call for more research to be
done in this area when they propose studying:

1. Teachers’ subject matter background and how it influences
curricular and instructional decision making in teaching for
global perspectives.

{. How personal backgrounds, travel experiences, and teaching
beliefs and attitudes influence their views of content in global

education.

5. Teachers’ stereotypes and understandings of other cultures as

they influence their teaching for global perspectives. (p. 67)

At least some of these questions may be answered by this study since
principals come from the ranks of teachers and have the same
preservice training.

According to Gilliom (1993), however, this globalized preservice
experience may not be happening in many universities. He states that:

The majority of preservice education programs do little to prepare
new teachers with the knowledge or motivation to teach from a
global perspective. Since restructuring preservice programs lies at
the heart of current efforts to reform teacher education, this
appears to be a propitious time to reconceptualize preservice
experiences from a global point of view. A vital step in this effort is
introducing teacher educators themselves to global education and
encouraging them to seek ways to prepare their students, in turn,
to plan and teach from a global perspective. (p. 40)

On the other hand, there is notable progress being made in many places.
Gilliom (1993) notes that global education is “making significant
inroads in teacher education programs”(p. 45) such as the following:
Chapman College
New York University

Florida International University
Stanford
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The University of Denver
Immaculate Heart College

The University of South Dakota
The University of Kentucky
The Ohio State University

These are only the more visible programs. The preparation that students
receive in these programs will ultimately affect their teaching, and will
in turn affect those who later become administrators in schools.

One of the exciting facets of many of these teacher preparation
programs is the international study and teaching experiences that many
students at these universities have. In defining global education, K. A.
Tye (1990) said that it “involves perspective taking—-seeing things
through the eyes and minds of others--and it means the realization that
while individuals and groups may view life differently, they also have
common needs and wants” (p. §). Perspective taking is just what
international study and teaching experiences allow American students
to do. Mahan and Stachowski (1994) describe the benefits of such
exposure as follows:

International teaching and study experiences are emerging as a

viable means of developing a broader world perspective in

preservice teachers. Such experiences serve to immerse novice
educators in cultures outside the United States through classroom
teaching practice, home living, required interviews with diverse
foreign citizens, and community involvement. When these
international experiences are prefaced by in-depth preparation for
the host culture and education system and marked by continuing
analysis and reflection, participants are likely to achieve personal
and professional outcomes that could not be matched had they
chosen to remain at home and complete conventional student

teaching assignments. Documentation of these outcomes conveys
to teacher educators nationwide that international experiences



result in important new learnings, increased global understanding,
and insight into ways that this knowledge can be incorporated into
US elementary and secondary classrooms. (p- 185)
While much of what is cited as learnings by those who return from
international experiences come from classroom teachers and university
supervisors, Mahan and Stachowski (1994) note that much of the

learning comes from non-educator sources. They provide the following

statistics as seen in Table I:

TABLE I

Sources of Learning Identified by Overseas Student Teaching

% of Total Sources
Source of Learning Cited (N = 2,459)

School professionals: supervising/other
teachers, principals, central office staff 38.6

Community people: nonschool community

people, host-nation family, nonteacher

school staff, parents of students, host-nation
celebrities/leaders 34.4

School children in own and other classrooms 10.9

Listening, reading, reflecting: media, host-
nation authors, self, preparatory workshop
consultants 8.7

Physical things: land/weather/geography,
museums/works of art 7.4
(Mahan & Stachowski, 1994, p. 1)

41



International teaching and study experiences are important then for
both the learning that occurs within the school and for the learning that
occurs within the larger culture. The international experience gives
these preservice teachers insights and learning that traditional student
teaching in their own country could not have provided. As Mahan and
Stachowski (1994) conclude: “Student teachers also gain a broader
perspective on the world, on other peoples who inhabit this planet, and
on what it means to be teachers of elementary and secondary students
who will be the custodians of our earth tomorrow” (p. 23).

Staff development in K-12 schools.

While the preservice preparation of teachers is a critical
component in globalizing America’s K-12 schools, the question of how to
prepare those who are already in the K-12 classrooms needs to be
addressed. While the media is full of the message that America is part of
an interdependent world, that message seems to stop at the door in
many, if not most, public schools. As Stirling (1993) writes, “It appears
as though the public schools are preparing students to live in quite a
different reality. It is this anomaly that creates the need to change our
schools through global education” (p. 12).

Education today is being asked to change many things in answer to
many challenges which are beyond the scope of this research. Whether
that change is labeled restructuring or some of the other terms

offered up to define the process, change has been mandated. Joyce, Wolf,



and Calhoun (1993) write about the research on change and state:

The core of the messages from research on change is that those
who believe that a life worth living is worth living well do some
pretty remarkable things. The search for safe and easy plans for
“restructuring” generate false gods, for such “easy” plans are built
on the hope that we can discover a way of improving schools that
simply rearranges the old elements--ourselves and our colleagues--
in some way that magically increases the energy of the
organization. In fact, the energy needed is that of human beings,

and the major impediments we have to face are the ones we impose

on ourselves. Relaxing into productive change is the key, rather

than stiffening and bracing ourselves against the winds of change

and hoping our role in the new era will be just a freshly painted

version of our current, familiar role. (pp. viii-ix)

Change is often perceived as being called for because the present
situation is untenable. But that should not be the case. Change can
make good situations better. “We do not have to begin by asserting that
the current state is dreadful” (Joyce, Wolf, & Calhoun, 1993, p. §). Nor
can we have a packaged approach, one size fits all schools. The culture
of each school is different and their needs and responses will differ
(Cunningham and Cresso, 1993). These differences are, in large part,
why the top down mandates spoken of earlier (Panetta, 1993) are not
likely to have the desired results. Certainly, “...as a shared vision, global
education can help shape the culture of schools and of universities to
meet this perceived national deficiency” (Tucker, 1993, p. 116). But
each school and each teacher must come to that shared vision from
their own background. Tye and Tye (1993) focus on this shared vision

when they talk about why some schools and teachers are successful in

introducing global perspectives and some are not. The focus on “...(a)
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the problem of how the meanings that different teachers attribute to
‘global education’ affect their behavior in adapting to the change, and
(b) the problem of competing demands on teachers’ time. Since each of
these areas is itself a topic for a dissertation, suffice it to say that
teachers need the time to deal with the topic on their acceptance level at
the same time they are involved in staff development to increase their
knowledge and understanding and adapt teaching styles to best integrate
the concepts into their repertoire (Tye & Tye, 1993).

The next step for those who are comfortable and interested in
globalizing their curriculum is to deal with some basic questions such as
those proposed by Schukar (1983):

The response to these questions will determine the purpose and

direction of the program:

1) Given the nature of the current direction of the world today,
what do students need to know, believe, and be able to do in
order successfully to confront the challenge that they will
almost certainly face?

2) What curriculum models and structures would best accomplish

the goals outlined above?
3) What resources are available to help accomplish the task?

(p- 93)

Tye and Tye (1993) speak of teaching being an open-ended career,
in the sense that there is no end to the training and preparation that are
required as needs are identified and times change. Teachers who are
successful are those who are always ready to grow. As Tye and Tye put
it, “Attending staff development workshops, encountering new methods

and materials, and adapting to various changes in curriculum,
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instruction, and even, occasionally, organization structure are an
integral part of any teacher’s professional life” (1993. p. 568). What
should that staff development include? Hadley, Webster, and Wood, cite
three priorities that need attention: “(1) personal growth for teachers;
(R) adapting the curriculum to include more international aspects; and
(3) identifying resources for teachers and students” (1988, p. 19). For
personal growth these authors suggest reading from many sources as
well as the many other media sources readily available today. Attending
workshops, and taking globalizing courses at universities, personal
travel abroad to experience other cultures and more extensive contacts
with people in the community who have experience in or who are from
other cultures, also will help widen the individual’s perspective and the
meanings that he attaches to global education. All have the potential to
change the behaviors within the classroom when teaching. Since
globalization itself is a collaborative activity among nations, staff
development needs to focus on teaching activities that stress joint
planning between teachers and departments, and cooperative learning
between students (Hadley, Webster, & Wood, 1988). These same authors
also suggest a multitude of resources for identifying and finding
resources and materials to help infuse a global perspective into their
teaching. Most important to the integration of a global perspective into
the curriculum “... is the desire and the commitment of teachers. Where

interest exists, it should be encouraged and nourished. Where expertise
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is lacking, it should be sought out and acquired” (Hadley, Webster, &
Wood, 1988, p. 22). A well designed staff development program can do
all of these things and will thereby encourage more of America’s
teachers to teach from a global perspective.
Characteristics and Goals of Global Education

The interrelatedness of the world today intensifies the need for
today’s educational system to globalize the curriculum for America’s
students. To do so is not a matter of finding supporters (Kobus, 1983).
There are many who see the need. “The major problem...is rather one of
definition and conceptualization and of the implementation of effective
programs based on this conceptualization. The issue of definition
continues to baffle both the proponents of the field and the uninitiated
alike, surfacing over and over again in surveys of the related literature”
(Kobus, 1983, p. 21). Despite the 15 years since this statement, there
has not been a fully acceptable definition. Some prominent
conceptualizers, including Hanvey, support the view that “.. What is
needed is not s0 much to broaden knowledge but to reinterpret it
through an understanding of global systems....Hanvey...asserts that
interdependence is probably the most essential and basic concept within
the structure of global education” (Kobus, 1983, p.22). The definition of
global education used by the researcher for this study is based on

Hanvey’s definition.
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However, it is not the definition of the term so much as the
message that it conveys that is the important point and as Otero (1983)
states:

Global education does have a message: the core proposition is that
the world is indeed a major context in our lives and , as such,
requires knowing. Knowing about that world means a different
way of learning, a different and new view of the educational
process and different norms and practices in schools. For global
educators, school improvement will mean a change in school
culture, methods, norms, procedures, a change to reflection upon
the meaning, use, and organization of information as a key

learning process. (p. 99)

What a strong message that is and at the same time what a difficult one
to deal with. It challenges teachers to reinvent themselves and their
classrooms so that students can search for answers to major problems
that affect not just the United States but the entire world. Therefore, as
Lamy (1983a) offers:

Global...education, when done properly, is innovative -
encouraging students to find creative solutions to new and
challenging situations; anticipatory rather than reactive; and
interdisciplinary, not limited to the social science. A global
perspectives curriculum attempts to build an understanding and
appreciation of public and private actions which recognize: 1) the
linkages between state and non-state actors and the resulting
interdependent or dependent relations; &) the value and
importance of cultural commonalities and differences; and 3) the
necessity for foreign and domestic policies which minimize conflict
behavior and reinforce cooperation and accommodation.

(p. 18)

In 1990, a set of “General Principles for Global Education” was
developed by a committee of the Association for Supervision and

Curriculum Development (ASCD) and presented at the meeting of the
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ASCD Global/International Education Commission. It put forth the
guidelines previously cited in Chapter I. A similar summary of
characteristics was provided by Hudock in 1990, one that also contains
an emphasis on an often overlooked but important item, the
methodology that needs to be included. She states:

Global education is more than a content area involving
international issues or area studies. As an approach to teaching
and learning, lessons emphasize a very definite range of concepts
and methods that, when taken together, provide a global
perspective. A global perspective is not any one view of the world,
but the capacity to view--analyze and understand--the world from a
variety of perspectives. It is the richness of diverse historical,
cultural, national, ideological and gender perspectives. In this
sense, attaining a global perspective must involve exposure to a
vast core of knowledge and mastery of a wide range of skills. As an
educational agenda for citizenship on the 1890s and beyond,
concepts and methods include:

Core Methodology:

° active and experiential learning
interdisciplinary teaching
comparative analysis
local-global connections
personal relevance
community service
citizen participation

Core Concepts:

complex interdependence

diversity and pluralism

multiple perspectives

democratic participation

scarcity and distribution

equity and human rights

conflict and creative problem solving
(Hudock, 1990, p. 7)
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Finally, Hett (1993) categorized the literature in the field into the
following eight “predominant themes” (p.30):

lessen ethnocentrism

foster identification with the human family
promote support of universal human rights
oppose prejudice and discrimination
develop skills for democratic pluralism
develop environmental awareness
understand the impact of economic systems
train educators (pp. 30-31)

Each of these groups or individuals has added to the
understanding of what characteristics should be found in a global
education. The latest, and perhaps the most complete because of its
succinctness, is the perspective found in the ASCD Global Education
Framework (C. C. Anderson, 1994). It simply states:

The realities of a globally interrelated and culturally diverse world
of the 21* century require an education for all students that wiil
enable them to see themselves as

HUMAN BEINGS
whose home is
PLANET EARTH
who are citizens of
A MULTICULTURAL SOCIETY
living in an increasingly
INTERRELATED WORLD
and who
LEARN, CARE, THINK, CHOOSE, and ACT
to celebrate life on this planet
and
to meet the global challenges confronting
humankind (p- 5)



Perhaps Otero (1983) synthesizes the goals best when he says:

Helping schools improve will mean assisting the local school in

responding to changes that have yet to occur. For global educators

such a goal means a new definition of school improvement in that

schools will understand the nature of change and utilize existing

human resources to manage that change. Schools will come to

know that improvement is not simply a matter of adding a new

program or adopting a particular innovation. Rather, improvement

is a process of becoming sensitive and responsive to the individual

school’s culture and condition. (p. 99)

The Importance of Global Education

“A global perspective is not any one view of the world, but the
capacity to analyze and to understand the world from a variety of
perspectives” (Porter, 1994, p. 23). America is part of an ever more
interdependent global relationship with the other nations of the world.
Rather than just a new economic situation, the entire society and all
parts of our culture are being affected. Tucker (1990) speaks about this
pervasiveness when he states, “The idea that global education is for
everyone involves an important corollary about innovative learning:
individuals and societies must be prepared to act in concert in new
situations, especially those created by the human mind and hand”
(p.118).

However, global education is most important for today’s students
who will fully live in an interdependent world. To globally educate
students, schools must become very special places that truly prepare

students for a future that adults can only partially comprehend. Thomas

J. Sergiovanni (1996) speaks about how schools are different from
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organizations and corporations, a fact often overlooked in American
society. He states:

Schools should be treated as special cases because they serve as
transitional places for children. They stand between the subjective
and protected environment of the family, and the objective and
exposed environment of the outside world. Relationships between

educators and students are characterized as being in loco parentis.

As this role is played out, teachers and administrators are brought
together into a collective practice that resembles a shared
stewardship. Schools are responsible for more than developing
basic competence in students and passing on the culture of their
society. They are also responsible for teaching habits of the mind
and habits of the heart. Everything that happens in the
schoolhouse has moral overtones that are virtually unmatched by
other institutions in our society. (p.xii)

In the call to action based on the ASCD framework, Anderson
(1994) speaks about students who “...must learn about, care about,
think about, choose, and act on the messages” they receive (p. 6). In
doing so they will show that they are ready to be fully functioning
citizens in the next millennium. What an awesome and exciting
opportunity for them and for the educators who must teach them.

The Principal’s Leadership and Global Education

Tomorrow’s leaders will see things differently. Tomorrow will not

be simply an extension of the past and the present. The

exponential explosion of knowledge, technology, and other factors
contributing to the rapids of change destroy any remaining hope
and security that tomorrow will be a faster paced version of today.

Tomorrow will not be pushed by the past; tomorrow will be pulled

by the future. (Patterson, 1993, p. 38)

Schools of today are being pulled into the future. The world is

growing ever more closely interconnected and the students of today

must be prepared to understand this interconnectedness and to live in
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it. To help them be prepared is the job of the schools, schools that must
have strong leadership and a shared vision. Sergiovanni (1994)
described that leadership when he wrote, “... the wit and will, principle
and passion, time and talent, and purpose and power in a way that
allows the group to increase the likelihood that shared goals will be
accomplished” (p. 170). Manasse (1986) calls this ability vision. It will
be the leaders who will provide the context, who will have the visions,
and who will provide the skills to make the visions become realities
(Boston, 1990). “Underlying each vision is a clear rationale for why
things need to be different and some strategies for closing the gap
between what exists and what might be” (Boston, 1990, p. 87). In most
schools that leadership comes primarily from the principal.
The Effective Principal-Leader
In 1983, a seminar led by Phi Delta Kappa’s Center on Evaluation,
Development, Research(CEDR) had the following to say about the school
principal:
At different times a school principal must be a tough boss and a
sympathetic colleague. He or she must be a financial whizz who
can balance budgets, order supplies, and see that the bills get paid;
manage a plant that houses hundreds--sometimes
thousands—of people at work; negotiate skillfully and mediate
crises. Occasionally the principal must be a police officer. But most
of all, principals must make sure their students learn. The skills
and traits needed for the job sound almost like a description of
Wonder Woman or Superman. Yet many real-life principals are

effective. They manage their schools well and produce top-scoring
students. (p. 5)
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In the last 50 years, the role of the principal has changed, often
and sometimes dramatically (Sergiovanni, 1991). During this period
principals have been managers, then human relations specialists, and
then instructional leaders. They next were asked to assume the role of
visionary leaders and now are being asked to become cultural leaders
(Rauhauser & McLennan, 1994). All of these changes were made in the
belief that schools and administrators would be stronger for the
transition, improved in some way. But with each change there have
been impediments making the changes more difficult. Lambert (1998)
cites the following obstacles familiar to many American high school
principals:

Traditionally, high schools contend with a number of elements that

mitigate against systemic improvement. These mitigating elements

include organizational structure, size, athletic programs, and the
narrow professional preparation of high school teachers. The

structure is compartmentalized and organized around a

hierarchical authority arrangement. Large school size means that

relationships are difficult to attend to. The demands of athletic
programs drain attention and energy away from important issues
of teaching and learning. Teachers are prepared to teach

disciplines, not students. (p. 74)

Patterson (1993) says that leadership is an “elusive concept” to
most people (p. !). It varies—in people, in organizations, and in time--
and often people mistake bossing and managing for it. Bossing is largely
a concept of the industrial organization and its primary authority comes

from power and control. The process of managing seeks efficient

handling of people and resources but, while leaders may manage, that is



not the essence of leading (Patterson, 1993). In a comparative study of
some world wide education systems, McAdams (1993) speaks of the
disadvantage that managing causes for American administrators.
In America, administrators are considered to be an entirely
different class of professional than the classroom teacher. In the
other countries...school principals are often considered to be the
head teacher rather than as management or administrative
personnel. The emphasis on the management side of school
administration in the United States encourages a greater
professional distance between teachers and administrators than
is found in other countries. (p. 51)
Patterson (1993) asks then the rhetorical question, “If bossing is not
leading, and if managing is not leading, then what are we talking about
here? In the organization of tomorrow, leading is defined as the process
of influencing others to achieve mutually agreed upon purposes for the
organization” (p. 3). To influence others in the true sense of this
leadership, the leader must possess admirable traits and be able to
positively relate to people in a way that has all of them, leader and
follower, working on mutual goals. The principal, then, who is a leader
in this sense has a very difficult job. As Lambert (1998) says, “...the
work is much more complex than we thought it was; it demands a more
complicated set of skills and understandings than ever before” (p. {4).
Patterson (1993) says that these skills and understandings are based on
a secure foundation, what he calls “core values” (p. 39). With these core

values in place, leaders—-principals--can begin helping a school toward

their mutual goals.
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Vision.

In a recent article about the spirituality of education, Palmer
(1998) says that, “The most important step toward evoking the spirit in
public education is to bring teachers together to talk not about
curriculum, technique, budget, or politics, but about the deepest
questions of our teaching lives” (p. 11). For many years, Americans
have been looking for quick fix innovations that will magically cure
what they perceive of as the ills of the schools. What Palmer is referring
to is somewhat akin to what Patterson (1993) talks about when he
states that, “Tomorrow’s organizations will reject the event-driven
philosophy and substitute a value-driven approach to creating a
preferred future. The core organizational values become the pull to the
future, leading the organization toward a vision of excitement and
energy”(p. 39). More often than not, in schools that vision begins with
an effective principal. For many years, studies have been conducted to
see what factors distinguish the leadership provided by exemplary
principals from others. No matter what the focus of the study, one item
was found almost universally - a sense of vision provided by the
educational leaders that provides a widely shared sense of purpose for
the group. (Manasse, 1986; Bennis, 1990; Nanus, 1992). These leaders
know what goal they want to reach and they are able to motivate the

staff to work toward that goal.
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Behaviors, Characteristics, and Tasks.

If the leader’s vision is the common bond in leadership studies,
there are other factors which also are important. If, as McCall (1994)
asserts, most schools have far too little leadership and far too much
management, what other factors are needed to improve the leadership
situation? Much of the research done on principal’s effectiveness has
centered on behaviors. The report of a subcommittee of the Delphi
Analysis of the Instructionally Effective Principal, reported by Mann and
Lawrence in 1983, is representative of such research. Strother (1983)
summarized the list of behaviors found by this study:

Principals in effective schools:

L emphasize student achievement as the primary outcome of
schooling,

e emphasize student achievement in basic skills as the
primary program outcome,

(] monitor and evaluate student progress,

L communicate organizational goals clearly,

L emphasize acquisition of basic skills as the central
instructional goal of the school,

) establish high standards of performance for students and
teachers,

° hold high expectations for student behavior and
achievement, and

° hold (and convey) high expectations for teachers’

performance in the classroom (p. 14)

In a similar review of more than 75 research studies, but one which did
not focus on academic achievement alone, Persell and Cookson (1982),
identified nine recurrent behaviors that good principals display. These

are:
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. Demonstrating a commitment to academic goals
. Creating a climate of high expectations

. Functioning as an instructional leader

. Being a forceful and dynamic leader

. Consulting effectively with others

. Creating order and discipline

. Marshaling resources

. Using time well

. Evaluating results (p. 17)

© OO RO~

More recently, the focus on school leadership has turned from what
principals do to the broad area of restructuring and the principal’s role
in schools that are making major changes. Corbett (1990) says roles,
relationships, and rules are involved in these systemic changes, changes
that need to be made. He and others would argue that there is no need
to improve what is already being done; rather, something different
needs to be done (Corbett, 1990; Schlechty and Cole, 1991; Cuban,
1988). The studies agree that to make these complex changes, leaders
are necessary. Murphy (1991) calls leadership “the coin of the realm in
virtually all reform reports” (p. 54). Lambert (1998) writes:
Principals’ leadership is crucial because they are uniquely situated
to exercise some special skills of initiation, support, and visioning.
Among the more important tasks for the principal is to establish
collegial relationships in an environment that may previously have

fostered dependency relationships....Breaking through this

“codependency” arrangement requires staff to develop adult-to-
adult relationships with each other. (pp. 24-R8)

Citing the work of Newmann and Wehlage (1995, 1996), Lambert
(1998) says that some consistent habits are found in leaders who have

successfully restructured schools. Such phrases as “collective focus on
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student learning,... expressing the norms and values defining the
school’s vision...initiated conversations,... create time for reflective
inquiry...staff development...shared power” were used (p. 26). And, “In
a critically important role, they were conflict managers and politicians
in the best sense, often seeking waivers, resources, and policies to
support the restructuring work” ( Lambert, 1998, p. 26).

A fairly recent group of researchers would also suggest an altered
perspective as being crucial to the restructuring. The term used to
describe this altered perspective is transformational leadership. Reavis
and Griffith (1992) see this leader as a developer of human talent
rather than a director of tasks, a person committed to everyone in the
organization and not just a few. There is also an element of high moral
values in this type of leadership, what Sergiovanni (1991) describes as
value-added leadership, leadership that enables people rather than
manipulating them, leadership that is both ahead of the group pulling it
forward and behind it pushing it toward a goal that they mutually share.
Rauhauser and McLennan (1994) describe the role of this type of
leader:

® Understand what causes success. The most successful

principal is the principal who has the highest percentage of
successful teachers. The most successful teacher is the
teacher that has the highest percentage of successful
students. A successful student has three attributes: high
achievement, positive self esteem and zest for learning. A

principal’s role is to create a work force of learners. Today,
leadership is the development of people, enabling them to




help all students learn, feel good about themselves and love
to learn.

® Be a visionary. Develop vision of what your school will look
like when you have accomplished your school’s mission.
Know it, live it, and motivate others to move toward it.

] Collect and analyze data. Develop multi-year profiles of
school data including test data, affective data, survey data,

parent/community involvement data, and staff development
data. Analyze these data to identify strengths and areas of
concern that are consistent over time and establish
processes to address them.

] Keep others on the process of improvement. Recognize the
worthiness of the staff's work. Verify, through the use of
data profiles and monitoring reports, school improvement.
Knock down barriers for the early adopters.

L] Insure that goals are well written. Goals statements include
who will do what and when they will do it. The statement
describes attributes which are observable, measurable,
attainable, and a challenge. Goals must include a rationale,
expected outcomes, monitoring procedures and
documentation procedures to use on completion.

(pp.- 53-54)

Sergiovanni (1996) takes the moral leadership role one step
further when he says that,

at the root of the principal’s role responsibilities we find the roots
of school leadership--a commitment to administer to the needs of
the school as an institution by serving its purposes, by serving
those who struggle to embody those purposes, and by acting as a
guardian to protect the institutional integrity of the school (p. 88)

He cites nine tasks that this kind of principal probably would perform:
° Purposing-bringing together shared visions into a covenant

that speaks compellingly to principals, teachers, parents,
and students with a moral voice.
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L Maintaining harmony-building a consensual understanding
of school purposes, of how the school should function, and
of the moral connections between roles and responsibilities
while respecting individual conscience and individual style
differences.

o Institutionalizing values—-translating the school’s covenant
into a workable set of procedures and structures that
facilitates the accomplishment of school purposes, and that
provides norm systems for directing and guiding behavior.

L Motivating—-providing for the basic psychological needs of
members on the one hand, and for the basic cultural needs
of members to experience sensible and meaningful school
lives on the other.

® Managing—-ensuring the necessary day-to-day support
(planning, organizing, agenda setting, mobilizing resources,
providing procedures, record keeping, and so on) that keeps
the school running effectively and efficiently.

L Explaining--giving reasons for asking members to do certain
things, and giving explanations that link what members are
doing to the larger picture.

e Enabling-removing obstacles that prevent members from
meeting their commitments on the one hand, and providing
resources and support tc help members to meet their
commitments on the other.

° Modeling-accepting responsibility as head follower of the
school’s covenant by modeling purposes and values in
thought, word, and action.

L Supervising—-providing the necessary oversight to ensure the
school is meeting its commitments, and when it is not, to
find out why, and to help everyone do something about it.
(pp. 88-89)

Seen from this vantage point, the principal is a caretaker, a steward of

the school, one who ministers to and for the school. There is a pastoral,

a religious tone to this type of leadership.



Let it be noted, however, that the entire area of restructuring and
transformational leadership is not without its critics. They point to a
lack of empirical evidence, or no evidence of need, or the scarcity of
successful models concerning the value of restructuring (Fullan, 1991;
Gabbett, 1991; Hallinger and Edwards, 1992). While their concerns are
important and valuable to the literature on leadership, they are not,
however, the majority opinions. And perhaps the most critical source of
all comes not from the researchers in academia but from one who went
to sources outside the American system in order to derive a fresh
perspective:

The principalship in the United States is characterized by action

rather than reflection. The principal is far more likely to be a

manager than a leader. Interpersonal skills, common sense, and

courage are the major attributes of a successful principal. Few
principals have either the time, ability, or inclination to provide
the leadership necessary to produce substantive improvements in
the educational program. The high school principalship, in

particular, is a difficult job that must be performed under difficult
circumstances. (McAdam, 1993, p. 56)

Principals and Other Leaders

Murphy (1988) once wrote that a leader’s vision is “the grain of
sand in the oyster, not the pearl” (p. 650). In the school, the principal
is the one who implants the grain of sand but alone he or she cannot
produce the pearl. The pearl comes as a result of change and change
occurs over time and in a predictable way, not as a quick fix (Hall,

Wallace, & Dossett, 1973). Leaders have influence with other people,
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others who are necessary if change is to occur. As Patterson (1993)
says,

The emphasis shifts away from the individual and toward the

interaction patterns among individuals. Although leading may

involve persuasion, it does not involve coercion or bossing.

Moreover, the direction and amount of influence are determined

not by a person’s place on the organizational chart, but by the

expertise a person brings to the issue at hand (p. 3).

It is easy to see that for change to occur there must be an effective
school leader. But also critical to successful change is the quality of the
teaching population. As Newmann and Wehlage (1997) state: “In
schools with stronger professional communities, we found that
principals and staff enhanced their resources by reinforcing a climate of
support and respect for teacher’s work and by pursuing a continuous
cycle of innovation, feedback, and redesign in curriculum, instruction,
and assessment.” (p. 38). Put another way, “Leadership is effective
when it unleashes the energy of those within the organization and
facilitates this ability to achieve the objectives and goals that they can
believe in and support” (Cunningham & Gresso, 1993, p. 87)

In this context there are many potential leaders and many
potential followers. And the roles change depending on the expertise
needed, or as Sergiovanni (1990) says,

the successful leader...is one who builds up the leadership of

others and who strives to become a leader of leaders. The

successful leader is also a good follower, one who is committed to
ideas, values, and beliefs. When followership is established,

bureaucratic authority and psychological authority are
transcended by moral authority. (p. &7)



The research consistently shows that schools are good only when
their principals are good (Stover, 1990). That has not changed. But
today’s teachers are being encouraged by good principals to become
leaders, too. These principals “... provide the context for people to create
a compelling future” (Patterson, 1993, p. 39). Will this be an easy
process? No, it will not. Perhaps Poplin (1992) stated it well when she
said:

Administrators concerned about growth are always in the midst of

the fray, in the process of change with both feet. While our new

role of administrator/servant places leaders at both the top and the
bottom of the hierarchy, administrators of the future who can
tolerate the ambiguity of the role will spark the change that can
only happen inside institutions where everyone is growing. And we
will no longer be ignoring the very people who can make a school

great, or not--the teachers. (p. 11)

Leaders in Global Education Schools

What is the relationship of these changing leadership roles within
a school that emphasizes global education? Is the principal in these
schools also the crucial factor as in other situations? Here the research
is much more limited. Stirling (1993), in her qualitative study of a
limited number of elite schools in the Chicago area, focused specifically
on the principal’s role as it related to staff development for global
education. She notes: “For principals to transfer their ideas into
opportunities for teachers; for teachers, in turn, to transfer their ideas
to students will require a major change in the concept of “teacher”. The

principals in this study who were making it possible for teachers to
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educate themselves were in the schools where the most global education
is occurring” (p. 129). In her conclusion she notes that while most of
the eighteen principals knew the term global education and spoke of
their support, they viewed it in a local context. She states that “...global
education that transcends national boundaries was a priority for only
three of the principals” (p. 135). Urso (1990) speaks about the success
of a global awareness education project sponsored by the Center for
Human Interdependence at Chapman College in California during the
period of 1985-89. She cites “...a significant contribution to the vitality
with which teachers approached their work” (p. 107), but makes no
mention of any leadership participation or even awareness. Tucker
(1990), looking at school/university partnerships, speaks about
leadership playing a vital role in global education, but does not seem to
be addressing the role of the principal specifically. Rather, Tucker seems
to be using the more generic term implicit in the wider view of
leadership earlier reviewed.

The only author who specifically addresses the relationship of the
principal and global education is Boston (1990). She speaks of the
“...clear visions for their organizations and...skills to actualize those
visions” (p. 87) found in effective school leaders. She speaks specifically
of the role of the principal in global education and says:

The principal has the power to facilitate or block change efforts.

The messages he sends formally and informally about what is
important have profound effects on the school’s culture, climate,
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programs, and people. As Sergiovanni (1987) and others have
pointed out, the ability of leaders to communicate their values and
beliefs to others in a way that provides context and meaning is
highly significant in the life of a school. (p. 88)

How does a principal do this in schools that have effective
programs of global education? Boston says the principal acts as an
enabler, acting on beliefs and behaviors in the following ways:

® Communicate the importance of a global education and
articulate its rationale in ways that create shared meaning
with others in the school.

L Demonstrate trust in the ability of teachers to make
professionally responsible decisions about curriculum and
their own professional development.

o Participate actively with the staff on matters of importance
(e.g., setting goals for a global education program).

® Orgamnize school resources and structures so that they
support and facilitate work toward agreed-on goals (e.g., use
of faculty meeting time, discretionary budget, scheduling
that allows for collaborative planning and peer coaching).

° Identify outside resources that support work toward the
school’s goals and facilitate their use.

o Provide information that increases the staff’s ability to
mediate and integrate the multiple demands on their time,
attention, and resources, allowing continued focus on

shared goals.
® Encourage and facilitate the leadership of others.
o Support a school culture that acknowledges the need for

recognition, risk taking, and regular reflection. (p. 89)
While it is important to know what a globally focused principal
does to provide leadership, it is equally important to know what the

leadership is like in a school that fails to support a global focus. Boston



(1990) provides such information as well:

They use a centralized leadership model with little formal
involvement of teachers in goal setting and decision making.
There is little evidence of shared goals.

They give verbal support for programs but are not actively
involved in ways that demonstrate to the faculty the
importance of the program.

They do little to facilitate teacher’s use of resources and
time in working toward goals.

They are unable to clearly articulate a vision of a school
with a global perspective and communicate its rationale.

They make little attempt to facilitate integration among
various program elements and resources.

They focus on logistical management of programs rather
than their design, content, and follow-up.

They give little attention to rewarding teachers and actively
developing the school culture.

They are not perceived as learners who are interested in
acquiring and integrating new knowledge into their own
practice.

They do not reflect much on ongoing programs.

They depend on others—co-administrators, department
heads, or teacher “volunteers”--to carry the global education

program. (p. 90)

If the lists show a relationship to the earlier discussed research

on restructuring and the studies on what makes schools effective, the

author means that to be the case. Boston says that the principals of

schools having strong global education programs often connect that
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global education program to their wider concept of what a good school

is. They see direct relationships between global education and the skills

that they encourage in all faculty (and all student) interactions. As she

states, “The collaborative nature of many global education projects helps

establish and reinforce norms of professional interaction and sharing.

The interdisciplinary nature of global education content can help unify

traditionally fragmented departments, grade levels, and programs

around a common purpose” (p. 92).

Boston reiterates that much of what is occurring in the United

States in the globalizing of American classrooms is coming from teacher

leadership. And that teacher-leadership is an important factor, but not

the main focus of this researcher’s study. Teacher-leadership is,

however, a part of the overall study of leadership and school culture.

And Boston cites the need to expand the knowledge base of leadership

and school culture when she says:

Principals must communicate to others their strong belief in
the importance of global education and support that
assertion by providing resources and time for teachers to
design, implement, and assess curriculum and teaching
practice, as well as upgrade their own knowledge and skills.

Norms of the school culture must support change efforts,
collegial interaction, and respect for teachers as
professionals.

Teacher leaders must share a strong vision of global
education with others in their school and direct their
change efforts toward that vision. They must recognize their
own accountability to the larger context of their school,
district and community.



° Outside agencies supporting school change in global
education must ensure that their efforts are built around a
clear vision that is held by school leadership—-principal and
teachers. If such a vision does not exist, the agency should
assist the school in developing and clarifying a vision before
engaging in random program activities. The focus of an
outside agency should always be on helping the school
achieve the vision of its leadership. Initiative should clearly
rest in the hands of those for whom the program must hold
meaning if it is to succeed. (pp. 97-98)

Globally-minded People

A significant emphasis has been placed on globalizing the
American curriculum over the past 50 years. However, little attention
has been paid to what a globally-minded person would look like. In fact,
Hett (1993) says that, “Global-mindedness is not a term generally found
in the literature” (p. 9). Her research reviewed the following related
terms and areas: “ Worldmindedness, international understanding and
internationalism; feminist scholarship; global perspectives curricula,
international exchanges, and cross-cultural contact; the communal
spirit as an answer to the individualistic ethic of American society; and
finally, futurism” (p. 16) in order to develop the Global-mindedness
Scale that is the basis of this researcher’s study.

It is not the intent of this study to replicate Hett’s research done
with college students, but instead, to use her findings and to explore the
relationships of beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors, and later demographic

information, with regard to a different group of people, specifically, high

school principals.
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Beliefs, Attitudes, and Behaviors

To explore the first area of beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors, Hett

interviewed adults whose personal and professional lives evidenced an

understanding of global-mindedness. The eleven dimensions and

associated characteristics that she identified as a result of these

interviews are as follows:

Possess Certain Personal Attributes. Tend to be inquisitive,
flexible, tolerant of ambiguity, and openminded; seek
opportunities for hearing “the other” and for learning about
those different from themselves.

Believe in the Unity of Humanity. Have looked within and,
in that self-reflection, have found their own connection to
the larger world community; are aware of the common
thread that links them to other people everywhere; and feel
a sense of global belonging.

Are Cultural Pluralists. Understand culture and how it
influences worldview and behavior and, more than this, find
great pleasure in the diversity and challenge that cross-
cultural experiences have brought into their lives.

Oppose Prejudice. Reject all forms of prejudice, including
ethnocentrism, chauvinism, and racial prejudice because
they see beyond the superficialities of culture, color,
religion, etc., to the essence of a shared human experience
on earth.

Are Activists. Live their vision by acting; have a sense of
empowerment; believe in the importance of doing
something, whether in one’s own community or on a global
level; possess a sense that they can make a difference.

Exhibit Environmental Concern. Are concerned for the well-
being of the planet.



o Understand the Interconnectedness of the Global
Community. Feel a sense of kinship and connectedness with
the human family and see the benefits of this growing
interconnection for their own culture or nation.

° Have a Sense of Responsibility and Care. Are aware of
having a role within an extended community; feel a sense of

responsibility towards others in the global community.

° Possess Additional Language Ability. Believe that second
language ability is important in order to be able to make

switches internally to other frames of reference or
worldviews.

° Seek to Learn.
Are active seekers of information about the global arena
through reading, meeting people from other countries, and
taking classes which have an international focus.

] Possess a Futurist Perspective. Have a long-term perspective
and try to be cognizant of the ramifications of current
events and behaviors. (pp. 144-146)

The Relationship of Beliefs, Attitudes, and Behaviors to the Effective
Principal

Even a cursory reading of these global-mindedness characteristics
quickly reveals several obvious points of similarity to strengths cited in
the principal-leader literature. Certainly there seems to be a strong
relationship between Boston’s (1990) principal of a globally focused
school, the principal who enables, and almost all of Hett’s (1993)
dimensions of global-mindedness. That comes as no surprise. However,
these same dimensions seem to relate to much of the literature cited
concerning effective principals in general.

The personal attributes mentioned in the global-mindedness

characteristics are also found in the work by Patterson (1993), Lambert
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(1988), Newmann and Wehlage (1997), and especially Sergiovanni
(1994). Palmer (1998) and Sergiovanni (1994) both speak of a vision in

effective principals that closely relates to Hett’s belief in unity of

humanity. There certainly is a touch of cultural pluralist found in the
writings about effective school principals done by Rauhauser and
McLennan (1994) and especially Sergiovanni (1991). These principals
do indeed find pleasure in diversity and have an understanding of the

larger culture beyond their school. The writings of Reavis and Griffith

(199%) and of Sergiovanni (1991) certainly imply an opposition to all

forms of prejudice. These leaders are inclusive. The characteristic of

activism certainly was discussed in the cited literature. Poplin’s (1992)
administrator in the middle of the fray, Palmer’s (1998) visionary,
Sergiovanni’s (1996) principal who models, and Cunningham and
Gresso’s (1993) unleashers of energy all address the topic. Exhibiting
environmental concern, while not specifically dealt with, certainly is
akin to the stewardship that Sergiovanni (1996) mentions. The same
can be said for the understanding of the interconnectedness of global
community. The sense of responsibility and care can be likened to what

Palmer’s (1998) vision and Patterson’s (1993) core values are speaking
about. Additional language ability is not addressed in the effective
principal literature because it presently is not vital to that leadership. It
may be one day soon, given the changing demographics of the nation.

But it may be found to be a factor in the present study, when completed.



Seeking to learn certainly is a characteristic found in the literature,
although it does not specifically address the global arena. Common
sense does tell us however, that people who are life-long learners often
want to learn all sorts of things. Their learning is not usually specific:
They are voracious learners and want to learn in all areas. Finally, the

possession of a futurist perspective is a factor addressed in the writings

of Manasse (1983), Bennis (1990), and Nanus (1992). It would seem
therefore that there is a close relationship between global-mindedness
and the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors also found in effective school
principals.

Demographics of Global-minded People

While much of the research done in the area of global education
has been done about K-12 students, some research has been done with
college students and educators as the focus. Therefore, the research on
demographic information is a bit more plentiful.

The areas of interest for this study are those broad categories that
are contained in the demographic portion of the researcher’s
instrument. They fall into the following groups:

Personal information
Family background

Language background
Travel background

Educational background
Global Associations
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Two other areas contained in the instrument vary slightly in the
fact that they look at the respondent’s school and programming and the
opinion the respondent has about factors influencing a global program.

These two parts are:

L] Global programming

L Personal opinions

Personal information.

While there was limited information available, one study (Drake,
1984) did suggest that age in college students did have some effect on
the knowledge of and concern for people in the Third World. Age R0 was
the point at which the differentiation occurred. However, Hett's (1993)
findings with college students found no significant difference. Wolfer
(1990), in his study of Arkansas teachers of varying ages also found no
significant difference.

The sex of the respondents proves more interesting. Hett (1993)
cites a previous source (McHale and Choong, 1989) which talks about
the “softer, caring approach...inherent in human nature, but...practiced
in the main by women” (p. 6). Huston (1989) specifies that, “The time
of either/or is past. Survival will necessitate adopting the feminist traits
of collaboration, arbitration, solidarity and caring--the and/and” (p. 45).

Hett further cites several writers from the feminist ideology whose
philosophies speak to differences between men and women concerning

many aspects of global-mindedness. Hett’s study did find that women
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scored significantly higher on the Global-mindedness Survey than did
men. In Wolfer’s (1990) study, however, the opposite was true. The
male teachers were significantly more global-minded that the female
teachers.

With regard to college major, only Hett's (1993) study looked at
that factor and she found no significant difference based on major areas
of study. No study has been found to see if adult educators would be any
different. And finally, no significant difference was found regarding
ethnicity in Hett’s (1993) study with college students, the only research
found on the topic.

Family background.

Information concerning country of birth is not a topic of much
research with regard to global-mindedness. Hett’s (1993) study shocwed
no significant relationship between the two factors. As for cultural
heritage within the family home, no research has been found that
addresses the issue.

Language background.

One would assume that foreign language fluency would have a
strong relationship to global-mindedness. Hett (1993) cites an earlier
study and says that, “The researchers were disappointed to find that
there was no appreciable relationship between global knowledge and
either foreign language proficiency or extent of formal or informal

language study” (p. 32). Her own study bore this out, finding a
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significant relationship only when those with no ability in any foreign
language were compared to those who were completely fluent in another
language. Wolfer (1990) however, found that speaking another language
was significant in global-mindedness scoring.

Travel background.

Wheeler (1987), in looking at the experience of living abroad, cites
as advantages, making participants more tolerant of other peoples, and
more internationally participatory, both qualitites of global-mindedness.
Wolfer (1990) “confirmed a relationship between world travel and
public school teachers’ global-mindedness” (p. 86). Tims and Miller
(1986) also speak about the positive relationship between study abroad
and attitudes about other countries. Hett’'s study showed significant
differences in Global-mindedness scores for students with different
amounts of international travel/study experience. The longer the
experience, the higher the scores.

Educational background.

There is general support in the research that a positive
relationship exists between global-mindedness and educational
experiences (Barnes and Curlette, 1985). With college students
however, Hett (1993) found no significant difference between the
various majors, although she did find a significant correlation between
the number of college courses dealing with global studies and the global-

mindedness of the students. Wolfer (1990) found that staff development
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courses which focused on global-mindedness seemed not to influence
global-mindedness scores.

Global associations.

Wheeler’'s (1987) study indicates that to have globally-minded
educators, study/living abroad experiences are needed because they
result it educators who are more accepting of pluralism and are more
tolerant. But this does not get to the real intent of this area of study.
Hett (1993) however, addresses several areas of interest. She cites
earlier studies that indicate strong relationships between reading
international news, and having contact with foreign students studying
in America. Her own findings showed no relationship between global-
mindedness scores and reading the international news, but did find a
significant relationship between having friends from other cultures and
the global-mindedness scores.

Global programming and personal opinions.

Apparently no studies directly relating to the amount of global
programming or global focus within schools has been done. The
personal opinions asked for in the instrument will yield their own
information and suggest suitable conclusions.

Relationship of Demographics to Principal’s Traits

So far as this researcher has been able to ascertain, there have
been no studies done concerning the principal and global education.

There is no body of research with which to compare. And, as can be seen



from the studies sighted in this chapter, very little has been done
concerning educators at all. While the researcher could suggest some
suspected relationships, that is not the intent of this review of
literature. For now, any relationships will remain to be seen.

The Influence of Other Factors on Global Education

In 1989, the National Governors Association proposed a national
renewal agenda that focused primarily on United States economics as it
related to the world. However, they also saw the importance of
education to accomplish their goals--a global education. They stated:

We must make international education a priority in this

country....Just how important is it to our country? As important

as economic prosperity, national security, and world
stability....International education must be an integral part of the

education of every student....Our task is...to develop a

comprehensive statewide strategy for international education that

reaches all agencies, all levels of education, and even into the

private sector. Critical to our success will be involvement of a

broad coalition—teachers, school administrators and board

members, legislators, university presidents, college faculty, and the
business community—in developing this comprehensive plan.

(NGA as cited in Tucker, 1990, p. 111)

For all the reasons cited previously, global education has not
become a mainstay in school curricula, just because it became a
national priority. But it is gaining converts at the local schools where it
has been tried. In fact Tucker (1990), referring to a statement made by
Lee Anderson in 1979, says that he “...argued that global education...has

been more like a grassroots, bottom up social movement...rather than a

specific curriculum domain” (p. 112). And given the buffeting of the
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ever changing political winds that constantly influence education, this is
rather an expected situation. For global education is so
interdisciplinary, so inclusive of everyone and every subject, that it is
most successful when all facets of the community are involved (Tucker,
1990; C. C. Anderson, 1990). Because global education is part of all
subject areas, and requires a focus on the world outside of the school
and the community, communities must share a common vision of the
schools they want to prepare their students (Kniep & Martin-Kniep,
1995). Does this mean that individual teachers could not globalize? No,
it does not. But the sense of community experienced when others-—
teachers and community—are involved, increases the benefits for the
teachers and students exponentially. Does this diminish the principal’s
vision? No. On the contrary: When the community shares the same
vision, the rewards should be even greater. However, it is the principal’s
vision that is the closer point of support for the teacher who wishes to
globalize. So if the research is correct, the principal should be the
greater influence (Boston, 1990).

Population of the School

Change does not occur in a vacuum (Sergiovanni, 1994). Any
change in a school affects all facets of the operation of the school and all
the people in the school. This review of literature has already focused on
the teachers and the students with regard to the need for globalization.

But for students, there is an additional factor that needs to be
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considered which impacts both the school and them. That factor is the
parent. In order to change schools, parents must be convinced that the
many traditional beliefs they hold need to be altered for their child’s
sake (Deal, 1990). These traditional beliefs are part of what was earlier
reviewed as the deep structure of schooling. Most people want their
children educated for their future. But oftentimes they want education
to look and feel like what it did when they were students. Globalized
classrooms. however, are not like what parents experienced. Therefore,
parents who have been involved in any schooling discussions, who have
had a chance to understand what globalization is about, are likely to be
more supportive of changes, even if they themselves have had little or
no global experience. And they can provide ideas and a needed positive
connection to the larger community (Henderson, Marburger, & Ooms,
1986).

Compounding the challenge to involve parents in the globalization
discussion are some of the social conditions that plague the United
States. McAdams (1993) cites the following disturbing statistics:

Several social conditions have conspired to create the conditions

leading to childhood poverty. First among these has been the

dramatic breakdown in the proportion of children living in stable
families. Within the past thirty years, divorce rates have more than
doubled, accompanied by a dramatic increase in single parent
households, headed almost exclusively by women. The proportion

of children born to unwed mothers has also increased from 11

percent in 1970 to 26 percent in 1988. In 1988, 58 percent of

children in poverty lived in female-headed families. The proportion

of children under the age of eighteen living with both parents
declined from 85 percent in 1970 to 67 percent in 1989. Children
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are increasingly likely to be growing up in home environments that
do not provide the material and emotional support associated with
good academic performance by children.
(pp. 68-59)
It will be critical that these children be provided the knowledge to allow
them to fully understand and function successfully in their future
world. It will be a challenge to involve their parents in the choices
needed if the school is to provide that globalized curriculum for them.
McAdams (1993) also talks about another problem that faces
schools as they help parents and others understand the need to globalize
education for students. He speaks of the lack of parental support for
homework, the high percentage of students who work long hours, and
the large amount of television programming that is viewed by children.
He calls all of these “counterproductive to the development of attitudes
and habits of mind conducive to work and learning” (p. 60). Convincing
parents that our globalized world demands more of their children will
not be an easy task, for globally focused schools and all other schools as
well. However, as Newmann and Wehlage (1997) note, the results can
be worth any trouble caused:
Parent involvement contributed most to a school when it reflected
consensus between parents and staff over the school’s mission. If
there was general agreement about the school’s mission, then
parent involvement provided important help and reinforced
collective responsibility for student success. Such consensus

affirmed respect for the professionalism of the staff and promoted a
strong effort on behalf of student learning. (p. 49)
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Community Influences

Business and industry within communities often see the need for
the globalization of education, although their perspective is usually
because of the economic need, as illustrated in Odend’hal’s (1998)
statement:

No one can deny that the world is becoming so interconnected that

events on one side of the globe can have immediate effects on the

other side. Our welfare is part of this interconnectedness whether
we like it or not. Better to do business and interact with those of
other cultures out of understanding and knowledge than ignorance

and suspicion. (1998, p. 4)

These same business people see that for this nation to be
competitive in the global economy, the type of education needed
demands a change (Hanson & Liftin, 1991). Their input, however, is
needed and can be very important to making globalization important.
Most business people are well aware of the demands that globalization
place upon their businesses. They are also aware of studies in business
that suggest that “the consistent high performance of excellent
companies is due in large part to their focus on people, not structure”
(Cunningham & Gresso, 1993, p. 88). While business may want the
efficiency of a production line instead of the individualness of the
school’s student/product, they do understand why a global focus will
help prepare students for their future.

The criticism of America’s perceived superior attitude is still a

valid one, mostly stemming from business relationships. In spite of



their dependency on the more globalized economy, many Americans
expect those from other countries to speak English, but see no need for
them to do likewise. And Joy (1987) points out that they do this in spite
of rising trade deficits and the ever-increasing foreign competition in the
American marketplace. They understand the economics but they often
do not understand the cultural and personal implications. Having a
business presence in school globalization discussions will help not just
the school, but also will communicate some important lessons to
businesses as well. Their support, because of their importance within a
community, is quite important and beneficial.

There are others in the community who exert pressure on schools
in order to see that their specific cause is satisfied by the schools or that
what the school does fits their limited view of what should be done
(Cuban, 1990). That is not to imply that their causes are not worthwhile
or unimportant. Many of them are. But all of them need to see that as
important as their cause is to them, the school’s need for support for
programming is even more vital. Community members need to be active
partners with schools, not adversaries (Deal, 1990).

Involving community groups as well as parents in discussions
about global education is therefore important. It provides a way of
gaining support from those who represent the community. But just as

important may be the opportunity it affords to teach the aqults of the



community some of the important global lessons that they and their
children need to know.

Legal Entities

This review of literature contains many references to federal
programs, laws, and regulations, all intended to help increase the ability
of America and Americans to function well in a globalized society. The
literature points to the fact that globalization is best arrived at from the
bottom up, one classroom at a time, rather than by national rules and
regulations.

State departments of education have also been involved, but more
successfully. “Many...have supported the development and distribution
of extensive units on the state’s international links and activities” (C. C.
Anderson, 1990, p. 128). The National Governors Association report
referred to earlier, asked each state to act to increase its global
programming and many have done so (Becker, 1990). Many states have
in fact “passed resolutions, created positions, and appropriated money
for global/international education” (Becker, 1990, p. 7). And all of this
is important because it demonstrates:

a shift in the ‘deep structure’ of schooling. State control of teacher

training and certification, student testing, and curriculum content

influences school practice. However, as many past state-initiated
efforts have demonstrated, unless state leadership succeeds in
mobilizing local efforts, these highly visible measures have limited
influence. Enacting reforms is easier than improving school

performance. The success of reform efforts ultimately depends on
the improvements made at the school level.(Becker, 1990, p. 74)



Kniep and Martin-Kniep (1995) assert, however, that communities
receive conflicting messages from both the state and national levels.
Government says that the new goals, based on subject areas, are to
make world-class students who meet world-class standards.

They also encourage schools to get out of the box, to redesign
themselves. Kniep and Martin-Kniep state however, that “the apparent
message—-'Create a new kind of school around an improved version of
the subject-centered curriculum now in place’--is incompatible with
local systemic design efforts based on students’ needs and is frustrating
to the development of new curricular models” (p. 100).

In spite of the conflicting messages, there are systems and schools
which are globalized and which have the support of local boards of
education. However, many do not have that support. McAdams (1993)
says that,

The local school boards in most localities show little enthusiasm

for launching ambitious school improvement efforts. Such

governing bodies concentrate on labor relations, personnel, school
facility, and school funding issues. Public involvement in policy
issues is typically restricted to tax increases, teacher strikes, and
occasional controversial issues such as sex education, prayer at
graduation, or drug abuse at the high school. There is virtually no
constituency for school reform at the local level anywhere in the

United States. (p. 61)

Summary
The global realities of today’s world call for American education to

provide all its students learning that is broader, more integrated and

more comprehensive than ever before: a globally focused education. To
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provide this will take teachers who are well versed in the reasons for
such an education and who can help students understand that they are
part of an interdependent and interrelated world, that they must care
for that world and for the diverse humans who inhabit it, and work with
all humans to provide a quality environment for all. For teachers to be
able to do this will call for leadership that supports and encourages
global education, especially a globally-minded principal.

This review of the literature looked at the historical roots of global
education which came from the liberal tradition and also at the spirit of
independence grounded in traditions which worked against the liberal
belief of interdependence. This review also looked at the
realism/idealism debate which occurred during the 20" century and still
influences education discussions concerned with global education. A
review of the concept of geopolitics covered the period from 1950 to the
present and reviewed many of the federal laws, programs, and executive
orders which shaped the global education program of the period,
especially at the university level.

In examining the literature to see what was occurring presently,
four areas were covered: (1) The deep structure of schooling that makes
educational beliefs difficult to change because they are such deeply
imbedded practices; (2) the challenges faced by universities as they seek
to globalize their students; (3) the preservice teacher training programs

which must train new teachers to teach from a global perspective and
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must provide opportunities for their students to broaden their own
global experiences; and (4) the process of providing staff development
experiences for teachers already in the field so that they may more
effectively begin to teach from a global perspective.

The review of literature next looked at the person who, findings
would indicate, is crucial to the success of any school program-the
principal. The sources all indicate that the effective principal has a
vision for where the school is going and how it will get there. That
vision is shared with all stakeholders and may even have been
developed in concert with them. The review looked at several studies to
ascertain the behaviors, characteristics, and tasks commonly found in
principals who were effective, and also looked at how principals share
leadership with others who share the vision. The study of the principal
concluded by looking at the beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors of globally-
minded people and compared these factors with the effective principal
traits; and then by looking at those demographic areas to be tested by
the study and comparing them with the effective principal traits.

Finally, a review of other factors, besides the principal, which
might have some effect on the global focus of a school were reviewed.
Specifically, the review covered the areas of 1) population of the school,
including teachers and students, but also parents; &) community

influences such as business and industry and interest groups; and
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3) legal entities such as the federal and state governments or boards of
education, as well as the local board of education.

America’s students are part of an increasingly more interrelated
world, a world full of global challenges. They must be given the basic
knowledge and skills that will equip them to survive and meet those
challenges. They must also be helped to develop the caring qualities that
will allow them to see themselves as fellow members of the human
society, interconnected and interdependent as never before in history.
Not to do so is to put them at a disadvantage in the immediate future
and ultimately in peril. Today’s students are a link to the future, a

future for which they must be prepared.



Chapter III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Introduction

To say that the world which will be inherited by today’s students
will be markedly different from the world of today is not to exaggerate.
For as Anderson (1994) states,

living in a world characterized by the increasing pluralism of

localities operating within the context of global interdependence is

a significantly different life experience from that of most adults on

this planet. Our children will need new skills and attitudes to

function productively in this different environment. They will
need an understanding of and appreciation for the global nature

of life in the future. (p. 3)

In order to prepare these children for their future, educators who
have experienced and understand the challenges presented by this
larger, globalized world will be vital. And, while classroom teachers will
be entrusted with the job of sharing this new knowledge with their
students, principals will also have a vital role. Principals today are
called upon to be the change agents, to provide the leadership and vision
for instructional change within the school. (Duttweiler & Hord, 1987).
The global-mindedness of the principal will be a critical factor in
determining any global focus that is initiated or sustained within the

school. It is with these factors in mind that the research study was

designed.



Research Design

The intent of this chapter of the study was to consider the overall
design of the study, with attention focused on the population that was
involved, the instrument that was utilized, the method that was
employed to collect the data, and the way the data were analyzed.
Specifically, the quantitative research presented was that called ex-post-
facto research since there was no manipulation of any variable. This
type of research is widely used in the fields of social science and
education and was certainly appropriate for this particular study. As
Sprinthall (1994) says,

.... the researcher does not manipulate the independent variable.

Rather, the independent variable is assigned. That is, the subjects

are measured on some trait they already possess and then are

assigned to categories on the basis of that trait. These trait

differences (independent variable) are then compared with

measures that the researcher takes on some other dimension

(dependent variable). p. 247

While this type of research does not yield information from which
can be inferred a cause-and-effect relationship, looking at the
correlational information that was gained from the data could give some
basis for “... better than chance predictions” (Sprinthall, 1994,
p- 247). In this research, by gathering data concerning the principal’s
global-mindedness and comparing it to the demographic data provided,

the researcher was able to draw conclusions germane to the subject of

the research.
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Quantitative research was not the only method to be used
however. A portion of the research was qualitative in nature because of
the more holistic dimension it added to the study in its entirety, that
could not have been discovered by means of a quantitative instrument.
Specifically, qualitative research allowed the researcher to see things in
context. Context is what shapes beliefs, attitudes, and the behavior of
people and their experiences. As Sherman and Webb (1995) state,
“...educational research today requires a more comprehensive
perspective in which the considerations that qualitative researchers
raise, and the questions about worth and intent posed by philosophy,
are as much a part of the discussion as are measurement and analysis”
(p- 11). Certainly the topic of this research is a complex area of study,
one that demands a wide focus if it is to be fully understood. Thus, by
using the focus provided by the area of qualitative research, a greater
understanding of the many forces impacting the implementation of a
global focus within schools would emerge.

Research Questions

The controlling question guiding the research was: Does the global
-mindedness of the high school principal translate into greater global
focus and programming within the school?

The following subquestions further defined the research:
1. Do demographic characteristics of principals make any

difference in their global-mindedness?
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2. What background experiences of principals contribute most to
the principal’s global-mindedness?

5. To what extent are the principal’s beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors associated with their global-mindedness?

4. What other factors, as perceived by high school principals, are
important to the implementation of a global focus within a high
school?

Instrumentation
The Global-Mindedness Scale
The instrument used in this study was developed by Dr. E. Jane

Hett in 1993 for her dissertation entitled The Development of an

Instrument to Measure Global-mindedness (See Appendix A). Called the

Global-Mindedness Scale (GMS), it consists of 30 questions that focus on
five factors: responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy, globalcentrism,
and interconnectedness (See Table II for definitions). The development
of this instrument drew from earlier work done in the field and is meant
to ascertain the extent of global-mindedness of the subject. “ The Global-
Mindedness Scale is grounded in research from a variety of areas which
identify attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors associated with being global-
minded” (Hett, 1993, p. 16). Hett began with interviews to ascertain
what global-mindedness was. The phrases and words used often were
grouped into various categories, reduced as the process continued, and

further defined as a review of the literature proceeded. Finally, two



TABLE II

Revised Theoretical Definition of Global-Mindedness and Its Ditnensions

Global-mindedness is a world view in which one sees oneself as
connected to the world community and feels a sense of responsibility for
its members. This commitment is reflected in attitudes, beliefs, and
behaviors.

Dimensions of Global-Mindedness

Responsibility: A deep personal concern for people in all parts of the
world which surfaces as a sense of moral responsibility to try and
improve conditions in some way.

Cultural Pluralism: An appreciation of the diversity of cultures in the
world and a belief that all have something of value to offer. This is
accompanied by taking pleasure in exploring and trying to understand
other cultural frameworks.

Efficacy: A belief that an individual’s actions can make a difference and
that involvement in national and international issues is important.

Globalcentrism: Thinking in terms of what is good for the global
community, not just what will benefit one’s own country. A willingness
to make judgements based on global, not ethnocentric, standards.

Interconnectedness: An awareness and appreciation of the
interrelatedness of all peoples dnd hations which results in a sense of
global belonging or kinship with the “human family.”

(Hett, 1993, p. 143)
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persons thoroughly versed in the field of global education reviewed the
survey to assure that what developed in the final product were
“... categories of data which appeared to be both internally consistent
and distinet from one another” (Hett, p. 88). The final version of the
Global-Mindedness Survey with its 30 questions contains the following
make-up: Responsibility - 7 items, Cultural pluralism - 8 items,
Efficacy - 5 items, Globalcentrism - 5 items, and Interconnectedness - 5
items (Hett, p. 112). While the instrument was used with college
students in the original study, with the exception of one question
regarding career choice in the future, all questions were useable and
appropriate for adults. Changing the verb tense in the one question was
all that was needed to have a totally useable instrument (See Appendix
B).

Validity and Reliability of the GMS

Shavelson (1996) defines validity as, “... the extent to which the
interpretation of the results of the study follows from the study itself
and the extent to which the results may be generalized to other
situations with other people” (p. 19). The Global-Mindedness Scale met
the criteria generally established for the validity of such an instrument.
The content validity for the GMS was .88, “...well above the suggested
level of .80" (Hett, 1993, p. 94).

The reliability for the Global-Mindedness Scale likewise exceeded

the generally established levels for measurement. “The standardized
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item alpha, or Cronbach’s alpha for the overall tool is .90. Each of the
five factors demonstrate acceptable levels of reliability, ranging from .65
to .85" (Hett, 1993, p. 150) (See Table III).

For the purposes of this study the 30 questions on the Global-
mindedness Scale (GMS) were grouped into 3 categories - beliefs,
attitudes, and behaviors - by using a panel of judges (See p. 18 for
definitions of terms). The 19 judges came from the ranks of university
professors (8) and school administrators (9) not directly involved in
the research (See Appendix C). Each judge was asked to read each
statement and to identify which category it best fell into - a belief, an
attitude, or a behavior. They were asked to focus only on the category,
and not on whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement. The
results of their categorization were as follows:

13 Belief statements - Questions 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 19, 20,
21, 24, 28, 30
13 Attitude statements - Questions 1, 2, 4, 7, 11, 12, 14, 18, 22,
23,25, 27,29
4 Behavior statements - Questions 6, 13, 15, 26
By having the three categories identified, it was possible to compare the
demographic characteristics of principals to their score on the GMS.
Other Instrumentation

In order to uncover factors that related significantly to the
principal’s global-mindedness score on the GMS, a principal’s
background survey sheet was used to collect the needed data (See

Appendix B). Specifically, these background data of the school



TABLE III

Reliability Analysis of the Global-Mindedness Scale

Subscale Number Standardized Corrected
Of Items Item Alpha Inter-item
Correlation
Range
Factor 1:
Responsibility 7 .80 4R - .70
Factor 2:
Cultural Pluralism 8 .75 37 - .87
Factor 3:
Efficacy 5 .72 .36 - .56
Factor 4:
Globalcentrism 5 .65 .57 - .68
Factor 5:
Interconnectedness 5 .70 61 -.7:
TOTAL TOOL 30 .90 .36 - .72

(Hett, 1993, p. 117)

95



principals fell into the following general categories:
1. Family background
2. Language background
3. Travel Experience
4. Educational Background
5. Global association background
Also included were questions asking personal information, and
several questions that pertained to the programming and school focus.
Finally, there were three questions asking for a written response and
examples, and subjective ranking by principals in the following areas:
1. Their perception of encouragement of global experiences for
their staff and students.
2. Other support factors for globalizing the school
programming.
By including these questions, the principal was able to respond with
examples not specifically cited in the survey. Of particular importance to
the study was what other factors they perceived, beyond themselves,
that had or could have an impact on the globally focused nature of their

school’s programing.

Methodology
Population
The population chosen for this study was high school principals of

public schools within the state of Georgia (Georgia Department of
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Education, 1997). The reasons for this choice came from two different
directions. First, “latest counts show that Georgia has one of the fastest
growing language minority populations in the nation” (Georgia
Department of Education, 1996, p. 1.1). This is in part due to the fact

that,

The number of people migrating to Georgia from other countries —
particularly Mexico and other Latin American countries--
continues to grow. Last year, 10 percent of Georgia’s total
population growth was accounted for by international net
migration, which is determined by subtracting the number of
Georgia residents who migrate to foreign countries from the
number of migrants from foreign countries who move to Georgia.
Last year, Georgia’s net gain from international migration was
14,434—which was the tenth highest in the nation. (Jackson,
1997, p.4)

The number of school age K-12 students is impacting a sizable number
of Georgia school systems (Georgia Department of Education, 1995).
Many school systems find themselves with a vast array of nationalities
within their student population.

The May 1995 count of language minority students indicates that
180 school systems, the Georgia School for the Deaf, and the
Department of Children and Youth Services enrolled 30,680
language minority (LM) students from over 90 different language

backgrounds ....Of these language minority students, 12,726 were
determined by their school systems to be of limited English

proficiency (LEP); that is, their English language skills are not

sufficient to permit their full classroom participation. (Georgia

Department of Education, 1995, p. 4)

The once fairly stable student population within the state is now a
microcosm of the world’s diversity. The second direction for the choice

of high schools rather than any other level was that high schools have

the greatest variety of possible programming in general for students and



because high school teachers, from whose ranks virtually all high school
principals come, have less of a prescribed education department
program of study than do elementary or middle school teachers, and
therefore are likely to have a greater chance to have been educationally
involved in the types of activities looked for by the demographic needs of
the study. No special entity schools such as evening schools or
alternative schools were included because of the very different
programming needs of their students. Only schools which included some
combination of grades 9 - 12 were used.
Procedures

In February 1999, all high school principals in the state of
Georgia, except for three urban systems requiring prior approval, were
sent the Bibliographic Background Survey and the Global- mindedness
Scale (GMS), accompanied by a cover letter asking for their participation
in the study and a self addressed stamped return envelope (See
Appendix D). These principals were asked to return the completed
Background Survey and the GMS within thirty (30) days. Particular
attention was paid to making the instruments and the letter look
professional and attractive, knowing that these were factors that “...
have some positive effect on response rates” (Fowler, 1988, p. 54), as is
likewise true of the instrument’s ease of completion (Fowler).

Two weeks later, a postcard was sent to those who had not yet

responded, reminding them that the study was important and that a
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high rate of response was also important (See Appendix E). This was
done because, as Fowler suggests, “... there is no question that the most
important difference between good mail surveys and poor mail surveys
is the extent to which researchers make contact with
nonrespondents”(p. 54).

Finally, in late March, a second mail out of the Background
Survey, the GMS, a reminder letter, and another self addressed stamped
envelope were sent to those not having responded (See Appendix F). At
this time, approval was received from two of the three urban systems
and original mailings were sent to those schools.

The use of mail procedures was based on the following advantages

suggested by Fowler (1988):

1. Relatively low cost.

2. Can be accomplished with minimal staff and facilities.

3. Provide access to widely dispersed samples that are difficult to

reach by telephone or in person for other reasons.

4. Respondents have time to give thoughtful answers, to 100k up

records, or consult with others. (p. 71)

Of most concern to the researcher was the third advantage. The
size of the state of Georgia, and the wide dispersement of the nearly 300
principals in the population was overwhelming. Even more difficult
would have been the difficulty of reaching the principals by some other

means. High School principals do not spend much time in their offices



or on telephones. Mail was a far better way to reach them and have
them respond.

The disadvantages of mail surveys cited by Fowler (1988) were
minimized by the following factors:

1. Well educated people tend to respond better than less educated

people.
2. Follow up procedures were in place.
3. Accurate mailing addresses were available.

Treatment of the Data

The data generated by the study were coded and analyzed using a
software package called Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
(Norusis, 1997). First, measures of frequency and central tendency
were determined for all questions on the Background Survey. These
allowed the researcher to find any general trends in the data. The
research questions required more in-depth statistical procedures.

Subquestion #1 - Do demographic characteristics of principals

make any difference in their global-mindedness? - was answered by

performing a series of Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs). ANOVAs are “...
designed to establish whether a significant (nonchance) difference
exists among several sample means” ( Sprinthall, 1994, p. 487). In this
research, ANOVAs were used to ascertain whether there was a
difference in the GMS between the classifications of each of the

demographic factors.
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Subquestion #2 - What background experiences of principals

contribute most to the principal’s global-mindedness? - was answered by

analyzing the data with the multiple regression method. The multiple
regression technique allows a researcher to make “ ...predictions of one
variable given measures on two or more others” (Sprinthall, 1994,

p. 493). The five background factors (family, language, travel,
education, and global association) from the demographic information
were used. The criterion variable was the Global-mindedness scores
(GMS). The analysis showed how much of an impact each of the
weighted background scores had on the global-mindedness score, or
which background factor(s) most influences a high school principal’s

global-mindedness.

Subquestion #3 - To what extent are the principal’s beliefs,

attitudes, and behaviors associated with their global-mindedness®? -

called for analysis based on classifying the GMS into these three
categories: Beliefs, Attitude, and Behaviors. The categorization had
already been performed by the panel of judges, using a four point scale.
First, each question was tallied and then a composite score was
computed for each category. By focusing on the questions and categories
with the highest scores, viable conclusions were drawn regarding those
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors most associated with the global-

mindedness of principals.
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Subquestion #4 - What other factors, as perceived by high school

principals, are important to the implementation of a global focus within

a high school? - was more qualitative in nature. While some specific

possible factors were listed, principals were called upon to consider not
Jjust their own role in global education, but those factors that might also
be an influence in high schools with a global focus. Whether or not the
principal himself/herself was particularly globally-minded did not
necessarily color the answer to the question. Every community could
have a variety of factors that might or might not influence the answer,
Jjust as each principal might have particular factors that he or she
thinks would be important. The researcher analyzed the data by looking
for patterns or similarities in the responses.

The major research question - Does the global-mindedness of the

high school principal translate into greater global focus and

programming within the school? - was answered by using simple

correlation statistics between the school focused programming
information and the GMS. Specifically, correlations were calculated to
show what relationship existed between global-mindedness and the
number of programs and activities found in the school, between global-
mindedness and the percent of teacher involvement in globally focused
teaching, and between global-mindedness and the number of staff

development activities that had been conducted.



Summary

This study analyzed the global focus and programing found in the
principal’s high school and their relationship to the global-mindedness
of the principal. The global-mindedness of the principal was determined
by means of an instrument called the Global-Mindedness Scale,
developed in 1993 and designed to measure the extent of a subject’s
global-mindedness. It also analyzed the relationship of the demographics
and the many backgrounds of the principals as determined by survey,
with the global-mindedness of the principal. As a factor of these data,
principals were asked to respond to whether or not they saw themselves
as encouraging global experiences for their staff and students, and what
other factors they thought were important in globalizing a school’s
programing.

The study involved the entire population of high school principals
within the state of Georgia (295 people). This population was chosen
because of the sizable increase in international migration impacting the
state’s high schools, because of the variety of programing at the high
school level, and the likelihood of high school principals having had
more variety of experiences than would K-8 principals have had.

The data were collected by means of a self-reported survey sent to
all high school principals. Data were analyzed by the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences (SPSS) in order to answer the research questions

posed.
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If today’s students are to be fully prepared for the world in which
they will live, it will take the involvement of all facets of society to
provide the experiences they will need. That is especially true of those
who provide their formal preparation, their administrators and teachers
in this nation’s schools. While teachers have the daily and direct
contact, it is the principal’s leadership and vision that provides the

impetus and focus for those teachers.



CHAPTER IV

REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction

The intent of this research was to learn more about the global-
mindedness of Georgia’s high school principals and to learn if their
global-mindedness translated into a greater global focus and programing
within the principal’s school. Also studied were demographics about the
principals and the several factors influencing their backgrounds in
order to see what relationship this information had to their global-
mindedness.

High school principals were the focus because of the wider variety
of experiences they were likely to have had, particularly those related to
their pedagogical training, and because of the greater variety of
programing possible at the high school level. All data collected were self-
reported by the principals.

Research Questions

The controlling question upon which the research was based was
as follows: Does the global-mindedness of the high school principal
translate into greater global focus and programing within the school?

Further defining the research were the following subquestions:



1. Do demographic characteristics of principals make any
difference in their global-mindedness?

2. What background experiences of principals contribute most to
the principal’s global-mindedness?

5. To what extent are the principal’s beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors associated with their global-mindedness?

4. What other factors, as perceived by high school principals, are
important to the implementation of a global focus within a high
school?

The analysis of data concerning respondents was based on the
following information. A total of 295 surveys were sent out to high
schools representing every county in Georgia except one large
metropolitan system where no permission to survey (required) was
received (n=18). One other metropolitan county (n=14) limited contact
to specific schools, eliminating six more high schools. Permission to
survey in this county and one other metropolitan county (n=13) was
late in coming and therefore limited somewhat the participation of those
two counties. However, in both instances, participation was at an
acceptable level.

Since Georgia is divided into regional service areas (RESAs) and
since most school systems participate in those RESAs, returns were
categorized into 17 areas, 16 RESAs and 1 for non-RESA systems.

Returns for each group were tallied and showed that of the 95 surveys
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sent to principals, 189 or 64.1 percent responded. The respondents
represented all areas of the state, a variety of sized systems, and all
geographic types - urban, suburban, and rural (See Table IV). Of the 189
responses, 186 were usable.

Because the findings and discussion for each Subquestion would
lead to a more complete answer of the major research question, the
Subquestions were looked at first rather than the order that is more
customary. This development of findings and the discussion of those
findings lent themselves to a fuller understanding of the topic.

Subquestion 1. Do demographic characteristics of principals

make any difference in their global-mindedness?

Findings

Gender, Age, Experience, Race, and Teaching Field Demographics.
Analysis of the descriptive demographics revealed more information
about the 186 respondent principals. The majority, 149 or
80.1 percent, were male while 37 or 19.9 percent were female. The vast
majority of the principals were between 45-54 (6&8.9 percent) and more
than half (n=97) of all respondents had been high school principals for
no more than five years. The racial composition of the respondents was
86.0 percent Caucasian, 13.4 percent Black, and 0.5 percent Hispanic
(8ee Table V). Prior teaching field can be found in Table VI.

As part of the overall survey, each respondent completed 30

questions called the Global-mindedness Survey. This series of statements
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TABLE IV

Survey Returns from RESAs of Georgia

RESA Descriptive Makeup of Surveys Surveys Percent
School Systems * Sent Returned Returned
1 S/R and M/S 14 9 64.3
2 S/R 10 7 70.0
3 S/R and M/S 11 8 7.7
4 S/R and M/S Rl 17 80.9
5 M/S 15 10 66.7
6 S/R 11 9 81.8
7 1IyU and M/S 8% R9 50.9
8 L/U and M/S 14 9 64.3
9 S/R and M/S 11 8 7.7
10 S/R and M/S 15 9 60.0
11 S/R and M/S R4 15 62.5
12 S/R 7 5 71.4
13 S/R 8 6 75.0
14 S/R and M/S 19 13 68.4
18 S/R 14 14 100.0
16 S/R 16 6 37.5
17 L/U and M/8 k8 15 53.6
TOTAL R9R** 186** 64.1

* - 3/R = Small/Rural systems are those with less than 6,000
students.
- M/S = Medium/Suburban systems are those with between 6000
and 10,000 students.
- I/U = Large/Urban systems are those with more than 10,000
students.
** Does not include the 3 returns that were not usable.
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TABLE V

Distribution of Gender, Age, Experience, and Race

Variables Frequency of Responses
N %
Gender
Male 149 80.1
Female 37 19.9
Age
R5 - 34 3 1.6
35 - 44 31 16.7
45 - 54 117 62.9
55 - 64 35 18.8
65+ 0 0.0

Years as a high school principal

1-5 a7 52.2
6-10 41 2:.0
11-18 7 14.5
16 - 20 9 4.8
_Ql+ 12 6.5
Race
Caucasian 160 86.0
Black 25 13.4
Hispanic 1 0.5
Asian 0 0.0
Native American 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0




TABLE VI

Teaching Fields Prior to Becoming Principal

Frequency of Responses
Teaching Field N %
Language Arts 18 9.7
Mathematics 14 7.5
Physical Education 3 12.4
Social Studies 43 R3.1
Science 18 9.7
Vocational Education 19 10.2
Foreign Language 1 0.5
Fine Arts 1 0.5
Special Education 8 4.3
Other 41 R2.0
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totaled for each respondent so that a Global-mindedness score (GMS)
could be obtained. These GMS scores were then used to perform a series
of ANOVAS to ascertain whether there was a difference in the GMS
between the classifications (groups) for each of the five demographic
factors - sex, age, years of experience, race, and prior teaching field. The
results of these one-way ANOVASs are seen in Table VII and indicate that
the global-mindedness scores differed greatly at the .05 level of
significance between the sexes (p =.017), and between races (p =.036).
Differences were not significant for age (p =.118), years of experience
(p.=.2R%1), or for prior teaching field (p =.221).
Discussion

When looked at with regard to previous studies cited in the review
of literature, these demographic statistics proved quite interesting. The
ANOVA on sex showed a significant difference in global-mindedness
between males and females in this study. However, here, we found that
it was the male who was the more globally-minded. This finding did not
concur with Hett’s (1993), the author of the Global-Mindedness Survey,
who found that female college students scored significantly higher on
the Survey than did males. It did, however, agree with Wolfer’s (1990)
findings with teachers.

The significance of race also contradicted Hett’s (1993) findings
among college students and indicated a need for further investigation.

The current findings indicated that Caucasians were more globally-



TABLE VII

Analyses of Variance of GMS by Demographic Data

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Gender
Sum of df Mean F P
Squares Square
898.586 1 898.586 5.835 .017
28334.409 184 153.991
R9232.995 185
Age 33333
Sum of daf Mean F P
Squares Square
934.245 1 311.415 2.003 115
28298.750 182 155.488
29232.995 185
Experience as Principal
Sum of daf Mean F P
Squares Square
904.076 4 2R6.019 1.444 221
28328.919 181 156.513
R9232.995 185
Race
Sum of df Mean F D
Squares Square
1039.961 P 519.980 3.375 .036
28193.034 183 154.060
2923.995 185
Teachi Field
Sum of daf Mean F P
Squares Square
1869.330 9 d07.703 1.336 .221
_7363.664 176 155.475
29232.995 185

*p < .06



minded than other races. It would seem reasonable to speculate on the
influence of the age factor and the regional history of Hett’s California
student population of the 1990s and the adult southern educators in
this research. The racial factors affecting the southern educators during
their past 30 years were quite different from those of today’s college
population in any area of the United States, and especially in the South.

No direct comparison could be made regarding age since few
studies found in the literature dealt with the subject. Only Wolfer
(1990) dealt with adult age and he also had no significant findings.
Since no studies were found that dealt with administrators, the finding
of no significance in the number of years experience stood alone. The
finding did seem reasonable however.

Finally, the finding of no significance of prior teaching fields was
consistent with Hett’s findings dealing with college students major areas
of study. These results seemed to indicate that adult educators were no
different from their subject matter counterparts among today’s college
students.

Subquestion 2. What background experiences of principals

contribute most to the principal’s global-mindedness?
Findings

Background information solicited from the high school principals
was arranged into five categories: family background, language

background, travel background, educational background, and global
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association background. Each category was looked at descriptively to
begin with and provided interesting information about the participants.
Family background.

All but one participant answered the question that asked where
they were born. Of the 185 who answered, 182 were born in the United
States, 97.8 percent. The vast majority of these principals (58.1 percent)
grew up in rural communities (n=108), with only 25 principals
reporting that they grew up in urban areas (13.4 percent). When asked
if there was some other culture that was important in their childhood
family, 86.6 percent answered negatively (n=161). Of the 12.4 percent
who answered affirmatively, there was a wide cultural diversity named
(Irish, Ukranian, Native America, German, Polish, English, Greek,
Italian, African, Turkish, Hispanic, Scottish), some by 3 and 4 people
(See Table VIII).

L e background.

Since acquisition of other languages is stressed so greatly today,
principals were asked to answer four questions that dealt with this
topic. Their answers provided interesting food for thought in what they
said, and in what they didn’t say. English was the first language of every
respondent. However, 77.4 percent had studied another language
(n=144) to some degree. When asked how long they had studied that
other language, more than half (51.6 percent) had studied for only the

traditional 1-2 years. Only 36 respondents (19.4 percent) had studied
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TABLE VIII

Distributions of Family Backgrounds

Frequency of Responses
Variables N %
Country of Birth
United States 182 97.8
Other Countries 3 1.6
Type of Community in which raised
Urban 25 13.4
Suburban 52 8.0
Rural 108 58.1
Other Cultural Heritage in Family
Yes 23 12.4

No 161 86.6
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for three or more years and 45 (4.2 percent) had never studied
another language or had less than one year of study. When asked how
fluent they were in the other language, the vast majority said, “I don’t
remember much” (86, or 46.2 percent) or “I could survive, but barely”
(37, or 19.9 percent). Only 18 people felt capable of any degree of
fluency (See Table IX).

Travel background.

The next background area considered was travel. (See Table X).
While the vast majority, 95.7 percent, had never studied abroad
(n=178), seven (3.8 percent) had studied in Mexico, Germany or the
United Kingdom. Many more had done some traveling outside the
United States however, including 46 (4.7 percent) who had made one
or two week long trips, {2 (11.8 percent) who had made more extensive
trips, and 23 (12.4 percent) who had actually lived abroad. Still 30.6
percent (n=57) had only traveled within the United States.

Education Background.

Two questions comprised the education background. The
questions specifically asked for courses in the principal’s college career
dealing with global issues or other countries. The vast majority
indicated having either 1-@ courses (n=68) or 3-4 courses (49). As for
their participation in globalizing activities in high school or college 72.6

percent had not participated in any such activities (See Table XT).



TABLE IX

Distributions of Language Backgrounds

Variable Frequency of Responses
N %
First Language
English 186 100.00
Other . -

Studied Another Language

Yes 144 77.4
No 41 Q2.0
Length of Study
Never 34 18.3
Less than one year 11 5.9
1 - 2 years 96 51.6
3+ years 36 19.4
no formal study 9 4.8

Fluency in Other Language

I don’t know another language 45 4.2
I don’t remember much 86 46.2
I could survive, but barely 37 19.9
I could carry on a controlled conversation 15 8.1
I could converse in normal situations 1 0.5

I could study at a university comfortably 2 1.1




TABLE X

Distributions of Travel Backgrounds

Frequency of Responses

Variable N %
Studied abroad
Yes 7 3.8
No 178 95.7
Travel Experience
Traveled only within the US 57 30.6
Made only one or two weekend
trips outside the US 38 20.4
Made one or two trips outside
the US for a week or two 46 _4.7
Traveled outside the US for 3-9
weeks at least once or twice RR 11.8
Lived in a community outside
the US for more than 9 weeks R3 1.4
Total length of time outside the US
Never 63 33.9
Less than one month 71 38.2
1 - 6 months 2l 11.3
7 - 12 months 9 4.8
1 year + 21 11.3
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TABLE XI

Distribution of Education Backgrounds

Frequency of Responses
Variables N %
Number of Courses
None 7 9.1
1-2 68 36.6
3-4 49 6.3
5-6 28 15.1
7-8 8 4.3
8+ 14 7.5
Globalizing Activities
None 135 78.6
1 39 1.0
P> 9 4.8
3 2 1.1
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Global Associations.

The final background area dealt with present day activities and
associations with global ties. The first question asked for activities they
had attended in the last year that focused in some way on another
culture. Examples given were political speakers, dance or art
performances from abroad, or foreign films. While 37.6 percent (n="70)
attended nothing of this kind, more than 60 percent did attend such
activities on one or more occasion. When asked how well informed they
considered themselves to be about international news and events, 78
percent considered themselves either reasonably informed or well
informed (n=145). The principals also reported their frequency of
discussions about international politics. While 29 (15.6 percent)
reported almost never discussing such, more than one quarter
of them (R5.9 percent) reported discussions several times a week or
nearly every day. Finally, nearly one third (32.8 percent) reported
having at least two or three friends (not just acquaintances) who came
from cultures other than their own (See Table XII).

In order to answer Subquestion 2 concerning these five
background factors, the multiple regression analysis was used in
identifying which factors were most important. The results, shown in
Table XIII, indicated that while none of the factors were significant at
the .05 level, two factors clearly were stronger than the other three.

Most significant were the global associations reported by the principals



TABLE XII

Distributions of Global Associations

Frequency of Responses

Variables N %
Events attended from another culture
None 70 37.6
1 39 1.0
R 44 3.7
3 13 7.0
4 20 10.7
Informed about international news and events
Very poorly informed 8 4.3
Have some limited information 33 17.7
Try to stay reasonably informed 117 62.9
Stay well informed 8 15.1
Talk about international politics with others
Almost never 29 15.6
From time to time 79 42.5
About once a week 30 16.1
Several times a week 44 5.7
Nearly every day 4 2.2
Friends from other cultures or countries
None 46 _4.7
One or two acquaintances 7 38.7
One friend 7 3.8
Two or three friends 30 16.1
More than three friends 31 16.7




TABLE XIII

Correlations Between Backgrounds of Principals

Unstandardized Standardized

Coefficients Coefficients
t D
Variables B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 75.088 8.136 9.829 .000
GLOBAL .505 .309 .130 1.637 .103
EDUCATION 978 .647 .120 1.512 .132
TRAVEL .268 871 .054 724 .470
LANGUAGE 5.715E-02 .616 .007 093 .926

FAMILY 418 1.0R1 -.031 -.409 .683

S
3]



(p = .103). The factor of educational courses and activities was nearly
as strong (p = .132).
Discussion

By far the strongest contributing factors to the principals’ global-
mindedness were their present day associations - friends, activities,
news gathering and discussions - followed closely by educational
opportunities in high school and college that exposed them to course
work emphasizing a more global focus. This seemed quite reasonable
when looked at in light of the other factors available. The description of
the average person’s background was one who came from a rural
setting, not having much diversity of culture around, who took only the
minimum amount of foreign language, usually in high school because
few majored (or at least taught) in a field that required foreign language
at the college level. The lack of courses and/or activities was probably a
function of the times when the person was in school and not a real lack
of interest. Since most of these principals were 45-54 years old, they
were growing up in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The cold war of the
times made many in the United States distrustful of the outside world,
very isolationist. And if this was true of the United States in general, it
certainly was true of the rural South where the majority of these
principals were, in all likelihood, raised.

The area of travel may also be a function of age. It would be

reasonable to surmise that most of these principals were also parents
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and might not have been able to do the amount of far-ranging travel they
would like to do. Given the high school principal’s year-round
contractual obligation, perhaps the principals were quite well traveled.

The factor that overrode all others was the present amount of
global associations. In spite of their lack of family diversity, their rural
upbringing and their limited foreign language and activity background,
they presently were quite global in many ways, a factor seen in their
global-mindedness survey results.

Subguestion 3. To what extent are the principal’s beliefs,

attitudes, and behaviors associated with their global-mindedness?

This Subquestion was a bit more illusive to analyze because of the
nature of the terms and what they imply. The panel which labeled these
areas of the GMS instrument was not in agreement on many of the
statements in spite of having concrete definitions to use. But to the
extent that their categorizations were illustrative of statements of
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors the results of the principals’ surveys
proved interesting. The rater panel labeled 13 statements as beliefs, 13
statements as attitudes, and four as behaviors. The instrument placed a
value of O on any unsure statement and so all other statements had a
value placed on them by the respondents: 1 = strongly disagree,

2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree. The higher the score, the

more globally-minded the respondent reported himself/herself. Seen
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from the perspective of the mean score for each person on each question
(R.9), then a mean score for a person on the entire instrument would be
75 - an overall neutral score, not agreeing or disagreeing. The average
score for each of the respondents however, was 83, on the more
globally-minded side: Beliefs = 35.4, Attitudes = 35.3, and Behaviors =
12.3 (See Table XIV).

Discussion

While the figures in Table XIV showed a mildly globally-minded
principal, they implied much more. When looked at closely, they showed
principals whose beliefs and attitudes indicated a minor degree of global-
mindedness but whose behaviors were indicative of an even greater
degree of global-mindedness. These were people whose actions were
more global than their beliefs and attitudes. While it is impossible to
know what motivated these actions, it would be reasonable to surmise
that their beliefs and attitudes represented long held positions that were
being tested and revisited in light of the more global reality of today’s
society, and that the actions taken on today’s reality would in time
change those deeply imbedded beliefs and attitudes to an even stronger
position of global-mindedness.

Subqgquestion 4: What other factors, as perceived by high school

principals, are important to the implementation of a global focus within

a high school?




TABLE XIV

Summary of Principals’ Beliefs, Attitudes, and Behaviors

Possible Values per Person

Variables Sum Total Max. Min. Mean Mean
Avg. Per
Participant
Beliefs 6586.00 506.62 52 13 3.5 35.4
Attitudes 6562.00 504.77 52 13 3.5 35.3
Behaviors 2289.00 572.25 16 4 10.0 12.3

TOTALS 120 30 75.0 83.0
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Findings

To answer this, two questions were posed to the principals on the
survey. The first, “What factors would most determine whether a school
is to have a global focus?”, asked that they check all that they thought
would have a major impact. While a few people checked only one or two
factors, most checked several and some checked all and wrote in others.
The factors listed and the tally for each are included in Table XV.
Teachers who want to teach from a global perspective were judged as
having the most impact (n=137), followed by a school district’s
emphasis on globalization (n=131) and having a principal supportive of
globalized teaching (n=125). All other factors were far less often
mentioned. This was especially true of the factor citing federal or state
emphasis on globalizing the curriculum.

The second question asked the principals to use the same list of
factors and to rank them as they judged the importance of the factor’s
impact (See Table XV). The researcher was particularly interested in
how the principals would rank their own position in this listing. Of the
175 who did the ranking, more than half (55 percent) ranked the
principal in the top 3 factors. Specifically, {9 rated the principal as most
important and 46 rated the principal second. When they ranked
themselves as second, the majority of the time they rated teachers first.

Interestingly, at the other end of the spectrum, 17 principals did not



TABLE XV
Factors Named by Principals as Determining whether a School

Will Have a Global Focus

Factors Frequency

School district emphasis on globalization

Parental desire for globalization

Industry that encourages a global focus

Student requests for a global focus

A principal supportive of globalized teaching

Federal or state emphasis on globalizing
the curriculum

Teachers who want to teach from a global
perspective

Others named: Money, culturally diverse community,

where the test and money support it,

funding, programs of study

131

113

94

a7

1235

73

137

8



place the principal into the rankings at all and 36 placed them in the
bottom of the ranking.
Discussion

While the finding on the first question validated most of the global
education literature, in this day of federal and state standards initiatives
and mandates it was a bit noticeable for its lack of support. However,
since principals are the people who most often have to implement new
standards and mandates, it was not unexpected.

As for the rankings, two things seemed evident. The majority of
principals saw themselves as a crucial element in the process of
globalizing a school’s teaching focus and programming. Their belief is
consistent with the effective schools’ research concerning the principal’s
indispensable role in successful schools. But there were many principals
still with us who did not see themselves as important forces in the focus
and programming of their schools.

The researcher chose to conclude with the main research question
because its findings could be more fully understood when the
Subquestion findings were already known. The research question was:

Does the global-mindedness of the high school principal

translate into greater global focus and programming within

the school?
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Findings

To answer this question a series of correlations were performed.
Each question dealing with the school’s programming was dealt with
individually and then all were dealt with as a group. Specifically,
Pearson’s correlation was used to examine the correlation between the
principal’s global-mindedness score and each of the school’s
programming areas.

The first question listed a group of activities which provides
students with a globalized focus. There were nine specific examples
given and the opportunity to write in others. Principals checked those
opportunities and /or activities provided at their school. Of the 186
respondents, 8 provided no information or offered no programs. But a
wealth of information came from those who did respond. (See Table
XVI). Some 152 (81.7 percent) had foreign language clubs for students,
not surprising to note. But many statistics were worthy of note. For
example, 138 schools had exchange students attending them, and many
took groups of students to other countries on trips (1085) or on group
exchanges (7). Looking at Table XVII it can be seen that for many
schools there was a good availability of international opportunities
offered. The most common group of opportunities seemed to be foreign
language clubs, trips to other countries, and exchange students. But
many schools provided much more. The mean score from number of

activities was 3.61. However, when the correlation testing was



TABLE XVI

Globally Focused Activities in the High School

Number of Activities Frequency %
Offered for Students
Nomne 8 4.3

1 14 7.5
2 39 21.0
3 37 19.9
4 33 17.7
5 25 13.4
6 11 5.9
7 12 6.5
8 3 1.6
9 3 1.6
10 1 0.5




TABLE XVII

Types of Activities Offered to Students

Activity Frequency
International Baccalaureate 8
English for Speakers of Other Languages 88
Model United Nations 62
Foreign Language Clubs 152
International Relations Clubs 15
Group trips to other countries 105
Group exchanges from other countries 55
Exchange students attending school 138
Group student exchanges to other countries /7
None 7

Other Activities : Model Arab League, Exchange teachers,
Achievers Intl., Import/Export Business, Japanese citizen employed in
school, Intercultural Club, Amnesty Intl., Cultural Issue Club, Int’l.
Roundtable, Free Tibet Club, Rotary Exchange Student

Correlation Between GMS and Student Activities

Variables GMS Student Activities
T r
GMS Pearson Correlation 1.000 -.016
Sig. (R-tailed) .83
N 186 186
Student Pearson Correlation -.016 1.000
Activities Sig. (R-tailed) .83

N 186 186




performed, no significance was found in the relationship of global-
mindedness and number of activities offered (p = .823). It would appear
then that activities for students were not dependent upon or associated
with whether the principal was globally-minded.

The next question in this area was concerned with the number of staff
development activities held in the past two years which encouraged
teaching from a global perspective. (See Table XVIII). The mean score
on this question would indicate that the average school had offered one
such activity. Looking at the correlation of Staff Development Activities
and Global-mindedness result of the analysis yielded a significance of
.246, which was not significant at the .05 level (See Table XVIII). Again,
the principal’s global-mindedness did not affect the staff development
availability.

Principals were next asked to estimate the percent of the teachers
in the school who emphasized a global or worldwide perspective in their
teaching. Again, these were self-reported data, but nevertheless were
important. The mean score (2.91) indicated that approximately 10-185
percent of the average faculty was teaching from a global perspective.
When correlated with the global-mindedness score of the principal. a
significance of .044 was found, a significant relationship. (See Table
XIX).

The final question simply asked if the principal encouraged global

experiences for the staff and students. Some 110, or 59.1 percent they
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TABLE XVIII

Globally Focused Staff Development Courses Offered to Teachers

Number of Courses Offered Frequency %
None 88 47.3
lorg 74 39.8
3dor4 15 8.1
5 or more 5 _.7

Correlation Between GMS and Staff Development Activities

Variables GMS Staff Development
Activities
T T

GMS Pearson Correlation 1.000 .086

Sig. (2-tailed) .246

N 186 186

Staff Dev- Pearson Correlation .086 1.000
elopment Sig. (2-tailed) .246

Activities N 186 186




TABLE XIX

Global Focused Teaching Within High Schools

135

Percentage of Teachers

Teaching N 186

Teaching Globally Frequency %
None 3 1.6
1-10% 66 35.5
11-25% 74 39.8
26-50% 31 16.7
51-75% 11 5.9
76-100% 1 0.5
Correlation Between GMS and Globally Focused Teaching
Variables GMS Globally Focused
Teaching
T T
GMS Pearson Correlation 1.000 .148%*
Sig. (R-tailed) .044
N 186 186
Globally Pearson Correlation .148* 1.000
Focused Sig. (R-tailed) .044
186
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encouraged global experiences were not necessarily those who answered
yes and 7%, or 38.7 percent said no. When correlated with the global-
mindedness score, the results were significant at .001, but the
relationship was slightly negative. In other words, those who thought
scored higher on the global-mindedness survey. The correlation was

-.839, low, but showing a definite relationship.(See Table XX).

When these questions were considered in totality there was no
correlation. Taken as a whole, no significance emerged. (p = .840) (See
Table XXT).

Discussion

While the total group of questions showed no significance, that
did not diminish the significance that did emerge. While no cause and
effect relationship could be drawn from these findings, as cited earlier
by Sprinthall (1994), it gave some basis for “better than chance
prediction” (p. {47). There would seem to be a better than likely chance
then that the more globally-minded the principal, the greater the
percentage of faculty who taught with a global focus. However, the same
principal, it would seem, was less likely to encourage global experiences
for staff and students. While at first that would seem to be quite
contradictory, perhaps it is not. Many of the principals were relatively
new to administration and might be in high schools with an established
list of programming activities for students. Principals, whether global-

minded or not, tend to support the activities within their school. The



TABLE XX

Principal’s Encouragement of Global Teaching and Programming

Variables Frequency %
Yes 110 59.1
No 72 38.7

Correlation Between GMS and Global Teaching and Programming

Variable GMS Global Teaching
And Programming
T T
GMS Pearson Correlation 1.000 -._39**
Sig. (R-tailed) .001
N 186 186
Global Pearson Correlation  -.239** 1.000
Teaching Sig. (R-tailed) .001
And N 186 186
Program-
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TABLE XXI

Correlation Between GMS and All Programming Factors

Variables GMS Programming
GMS Pearson Correlation 1.000 .015

Sig. (R-tailed) .840

N 186 186
Program- Pearson Correlation .015 1.000
ming Sig. (R-tailed) .840

N 186 186




responses would suggest that many thought of themselves as supportive
even though they were not as globally-minded as many others. The
findings suggest that if a globally focused principal supported globally
focused teaching, then more of it would occur. These principals could
have an immediate impact on teaching . And even their less globally-
minded peers apparently had an impact on the opportunities for global
experiences.
Summary

The data gathered and analyzed in this chapter were studied to
determine whether the principal’s global-mindedness translated into
greater programming and global focus within the school. Further, it
sought a better understanding of the relationship of the demographics
and the backgrounds of the principal to the global-mindedness of that
administrator. It also looked at the beliefs, attitudes and behaviors of
the principal to see how they related to the global-mindedness of that
person. It finally looked at what other factors might influence whether a
school had a global focus and programming available to its students.

The findings indicated that males were more globally-minded than
females, and that racially, Caucasians were more globally-minded than
were other races. There was no significant difference in global-

mindedness by age, years of experience, and previous teaching fields.
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In analyzing the various backgrounds of these principals, the
strongest relationship to global-mindedness was that of present-day
associations, and educational backgrounds. While statistically not
significant, these two areas showed much stronger relationships with
global-mindedness than did the backgrounds of family, travel, and
language.

Looking at the relationship of the principal’s beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors to global-mindedness, the survey showed that the average
principal was moderately global-minded, but that actions that indicated
global-mindedness were stronger than the beliefs and attitudes held by
the person.

Two other factors cited by principals as having a great influence
on a school’s global focus were (1) teachers who wanted to teach from a
global perspective and (R) the school district’s emphasis on such a
global focus. However, principals saw themselves as playing a crucial
role in supporting globally focused teaching. When asked to rate the
factors, they rated themselves as most important or second most
important, second only to teachers who wanted to teach from a global
perspective.

The overall question guiding the study focused on whether the
global-mindedness of the principal translated into a more globalized
teaching focus and more globalized programming. The findings

indicated that there was no correlation between global-mindedness and



student activities programming or between staff development activities.
There was, however, a significant relationship between global-
mindedness and the percentage of teachers teaching from a global focus.
Finally, there was a low but definite negative relationship between the
principal’s global-mindedness and whether the person considered
himself or herself to be supportive of such a focus and programming.
The relationship of principal and global education is one that has
received almost no attention. Perhaps these findings will provide a basis
from which further studies can begin. They certainly provide food for

thought on the subject.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary

American society is more global and more interdependent than
ever before and growing more so with a rapidity never before
experienced. The world that today’s students will inherit will be vastly
different from what this nation’s adults have known. It was the intent of
this research to focus on the high school in order to look at the
globalization process from a different vantage point from that found in
any of the previous global education literature. Previous research had
often focused on students at both the K-12 level and the university level,
often to ascertain the degree of student global-mindedness. Some studies
have focused on teachers, their university programs of study in
preservice training, their global-mindedness, their attitudes, or their
staff development needs. But none found by this researcher focused on
the administrator. This study was undertaken in order to add this vital
link into the literature of global education. Specifically, the focus was on
the high school principal, to learn if their global-mindedness translated
into a greater global focus and programing within that principal’s

school.
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The study was done in the state of Georgia. The participants were
high school principals in the state who administered in a traditional
school setting. No special entity facility administrators were included
because of the non-traditional programing in those facilities. Georgia’s
rapid globalization as a state made it a good setting for the research.

A self-reporting survey was sent to administrators which included
questions regarding their backgrounds and their school’s programing,
as well as an instrument to measure their global-mindedness. The
survey was designed to help answer the following controlling question:
Does the global-mindedness of the high school principal translate into
greater global focus and programing within the school? Subquestions
addressed were as follows:

1. Do demographic characteristics of principals make any

difference in their global-mindedness?

2. What background experiences of principals contribute most to

the principal’s global-mindedness?

3. To what extent are the principal’s beliefs, attitudes, and

behaviors associated with their global-mindedness?

4. What other factors, as perceived by high school principals, are

important to the implementation of a global focus within a

high school?
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The survey was sent to 295 principals from whom 189 responses
were received (64.1%). The analysis of quantitative data was done using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. The statistical procedures
used for calculation included frequencies, means, correlations, multiple
regression, and ANOVAs. Some questions were qualitative in nature and
demanded the researcher’s analytic thoughts.

Discussion of Research Findings

This discussion will be ordered as the data were presented in
Chapter IV, with the discussion of the Subquestion findings preceding
the discussion of the controlling question, and relating all discussion to
the original literature found in Chapter II.

Subquestion 1. Do demographic characteristics of principals

make any difference in their global-mindedness?

Discussion

The demographic characteristics analyzed were gender, age,
experience as a high school principal, race, and previous teaching field.

Gender. As with previous studies cited (Hett, 1993; Wolfer, 1990),
gender did make a difference in global-mindedness. But unlike Hett,
whose results with college students found females to be more globally-
minded, this study found, like Wolfer (1990), that the males were more
globally minded. Since Hett’s study was done with college students and
Wolfer’s and the current study involved adults educators, perhaps there

is a need for further analysis on more adult educators.
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Age. The factor of age did not appear to be significant in this study
as was also the case in most studies cited in the review of literature,
whether involving college students (Hett, 1993) or adults (Wolfer,
1990). Only Drake (1984) found a difference but that difference stopped
at age 20. This would suggest that our beliefs and attitudes are set early
in life and while they can change, that change occurs slowly through
time and experiences, and not often dramatically nor quickly.

Experience. No previous study had been done regarding the high
school principal or the years of experience in that position. The finding
of no significance with regard to global-mindedness is not surprising,
however.

Race. No previous study addressed the area of race as a factor.
This study stands alone in that regard. It found that race did make a
difference. Since all but one respondent was either Caucasian or Black,
the comparison was between these two groups. In this study, Caucasians
were more likely to be more globally-minded. However, given the fact
that the average respondent was 45-54 years old and probably
experienced the significant differences that growing up in the south of
30-40 years ago offered, this perhaps comes as no real surprise. As a
younger group of administrators takes its place, it will be interesting to
see if race continues to be a significant difference.

Previous teaching field. The limited previous research (Hett,

1993) regarding college majors making no difference in global-
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mindedness mirrors the current finding that previous teaching field of

high school administrators makes no significant difference.

Subquestion 2. What background experiences of principals
contribute most to the principal’s global-mindedness?

Discussion

The background experiences on which this study focused were
family, language, travel, education, and global associations. Analysis of
the data showed that present day global associations and the educational
backgrounds were the two most influential factors of the group.

Global associations. The global association finding of a strong

relationship between a principal’s global-mindedness and the amount of
the person’s associations with people and happenings of a global nature
concurs with Hett’s (1993) findings that having friends from other
cultures significantly relates to global-mindedness.

Educational background. As for educational experiences, the
finding here of the relationship between the principal’s global-
mindedness and the number of courses emphasizing the global supports
Barnes and Curlette’s (1985) assertion that educational experiences and
global-mindedness are positively related but like Hett (1993), the
correlation was not significant statistically.

Family background. There was no previous research done
regarding family background except for country of birth. Since the

incidence of that in this study was so slight, it is impossible to place any
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impact on the lack of significance. It would be interesting to see what
impact this would have in other areas of the country where there are
more foreign born principals and families with greater cultural diversity
in backgrounds than has traditionally been true in the south.

Language background. As for language background, only Wolfer

(1990) found a significant relationship of it to global-mindedness. Hett
(1993) found no significant relationship except comparing language
extremes, a disappointing finding borne out in the present study. As
stated in Chapter IV, this might be a function of the times in which
these principals grew up and the lacking language requirements of those
times.

Travel. As for travel, that too may be a function of those times.
Unlike most previous studies (Wheeler, 1987; Wolfer, 1990; Tims and
Miller, 1986; Hett, 1993), this study showed no significant relationship
between travel and global-mindedness. However, most respondents had
no extensive travel experiences outside the US. Those who did were
positive about the experience. Since students today have more
opportunities for travel, in time perhaps the administrators-to-be among
them will show more of a significant relationship.

Subquestion 3. To what extent are the principal’s beliefs,

attitudes, and behaviors associated with their global-mindedness?

Discussion

Chapter II pointed out the similarities between Boston’s (1990)
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globally focused principal and Hett's (1993) characteristics of global-
mindedness, and related both to the research on the effective school
leader (Lambert, 1998: Manasse, 1996: Rauhauser & McLennan, 1994:
Sergiovanni, 1994). The analysis of the data in this study revealed
principals whose willingness to act globally was stronger than the
beliefs and attitudes that supported those actions. If it is reasonable to
assume that those actions will in time serve to alter some long held
beliefs and attitudes, then even stronger global-mindedness could be the
result and more globally focused principals for the country. This
becomes important in light of the findings of the controlling question.

Subquestion 4. What other factors, as perceived by high school

principals, are important to the implementation of a global focus

within a high school?
Discussion

The review of literature cited several factors that often influence
or are suggested as influences in globalizing a high school’s focus and
programming. All were included in the instrument so that this research
could learn which factors, according to the respondents, were most
influential. From national and state prods and/or mandates, parents,
students, teachers, industry, to local school boards, all were cited in the
literature and listed in the instrument. The factors having the most
influence fell close to home. It was not the federal mandates or state

standards that were most often cited. On the contrary, it was the local
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school district’s desire to globalize, the teachers wanting to teach from a
global perspective, and having a principal supportive of doing so that
were most often cited. As to how these principals ranked themselves in
importance, the majority did see themselves as a critical element,
second only to teachers who want to globalize. These findings confirm
the literature which points to the fact that globalization best begins at
the bottom with teachers and principals and works up ( Hadley,
Webster, & Wood, 1988: Otero, 198&: Schukar, 1983: Tye & Tye, 1993);
it begins in the classroom.

Controlli estion: Does the global-mindedness of the hi

school principal translate into greater focus and programing

within the school?
Discussion

The effective schools’ literature cited in Chapter II speaks of a
leader with vision (Bennis, 1990: Manasse, 1986: Nanus, 1992), a
person who initiates and supports (Lambert, 1998), and a developer of
human talent (Griffith, 1992). This study’s controlling question sought
to find if that was true in the context of global education, an area with
no previous research. In other words, is there a greater global focus in
the classrooms and in the programing of a high school whose principal
is globally-minded?

Taken as a whole, the answer is no. The correlation between the

GMS and all areas of the school’s global focus and programing indicates
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no significant relationship. Specifically, the number of globally focused
activities provided for students was not dependent on the global-
mindedness of the principal. These activities were present in schools
regardless of the principal’s global-mindedness. Likewise the amount of
globally focused staff development did not depend on the principal’s
propensity for it. Also, a slightly negative but significant relationship
was found between principals who perceived themselves to be
supportive/encouraging of global experiences for teachers and students
and whether they were in fact more globally minded. What did prove to
be significant and positively related was the percentage of faculty
teaching from a global perspective. More globally focused teaching did in
fact occur in schools where the principal was more globally-minded. As
the literature pointed out, teachers can make changes if they want to,
but often the changes do not occur when the support of a principal is
not available. Principals are the people whose support for change is
often the deciding factor. In this current research, the finding suggests
that more globally focused teaching occurs when principals are more
global-minded.

Conclusions
Using the data, the following conclusions can be drawn:
1. Male Caucasians are more likely to be globally-minded than are
other high school principals.

R. Strong association with people and activities representing other



cultures, staying well informed about and having frequent
discussions about global news and issues contribute most to
high school principals being globally-minded.

3. Educational course work in high school and college which
emphasizes a global focus has a positive impact on the global-
mindedness of a principal.

4. Global behaviors and actions taken in response to the present
day realities of today’s world can indicate a more globally-
minded position than a person’s beliefs and attitudes would
indicate would be the case.

5. Globalizing high schools is more likely to occur because of
grassroots felt needs by teachers, principals, and school
districts rather than top down mandates from a federal or state
level.

6. Principals see themselves as playing a major role in
determining a global focus for a high school.

7. Global programing activities for students are not dependent
upon whether the principal is globally-minded or not.

8. The more globally minded the principal, the greater the
percentage of faculty who will teach from a global perspective.

Implications
Implicit in all research is the hope that what is learned as a result

will make a contribution to or improve the practice of the field of work.
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So it is with this research. Three points strongly present themselves as
cogent and germane:

1. More opportunities need to be provided and or engaged in by
both educators and students to form lasting associations with people
from other cultures. At the K-12 level, students most often learn only
superficially about other cultures. Rarely do they form associations with
lasting effects. Students and their teachers need to take part in more
globalizing activities in their own communities and states. University
students and professors could greatly benefit from the same exposure.
This may be difficult in some states, as it is in Georgia, because of the
distances involved, but developing international acquaintances and
friends and engaging in international activities help to broaden one’s
perspective. Schools at all levels ought to include more understanding of
and discussion about international news and politics.

2. More educational experiences abroad, for students and
educators, are needed. Students need to be taken on trips to other
cultures for more than sight-seeing expeditions. Implied within this
suggestion is more and earlier foreign language learning opportunities
so that real communication can occur. Greater emphasis should be
placed on being and hosting exchange students. Far too few US students
spend any time studying abroad, at either high school or university
levels. Educators should be encouraged too, to go abroad, either for

study or to be exchange teachers.
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3. Most important is the need for a wider type of training for pre-
service educators at colleges and universities. Opportunities for study
abroad, for doing a practicum or student teaching abroad, need to be
provided for all teachers in training. Those who have knowledge of the
larger world can teach about it more effectively. If teachers are to
prepare students for the global world, they must be part of it
themselves. And if there are to be globally-minded principals it is from
the ranks of globally-minded teachers they will come.

Educational leaders and organizations must begin to focus on
globalization in a new and more meaningful way. They must reach
beyond provincialism, beyond the competitive drive to be the best in the
world or in their state, and seek to be the best they can be as part of the
world. Given this nation’s history and the politics of the day, that will be
a mammoth task, but a needed one for all levels.

These same leaders and organizations, at all levels, need to reach
out to the other facets of society - parents, industries, and institutions of
society - so that all influences that come to bear on students’ lives are
focused on the goal of preparing students for their futures within the
global community and their local community. For it is the future
generations who will benefit from this. Theirs will be a better society if

they are prepared adequately for it.
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Dissemination

There are two appropriate groups that come to mind when
thinking about the need for the results of this study. The first is the
Georgia Department of Education. Much has been learned about the
state’s principals as regards their demographic information and their
schools’ programing. Those in charge of the Instructional Department
should be contacted so that important findings can be shared with the
appropriate personnel. For example, no count is ever taken of the
number of schools which regularly host exchange students, where they
come from, and how many there are. A beginning could be made in
finding out this information that so greatly enriches the lives of
Georgia’s students.

A second group with which sharing this information would be
appropriate would be the state and national Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development (ASCD). So much of what is already
known comes from this organization, it would be more than appropriate
to add to the knowledge of the field by sharing findings concerning
administrators. This could be done by workshop or article or both.

Recommendations

Based on the findings, conclusions, and implications of this study,
the following recommendations are submitted:

1. Because this study was limited in scope to just one state,

another study should be conducted to include hi school principals in
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other areas of the nation, particularly in areas with a broader mix of

cultural backgrounds in the total population and one where
backgrounds would include more urban populations. Perhaps because of

the times in which they were raised, Georgia’s population of high school
principals was somewhat homogeneous in upbringing and more limited
in their experiences than other regions of the nation might be. A
broader scope might yield interesting results.

2. Because teachers and principals are the means by which a
major portion of the young learns what it needs in order to be fully

capable of functioning in their world, more and broader research needs

1o be done on all phases of the global-mindedness of adult educators. At

present, most of the knowledge available is from studies of students,
both K-12 and university levels, and those studies concerning adults are
limited in number and in scope to areas such as staff development and
teacher preparation programs. Replication of these studies and many
more which are broader in nature are needed to add valuable
information to what is already known.

3. Because the backgrounds from which pre-service teachers come
are often limited in experience that would better prepare them to think

more globally, colleges and universities need to broaden their programs

of teacher education so that all students can be prepared and given

opportunities to have experiences in other cultures. Thought should be

given to requiring a practicum in another culture, to requiring foreign
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language and/or cultural issues courses so that pre-service teachers are
more knowledgeable about and familiar with the issues facing and
opportunities available in the larger world. Thought needs to be given to
broadening other programs as well so that all university students have
similar exposure. They will be the parents and citizens whose children
are touched by educators.

This research has attempted to study the global-mindedness of and
the effect that high school principals have on globalized teaching and
programing in their schools. It is only a beginning, a limited beginning,
but it points to the need for principals to be globally-minded so that a
global view is included in the vision that the principal provides for the
staff and the school. When that vision is present, it encourages teachers
to teach from a global perspective. And since administrators come from
the ranks of teachers, all educators need to be global-minded. It is
primarily on them that the responsibility of preparing the young of this
nation for their world will rest. Their world is increasingly globalized.
They must be prepared to meet the challenges and opportunities of that
globalized world. What was true 350 years ago for Donne is even more
true today. “No man is an island entire unto itself; every man is a piece

of the continent, a part of the main”(Donne, 1623).
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APPENDIX B

Georgia’s Globally-Minded Principals:
A Survey of High School Administrators

Thus survey s designed o idendfy the factors which mfluence public high school principals concerning the
subject of student zlobal education. It will provide much needed baseline data currentty not available. There
are two parts: Part [ Principal and School Demographics: and Part II, Global-Mindedness Amirude Survey.
Please compietz both parts. The full survey can be comforabiy completed in 10 minutes.

PART I: HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL AND SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Sex Maje Female

2 Age: 2534 RIS &4 334 =
3. The number =f years ycu nave ~eer 2 ~ign schoct 2nnccal 1.2 50 11-15 16-20 21-
4 ‘What s vcur 2ce? Cavcasian Racx =sganic Asian Naove Amencan Cther

o

Ahalwas JCureaching felc celcre cecsming an acminiscaer? Checx zil Mat zcoy.,
. 9 =

languzze Ars Science Scecal Zzucaten
Marmematcs Vocauenai Z2. Cther
Phvsical Scucgoon Soregn _anguage
Socal Stuaies =ne Ars
§. 'Were you oom :n e _nneg States? Yes No fno, wnere were vou com?
7. ‘Was tie ccmmunity in wnIch vou Grew LC: Jrcan Sugutan ____ Rural

8 Asachid. was here another cuitural hentage tat was imoorant in your amiy (Cther than Amencan)?
Sx Scowmsn, Zerman. Japanese Yes No [fyes, wnatcuture?

8. What s your first language” ‘The cne n which vcu are most fuent” Engiisn Ctner (Specty)

10. Have vcu aver stucied or leamed a language cther Man your own’? Yes Nec
11. For now 'ong cic yeu stucy s ‘arguage” Never Less ian cne year 1-2 years 3~ years
Nc fcrmal sey

12 How luent are you in $us cther ‘anguage’
____ldent qiow ancmer ‘anguace.
___laont remember mucn.

__ lcouic survive, out 2arely.

| coulg zamy on a conTeilec conversaton.
cTuid converse ccmicriabiy 0 3 nomal situaoen
| could stugdy at a unversity level ccmiortably in the language.

13 Have you ever stuciec aprcad? Yes __ No !fyes, .nwnatcumry?

14. Travel and/or excenence cutside the United States.
___ ! have Taveseg cnrv within e Unneg States.
' have mage NIV CNe of TWC weexenc TIoS cutsice Te Unmeg Slates.
| have mace ~ne or *wo TS cutsice e Jnneg States for 3 weex Cr “‘wo.
| have Taveieg cutsice e Jnited Slates ‘or ‘hree 10 nme cCInNSecuOve weexs 3l least cnee or tmce.

— Over —
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15. Indicate Me :cz@l engm of “me you have spent traveting, Mg, 4Cnang, 2r SWAYING outside the Unitsd States.
Never _  ‘asshancremonth __ 16momhs __ 7-12mcmhs  _ More than one year

16. Please esumate he numoer of college courses (undergraduate and gracuate) you have taken which deal with giobal issues or in
whic you have ‘eamed 3 lot about countries besides he U.S.

None __ 1-2 courses 34 courses 55 courses 7-8 courses More than 8 courses
17. Bid you careczate n any cf Te ‘ollowing gictaiizng acTvimes i iGN scnoo of college? (Check all hat appty.)

__Imtermancnal Seiaccns Club __ Foregn _anguage Clup
__ Mecei United Naters __ Stucv apreac crogram
_ Cuituray 2xcmarge o anctner scuntry __ Beccie 10 Seccle Sxcnange
___ Fccmec wim 20 2xcnange swdent _ Cwer Scecdy,

18. In the ‘ast /ear astrale e ~umeer of aciviies /Cu wemt 'S © #miCT e ‘Ocus was on ancther sountry. /Ex. Political speaker,
dance cr 2nt tom ancTer Suttre, ‘oregn fim) Ncre Cre Two Three Four+
19. How well niemes 22 Jcu sTnsider veurself '0 ne apbCul NI2MAnCral news ang events?
Very zecrv micrmed Tz sav 2ascnacty niemed
Have skme < "2 Afcrmanen Stay el nrcrmed
20. How cften co vou =ik 2oout mematenal toiiics wih cfer cectie”
Almaest never Several tmes z weex
___Fromamec zme __ Neanv avery zay
About ance 2 week

21. Are any of your ‘nencs TCm cudures or counmes cther <ian your Swn”?

—No ___2crCmenas
___‘orlaccuainznees Mcre than  Tencs
1 tnena

22. Whica cf e icllowing scovimes are provided for stucents Sv e miGR s2noal of which you are Prncpal” (Check all that apety.)

___ Imemancnal Zzccaisureate ____Group axcnarges om cther countries

___ =SCL zregramming ___ Zxcnange stucents attending your school

____ Mocel Unrec Nazens __ Greus studen: 2xenanges i other ccuntnes
____ Foreign ianguage =uc(s) __ Cmer mematonal acovity (Sgecty)
____Intemanonal Se:ancrs Ciub

Greup Tos 1T chher scunmes

23. Ssomate wnat cercert of ‘he ‘eachers .n vour SCHO0I 8MTNasize 3 ZicCal or wonawide cerspecsve in Meir eaching?
None ©-10% 11-28% 26-30% __ 31-7%%  ___ 76-100%
24. How many Starf Deveicpment acvities Of afGanized CroGrams "eic 1 veur scnool cunng the past two years encouraged teaching

-~

from a Glooa cersoeccve? Nane torl Jer< 3 or more

25. Do vou as cancca srccurage fiotal xpenences fof cour @ Inc suoens? _ Yes _ No  Ifyes, sie one or 'wo

examoies.
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25, What cors would Meost Gerefmung wneter 3 SChool S 10 Nave 3 gotal ‘ocus? (Checx all hat you thnk would have 3 MRKY
umgace)
— Schoai distnct emphasis on Giodalizaton — Teacners who wart to teach from a gicbal perspecave
___ Parent@j cesire ‘or Jetalization ___ Cthers (Pease specdy)
____ Incustry that encourages a glocal focus
__ Student recuests 'or 3 glocal focus
___ Apnncoal supportive cf Glocaized teacning
__Federal Cr state 2mehasis cn ;tcaauz:ng he cumciium

27. Please ranx e abCve ‘aCiors S you UCGe e MCCrance of Mewr mpact. © = mest:mperant, 2 = next imocrant, 2te. (If you wrote
cther ‘aciors rank hem in with he cthers.,
Jr— Scnoct CisTC 2MENAsis on gicbalizaten Teachers ANC ~ant 1o teact Tom 2 jiccal perspecve

____ Parenta zesire ‘or jiocaisasen __ Cters Please specty,

____Indusay hat erccurages 3 Sictal ‘oS

__ Student requess “or 3 jicta ‘els

—_ADNNCIC3! SUCDCMIVe o7 1.2oaized '2acning

Segeral or @le 2MENasis SN JICDAHTING e Sumeuium

PART Il: GLOBAL-MINDEDNESS ATTITUDE SURVEY

In Part !l you wiil fing 3 senes of siatements. >'ease read 2acn S@IEMeNT ana Cecice wnether or 10t VO agree with iL Then circte he
response that most sccuratety reflecss vour SCinion. “here re N0 “SITecT” nswers.

Unsure =0 Strengry Cisagree = | Disagree =2 Agree=3  Strongly Agree =4
Uu SO D A sSA

1. | generally ing .{ STMUIATNG ¢ soend an avening ‘KNG ‘Mth cecoie TTM ancmer CUItUre. ... P 1 2 3 4

2. |feel an coligation to speax cut wnen | see cur ovemmenm coing scmeting

| EONSIABI NI, cuusivsssinsssssssssasissosssususssmssosisssssmmsassssssssess b) 1 2 3 4
3. The Unitec States ‘s 2nncnec v *he 'aCt 2at & § SCmonsec & Many ceccle em cifferent

CUBMIPES AN STUNIMIBS. ...cc..cviossescvssmisisoiesssiisisesiaasasassasiassisssmssstusssssssi sosteriostasssss sesssansscsassasss ) 1 2 3 4
4. Really, Nere 's 70MING | ZaN 23 ACCLT 'NE ZICSIEMS ST N8 WOMC, i S 1 2 3 4
3. The needs of ‘e Urriec States must ccranue 'S S€ SUT TIGNeST Znemy 'n negetanng with

OB COUMMIBS. oo oo oooooeoeeoe oo eeeemee et eea e seeeeses e mm s sems s s i st 0 1 2 3 4
6. | cften think 3cout *Ne GNG cf wonc we are Sreatng ‘or ‘UTUre Senerauens. ... eveennes 0 1 2 3 4
7. When | hear *hat *housancs ! zeccie are SiErving N an Aincar uny,

| 1@ VMY TUSITAIBE. - oroorvoeooeoo oo cememeceae o snsssssins s o ol 1 2 3 4
8 Amerncans can leam scmething of vaiue rom 2l cifferent cuntures. b) 1 2 3 4
9. Generally, an ‘narvicual's acSens are ‘o0 smail '3 "ave 2 significant 2ffect Sn Me CTsvstem. 0 2 3 4
10. Amencans snowa Se sermiged 'S cursue te S@Rcart of iving ey 2an arfers i il nas &

sigmly necative 'moac: on ©ne 2nvircnment Q 2 3 4
11. 1t ot myself. “ct s s 3 =azen of Tv couamy SUTAISC 35 2 SIZaN St Me wont. L. a i 2 3 4

— Over —
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B B

. | thmk My Senavior Zan ‘Mmoact -eccle :n cher suntnes.

. Amencans nave a mcral cbhgarcr 2 snare ne

Unsure = 2 Stengry Cisagree = ° Osagree = 2 Agres =3 Strongty Agree = 4

When | see Te scrcitens scme seccie n te wcnd live uncer,  ‘eel 3 responsihilty 1o do
scmethmng about

. | enoy Tymg 'c ncers@nd ceccie s denavier o e corexciher e

. My coiniens about nancnal sCicies are 3asec on cw Ticse Jaices mig affect e rest of

the wenc as well 25 e _nnec S&Ies. ... S SR

. lwas vefy TDCrIN!IC Me 'S In0csa I areer 0 ATkl Ituld nave 2 xesuve 2ffect on e

Guaity ci 'ife ior Tunire jereraiens.

Amencan Jaluas ar2 2receliv Ne est . AR ARSI A S S S  SR  se

In e 'ong un. Amenza wii crecacy

mere: nlarcennacias

senefit rom g ‘32t Tal e wend s Secsming

The fact Tat 3 “oce can il 20.2CC secoie 0 2anGiacasn § fefy ZeIressing 0 Me. ...

. 'tisimcenant Mat Amencan Lniversides 2nc soileg2s Zrovice Crograms cesigned lo Sromete

UNCErSIENCING 2meng SRCents of iferent ammic anC WM SACKETUACS. oo eeevem e

The present Qisinounon cf the wenc's weaith anc rascurces snoulc “e mammained Secause t
SICMCIBS Survival ¢f e fttest .

| feet a sreng ANsnIo with e wencwice numan ‘amiy.

. | feel very ccncermec ZCout e ves Cf CecCle wno (Ve N COIMcUly BOressive regimes. ...

. It s impor@ant that we equcate ceccle 1o uncersanc Me 'meac: hat Suren poices gt

have on fuwre generatens. .

. 't:s really imporant o me 10 consicer myself 2s @ memcer Sf e FicCal COMMUMY. ......... =

| somesmes TV 10 {MaGine TOW 2 ZerSCn ARC S AIWaYS TURCMY TSI 88l v

. | have very ile 'n ccmmen with Zecote 11 UNCerceveiCeed NACNS. . s mene =
. | am apie to affect wnat naccens on a gicoal ‘evel Sy ‘¥Nal. 3C N MY Swn SSMmuniy. ...

. | sometimes ieei Mmated mth ceccie Tom Sther ccuntnes Jecause hey con't ungers@and

NOW WE CO JUNGS DBIB. ettt sire bt s o b s oo e

r'aealth mth Me 'ess "orunate pecoles

oftheword ...

Thank vou verv much for vour time and thought.

Both are greatly aporeciated!
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APPENDIX C
Categorizaticn of the Global-Mindedness Scale

Thank you for helping to categorize the ftems ccntained in the Global -
Mindedness Scale instrument.

Ome of the purposes of this instrument i8 1 measure the degree of
Global - Mindedness of high schocl principals. The statements made in
the Instrament are of three Sypes: Beliefs, Attitudes, and Behaviors. The
following deflnitions <of ibese terms will be 1sed (n the study:

Belief - a cenvicticn of sruth: an accertance of scmething as Tue

or real

tutude - a sositicn cor disgesiticn indicaming wilingness o taks
ar aczcrn, feeling, or moecd

Behavicr - an Tity or change ‘n "elaticn 0 2nvironment
J

Directicns
1. Read 2ach statement of the Global - Mindedness 3cale.

2. Based on the definiticns abgove, please check the bex next to the
gtatemernt which you feel best categorizes ihat statement.

Z. Please remember 0 focus cn the category tb.az the statement fails
into... pot whether you agree cr disagree with the statement.

4. Feel free t0 wTite ccmments and suggestions.

5. Your careful consideration of each item s appreciated.

6. Thank you very much Jcr your help. You may orcceed so the next

Cathermne C. Wceddy
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GLOBAL-MINDEDNESS SCALE
CATEGORY RATINGS

L. [ generally Gnd it sumulanog 0 spend an cvemng @lking with peopie Som another caiture.

5

2. [ fe=! an 50123000 13 SDEK Sur ¥oen [ seT JWr 3OVETImen: 0ing somettis og | Sonsider »Tong.

.3 The Uaued Swies s zanczed v Se 30 thar ¢S Dmpnsac of mam cecrie Som LFer=at
culturss anc ountres

4 Reailv wers s acthung | =z I oow the cyootems of the ~veric

3. The ze=cs or 122 _miieC (2Is TUS IDOTOUS 2 2 W UGN TnosTv n zeoua

rag with
other ounces

i { 0. D ortez tunk -oout tne <InC 2 WOrG Ve are T=nang for jumure JBoerElens,
} | Whexa | 2ear 1331 130usancs Of 2e0DIE 2re SASIAg 0 AR AMICSn soumm, | le=t verv Juscaed,
i ] i 3. Amencans <o :earm someswmag I vaue Som ol aferer simres,

i i 9. Genemailv. 2n aamiaul’s aczons 2re 00 smail 0 wave 1 ggmficemr =Fect on the acosvstEm

-

10, Amenu. mowd Se >ermuded 9 Dursue e sAncra of iving taev =in 2fora it oy 2as a

1 | slignuv 7egagve ummac: oo e :mvircnmem
g

| RE [ thunk of mvself. not oy 2s & =ZZem of TV SOUBTY Tut 21S0 15 2 =no=m of the world

| bos . . i
‘ ‘ | 12, When [ se= the concizers some 2eorie 1 be worid ove undsr [ el 3 T=spongibiity 0 30
) ! sometaing aour L

i 15, | emjov Tving '0 undsssmancd pecnue s oeaavier @ the onr=c f therr sulture.

14 My Jpinicns 2pour zanopal pOUSSS 1T JASET 0n 10w 30se Solicss Tught afac: the st of
the voric 2s vel 15 the Umiec Stues.

12 It was very .mportam ‘0 me 0 230se 1 re=r \0 ¥mca | uid 2ave 2 posinve fect on the
‘ qualiry of 'ife for fumre generanons.

; i ©16. Amencan ~alues are rooantv the oL

17 0 the long man. Amenic il STooeptv e Tom e 3K at e Vora is oecoming
merconnecisa.

18. The et thar 2 Jooa =n wil 30,000 xeomee 10 3angaesn s verv epTesmng 10 me

19, 115 .mporanm X Amemcn UNIVETSINES I0d Dileges ATVIAE TWOgTAmS Asigned (0 promote
undersIanding Imong smaents & differem ohme and Cutmrai ecrgrounds.
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21. The presem distribunon of the world's weaith and resourcss should be mawntined becanse it
pramaotes sarvival of the fest

| 22. 1 feel 2 swong kanshrp with the worldwide muman amity

W]

. [ fesi verv concerned about the lives of people who live in polincally repressrve regimes.

24 It is umportmam thar we ecncate pecple 0 understand e mnpact that curreat policiss ugat aave
on fumure generanons

| 25 Tt s m=ally tmporart o me ‘o consider mvself 15 3 memper of e ziccal ommumit
26 | somenmes TV 10 UBAEINE 10W 3 PETSOD WO IS always Qungry mux les!

| 27 [ have verv uttle 10 common ¥th >eopie 1 underdeveloped nanoas.

28. [ am abie o arfect ¥nar 2appens on 2 giocal level by what [ do 10 @y own commumny

29. | somenmes fes! TIIEIed Mth peopie Jom other countries because thev don | understand 2ow
we do unngs here.

30. Amencans have 3 moral ooliganon O share ther weaith with the iess Jormmzne peonies of the
warid
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APPENDIX D

INITIAL LETTER TO HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPALS

P.O. Box 127
Dublin, Georgia 31040
February 12, 1999

Dear high school principal,

My name is Catherine C. Wooddy. I am conducting research for my doctoral dissertation in
Educational Leadership at Georgia Southern University and would like to ask vour cooperation.
During the past few years, our nation has become increasingly interdependent with other nations of
the world. Our economy, school and cultural lives, and certainly our communication systems have all
been affected by events in other areas of the world. There is general agreement that students need to
understand these changes and this globalized world. For them to do so, however, the teachers and
administrators of our schools must be knowledgeable and involved.

This letter is to request vour assistance in gathering data to analyze this field, particularly the high
school principals in the state of Georgia. My study will assess the principal’s background, the global
focus and programing currently found in the principal’s school, and the global-mindedness of the
principal. Currently there is no such data available in spite of the pivotal role plaved by principals
in other areas of school life. There is no penalty should vou not participate, but should you agree to
participate you will be providing valuable data.

If you agree to participate, please complete the enclosed questionnaire and mail it back in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided. Completion of the questionnaire will be considered
permission to use you results in the study. While the envelop is coded to help with distribution needs,
the questionnaire responses are entirely confidential. No one will be able to identify your response
from other participant responses. While none of the questions are designed to solicit sensitive
information, you may refuse to answer any of them.

If you have any questions about this research project, please call me at (912)272-2713. If you have
any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant in this study they should be
directed to the IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at
(912)681-5465.

Let me thank vou in advance for your assistance in studying this question. The results should allow
me to provide the education community valuable information that is currently unavailable.

Respectfully,
C,GIILLULL C Lrrede
Catherine C. Wooddy
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APPENDIX E

FOLLOW-UP POSTCARD TO PRINCIPALS

Dear high school principal,

Two weeks ago a survey was sent to you entitled Geor-
gia's Globally-Minded Principals. It asked that you provide in-
formation about yourself and about your high school’s program-
ming. If you have already returned the survey | thank you. If
you have not, please consider doing so as soon as possible so
that the needed information you will provide can be included
in the baseline data that will be compiled.

Thank you for all that you do for Georgia's students.
| look forward to receiving your survey soon.

Sincerely,

GathounuC.
Catherine C. Wooddy
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APPENDIX F

SECOND LETTER TO PRINCIPALS

P. O. Box 127
Dublin, Georgia 31040
March 23, 1999

Dear high school principal,

As a former principal and now as a secondary curriculum director, I know how many demands
there are on your time. But I would hope that you will spend just ten minutes of that time to help me
complete the doctoral study in which I am currently engaged.

One month ago I sent out a copy of the enclosed survey to all high school principals in Georgia. The
response has been gratifving, but I need vour response in order for the data to truly impact
education for all our students. Would you please consider taking ten minutes to complete the
enclosed survey and return it to me.

The subject of the survey is you, your background, your attitudes and the programming found in
vour school which deals with helping students understand the increasingly globalized world in which
we all live. Currently there are no data available, in spite of the pivotal role played by principals in
other areas of school life.

Please complete the enclosed questionnaire, and return it as soon as possible. Completion of the
questionnaire will be considered permission to use your results in the study. All responses are
entirely confidential. No one will be able to identify your response from other participant responses.
While none of the questions are designed to solicit sensitive information, you may refuse to answer
any of them.

If vou have any questions about this research project, please call me at (912) 272-2713. If you have
any questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant in this study, they should be
directed to the IRB Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs,
Georgia Southern University, (912) 681-5465.

Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying this question. The results should allow
me to provide the education community with valuable information that is currently unavailable.

Respectfully,

Ca j‘{()’_l,/: L c mld-z(
/

Catherine C. Wooddy
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INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPRCVAL

Offics or Researchh Services & Sponsorea Programs
Georgzia Southern University

Instdtutional Review Board ([RB)

Memorandum
Phone: 681-5463 P.O. Box 8003 Fax: 631-0719
ovrsightZ2GaSol.edu — or — ngarrets@GaSol 2du

To: Catherine C. Wooddy

Lzadershup. T2chnology. and Human Dev2iormen:
From: Neti Garressen. Coordinator

Rasearch Dversignt Commiress [TACUC [BC IR
Date: Feoruar (Z, 1062
Subject: Agplicc..on Zor Azrproval to ulize Human Subrects ‘a Rasearch

On behalf of Dr. Howarc M. Xapian. Char of the nsurutional Review Boarc - [R3'. [ am writng
to inform vou that “ve 1ave comviered the review oI vour .ippiicanon or irprovai :o " rilize
Human Suojecs ‘n wour Jroposed rssearch. “Georgia's Glopailv-Minced ?mncipais:
Backgrounds. Amrmdes. and Perceptions.” [t is the determinarion of the Chair. on Senaif of the
[nsutuuonai Review 3oard. that Jour proposed researc adeguate:v 2rotects the mgnts OT 1uman
subjects. Your sssearch s zrrroved on the basis that 't Qils within the “egerzi 2oiice or the

Protecrion of Juman Supjecrs (<3 CTR §46101(bi(2)). which exemrts:

o SACILT

(2) Research involving the use of ...survey procadurss. inter iew orocsgures (as

e

long as)

(1) information >otained ' either) is recorded in such 2 manner that zuman subjec:
éan (cannot) de (denuried. directly or through idenuriers linkad ¢ “he subjects.
and (or)

(i1) any disclosure of the human subjects’ responses outside “he research zould
(nort) reasonabiy piace the subjects at sk of cmminal or Sivil agline or se

damaging ‘o the subjects’ fnancial standing, employabiiitv. or reputation.

This [RB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this lerter. [f at the 2nd of that
time. there have been no changes 0 the 2Xxempted ~esearca protocoi. vou may request an
extension of :ne approvai serod Sor an iddiuonai vear. Please nourv the 'RB oordinator
immediarteiy if 2 change or modificauon oI “he ipprovec Mewnogology is mecassar’. _zon
compietion of vour iama coilection. siease noutv the RB Coorcinarcr 0 at vour Jle may Se
closed.

Cc: Dr. Michae! Richardson. Zaculty Aaviser
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