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Abstract The attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge of
primary and secondary school principals in Spain
regarding active learning methodologies were investigated.
To this purpose, a questionnaire, which may be used by an
international audience, was designed to measure these
factors. Validation and reliability assessments and
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis were carried
out. Study participants included 24 experts from European
universities and 408 principals from Spain. Results were
analyzed according to the principals’ years of experience,
sex, region, school ownership (public vs. private), and
school educational stage (primary vs. secondary). Study
findings indicate that principals in Spain possess
significant knowledge and positive attitudes and beliefs
regarding active learning methodologies. Primary school
principals, as well as principals with between four and
eight years of experience, showed stronger beliefs and
greater knowledge than their peers. The educational stage
of the school and years of experience of the principal
combined acted as moderators for beliefs and knowledge.
A strong correlation was found between attitudes about and
knowledge of active learning methodologies. It can be
concluded that, although attitudes are strongly related to
knowledge, beliefs are independent of both, and, as in other
areas of the managerial function, they are rarely influenced
by other factors. These factors do not depend on the sex of
the principal who exercises the managerial function or on
the region in which he/she works. However, the
educational stage of students in the institution, the

ownership of the school, and the years of experience may
significantly influence principals’ knowledge and
attitudes.

Keywords Principals, Beliefs, Attitudes, Knowledge ,
Active Learning Methodologies

1. Introduction

Principals’ influence on the methodologies and practices
carried out by teachers in the classroom has been widely
documented. Indeed, authors such as Sebastian, Camburn,
and Spillane [1] and Firestone and Donaldson [2] indicated
that principals can have a great influence on the work of
their colleagues. This influence can be positive or negative,
and most often, it ends up directly or indirectly affecting
the students [3]. Thus, in addition to the significant
influence principals have through their own management,
teaching, and leadership roles, their impact further extends
to the teaching methodologies used by the faculty on staff.
In this way, factors as important as the inclusion of all
students in the institution and the use of participative
methodologies by teachers are largely contingent on the
influence of the school’s principal [4,5].

This work aims to investigate the attitudes, knowledge,
and beliefs of principals in Spain regarding active learning
methodologies. Active learning has been described by
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various authors as one of the major foundations on which
the education of the future should be built, given its strong
inclusive character and its focus on giving students a lead
role in their own learning [6]. However, studies in this field,
as indicated by Grummel [7], are scarce. At the
international level, the absence of validated questionnaires
that serve to investigate aspects of active learning
methodologies is notorious. The importance of principals
regarding the implementation of this type of methodology
in the classroom and the lack of studies and resources in the
field justify this research, both nationally, in terms of the
findings, and internationally, for the provision of an
evaluation tool.

2. Theoretical Framework

In this section, the various theories on which this
research is based are presented. First, principals’ influence
on their faculty’s selection of teaching methods is
discussed. Second, the importance of investigating
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge is reviewed.
Finally, the importance of active learning methodologies
is explained.

2.1. Principals’ Attitudes, Beliefs, and Knowledge

As noted, various factors affect the influence principals
exert over organizational, cultural, and methodological
aspects of their school operations; three factors are
repeated most frequently: attitudes, beliefs or opinions,
and knowledge or training.

To examine principals’ beliefs, their perceptions or
opinions regarding pedagogical issues were recently
investigated by, for example, Cohen-Azaria and Zamir [8],
Mady and Masson [9], DeMatthews, Kotok, and Serafini
[10], Brauckmann, Pashiardis and Arlestig [11], and
Larsson and Rénnlund [12]. These studies verified that the
belief factor can play a significant role in a principal’s
influence on various school matters and, therefore, should
be considered an important factor for examination.

In addition, principals’ attitudes have also been studied
frequently over the past several decades. However, the
attitude factor rarely stands alone; it is usually
accompanied by other factors, such as beliefs, perceptions,
opinions, or knowledge. Thus, based on related studies in
the field, such as those by Liljenberg and Andersson [13],
Touloupis and Athanasiades [14], Nehez and Blossing
[15], and Melan, Tjomsland, Baklien and Thurston [16],
principals’ attitudes should also be investigated.

Like beliefs and attitudes, principals’ knowledge is one
of the most often examined factors within the managerial
function of the principal’s role. This is the main factor that
is investigated in the works of Holmes and Young [17],
Smith-Millman and Flaspohler [18], Reid [19], and
Fitzgerald and Radford [20].
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Considering these three factors are the most commonly
examined within various investigations of the managerial
function of the school principal, they were selected for
analysis within the present work. As Reber [21] and Reid
[22] state, it is important to link knowledge with other
psychological factors in educational and psychological
research so that stronger conclusions may be obtained.
Hence, all these factors were analyzed and the possible
links among them were examined.

2.2. Active Learning Methodologies

Active learning methodologies can be defined as
instructional methods in which students are given a
leading role in their learning [23,24]. In these learning
methodologies, students are actively involved in their
learning besides passively listening. Since the early 2000s,
several authors have emphasized the effectiveness of these
methodologies, which constitute an alternative to
traditional teaching, in which the teacher is the protagonist
of learning. Following the active learning methodology,
students themselves become responsible for their own
learning. The effectiveness of active learning across
educational stages and subjects and within diverse
environments has been verified by various researchers,
such as Jeong, Gonzéalez-Gomez, Gallego-Picd, Bravo
[25], Shekhar, Prince, Finelli, Demonbrun, and Waters
[26], and Reid [27]. According to these authors, students
often feel very comfortable in the classroom when active
learning methodologies are applied, and they have highly
positive perceptions about these practices. Although
active learning methodologies take on many forms and
encompass many types of active and participatory
methodologies, covering all methodologies in a research
study is practically impossible. Therefore, this work
focuses on six active learning methods that are considered
most common, are most widely known, and have been
studied most often thus far. As a result, however, some of
the most promising methods, such as the inverted class or
flipped classroom are not covered in this work [28]. The
six common active learning methodologies currently used
in classrooms that will be studied in this work are
cooperative learning, peer tutoring, service learning,
interactive groups, work for projects, and workshops and
corners [29-32].

2.3. Principals’ Influence on the Active Learning
Methodologies Used in Schools

The influence principals have on their schools has been
the subject of many studies for over three decades,
following a considerable increase in the number of studies
in this field in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Thus,
several prominent publications in the field have already
documented the influential role of the principal in the
proper functioning of their schools. For example,
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Leithwood and Jantzi [33] indicated that, by means of
active learning methodologies, factors such as classroom
climate, student work time in the classroom, and
educational values themselves were strongly affected by
the figure of the principal. The first relevant research in
this field dates back to the 1960s with the study carried
out by Chesler, Schmuck, and Lippitt [34], in which the
authors concluded that the influence of principals,
expressed through both their actions and opinions, is vital
during pedagogical innovation processes carried out in a
school. This pioneering research study would be followed
by others, such as studies by Ogawa and Weaver Hart [35]
and by McEvoy [36], which reinforced the thesis
proposed by Mahan [37]. Conley [38] made special
reference to the role of maximum authority at the school
level, understanding that the final decision in many
aspects of teaching and learning, both methodological and
non-methodological, rests with the principal. The findings
of these pioneering investigations were endorsed over the
past several decades. Recently, studies such as those by
Tingle, Corrales, and Peters [39] and by Céceres [40]
investigated the factors behind the influence of principals
in  implementing  learning  innovations.  These
investigations pointed to motivational, social, and
environmental factors (students, infrastructure, etc.) as the
main influences on principals’ beliefs and attitudes
regarding methodological innovation. Previous research
by Quinn [41], Mitchell and Sackney [42] or Mullen and
Hutinger [43] states that principals’ role is key to teachers’
instructional practice. In this sense, principals are the ones
that generate the organizational conditions for the teachers
to implement these active learning methodologies.
Furthermore, authors such as Hallinger, Liu, and Piyama
[44] or Romanowski, Sadig, Abu-Tineh, Ndoye, and Agl
[45] indicate that factor such as principals’ beliefs or their
knowledge may influence the use of active methodologies
in their schools and that more research is needed in the
field addressing principals’ knowledge and beliefs
towards active learning. Hence, given the proven
potentiality of active learning methodologies and the
importance of principals’ role in their implementation at
their schools, principals’ attitudes, beliefs and knowledge
regarding active learning methodologies were analyzed in
this research.

3. Objectives and Hypothesis

3.1. Objectives

Following the theoretical basis indicated in the
preceding sections, the following objectives were
established for this research work.

1. To prepare and validate a questionnaire that
measures  principals’ knowledge, beliefs, and
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attitudes regarding active learning methodologies
that can be used by an international audience.

2. To determine the knowledge, beliefs, and attitudes of
principals in Spain regarding active learning
methodologies.

3. To identify possible differences in the knowledge,
beliefs, and attitudes of principals in Spain according
to school ownership (public vs. private), school
educational stage (primary vs. secondary), region
(autonomous community), sex (male or female), and
years of experience as principal (less than four years,
between four and eight years, more than eight years).

3.2. Hypothesis

Based on these objectives, the following research
hypotheses were defined:

Hypothesis 1: Principals’ knowledge regarding active
learning methodologies is low.
Hypothesis 2: Principals have negative beliefs
regarding active learning methodologies.
Hypothesis 3: Principals’ attitudes regarding active
learning methodologies are negative.
Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the school ownership (public vs. private) where the
principal practices.
Hypothesis 5: There are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the educational stage (primary vs. secondary) of the
school where the principal practices.
Hypothesis 6: There are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the region in which the principal belongs
(autonomous community).

*  Hypothesis 7: There are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the principals’ sex.

*  Hypothesis 8: There are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the principals’ years of experience as a principal (less
than four years, between four and eight years, more
than eight years).

*  Hypothesis 9: There are strong correlations among
the factors of attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge.

e Hypothesis 10: Principals’ sex, school ownership,
years of experience, and the educational stage of the
principal’s school combined do not act as moderators
of the results for any of the factors.

4. Materials and Methods

4.1. Participants

Participants in this study can be divided into two groups:
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(1) experts who collaborated in the validation of the
questionnaire, and (2) principals who responded to the
questionnaire.

First, the collaboration of experts who could validate
the questionnaire was required. Experts were selected with
consideration of their curriculum and their experience in
the field, most being full-time university professors [46].
With the aim of developing a questionnaire that could be
used by an international audience, 93 experts from
different European universities were contacted. A total of
24 collaborated, their responses validating the
questionnaire.

Second, in order to carry out the subsequent reliability
analysis, factor analysis, and statistical descriptive and
inferential calculations, principals’ collaboration was
required. According to the State Register of
Non-University Teaching Centres provided by the
Ministry of Education, in 2018 there were 21,492 primary
and secondary schools in Spain. Of these, approximately
two thirds were primary schools (grades 1 to 6, with 7- to
12-year-old students) and one third were secondary
schools (grades 7 to 12, with 13- to 18-year-old students).
The collaboration of 1,000 principals nationwide was
requested through a simple random sampling, so all
principals nationwide had the same probability of being
selected [47]. Ultimately, 408 principals participated in
the study.

4.2. Sample Representativeness

Considering the population of school principals in
Spain, various authors would consider this population
(408 participating principals), as long as the total number
of individuals in the population was greater than 10,000
[48]. These authors suggested that to obtain a
representative sample for this type of population, slightly
less than 400 responses (5% error margin, 95%
confidence interval) should be obtained. Therefore, having
obtained 408 responses, the sample of principals surveyed
in this work can be considered representative of the
population.

4.3. Sample Power

Study Size 3.0 software developed by Creostat was
used to determine sample power. The sample power of .98
was determined for this study given the sample size of 408
subjects, a significance level of .05 and a correlation
coefficient difference of .2 between the null hypothesis
(not significant correlation) and the alternative hypothesis
(significant correlation).

4.4, Instruments and Tools

The instrument used in this investigation was the
questionnaire that was developed and validated and that
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served as a tool to perform the different measurements.
Expert responses were collected through a Google Forms
tool. The questionnaire was distributed to principals
through ordinary postal mail; a self-addressed, stamped
envelope was included with the questionnaire in the
mailing for the principals to use to return their completed
questionnaire. In both cases, research ethics provided by
the Spanish Ministry of Research were followed and the
anonymity of both, experts and principals was guaranteed
during the whole process. The different reliability
analyses and the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) of the
questionnaire were performed using SPSS software
version 24, which was also used to obtain the descriptive
and inferential results. The confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) was conducted using EQS software version 6.2.
Process software version 3.3 for SPSS was used for the
moderation analysis.

4.5. Procedure

First, a review of the literature on existing
questionnaires related to principals’ beliefs, attitudes, and
knowledge regarding various topics was conducted. As
indicated by Onwuegbuzie, Bustamante, and Nelson [49],
extensive knowledge in the field of research is necessary
before formulating questionnaire items. Second, and after
consulting the relevant bibliographies an initial design for
the questionnaire was developed following the
recommendations of Krosnick and Fabrigar [50], who
suggested the need to define a specific initial
questionnaire structure (the three factors of attitudes,
beliefs, and knowledge). Based on this initial design, the
authors of this work drafted the questionnaire items. The
Delphi method was used to support the questionnaire’s
validity and to reach a consensus when deciding which
questions to include [51]. The Total Design Method by
Dillman [52], which offers guidelines on how to write
questionnaire items to ensure a greater number of
responses, was also followed. Finally, a five-point Likert
scale was defined for the questionnaire. Hence, the higher
a principal’s score, the stronger or greater the attitudes,
beliefs, and knowledge that principal possessed.

After its initial design, the questionnaire was submitted
for expert judgment. Expert judgment provides an
evaluation of whether the elements are appropriate and
whether they appropriately relate to the defined concepts
[53]. E-mail was used to distribute the survey and receive
responses for expert judgment, as the use of other means,
that is, regular mail or telephone, would not guarantee
greater reliability of the results [54]. Plus, e-mail was the
least expensive and fastest method by which to obtain
responses. Experts' contributions were completely
anonymous, and the Lawshe method [55] was used. Hence,
experts graded the suitability of each questionnaire item
using the following scale: (1) item not useful, (2) item
useful but not essential, and (3) item essential. All
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responses were recorded using the Google Forms tool.
The experts’ answers were analyzed considering changes
in current theories on the values contributed by Lawshe as
critical [56]. Subsequently, the degree of agreement
between experts was analyzed. As indicated by Banerjee,
Capozzoli, McSweeney, and Sinha [57], it is necessary to
analyze the degree of agreement among experts to verify
whether, in fact, the questionnaire is suitable for
measurements. The intraclass correlation coefficient was
the statistic selected to measure the degree of agreement
among the experts, since it is the most appropriate to
analyze ordinal responses [58].

Once the validation process was completed, the
reliability of the questionnaire was analyzed. For this, a
global statistical analysis and an individual item analysis
for each item were carried out using Cronbach's alpha;
once these analyses were completed, the Spearman-Brown
and Guttmann coefficients were used as complementary
tests [59].

After analyzing the reliability of the questionnaire, an
EFA was performed [60]. Prior to its completion, the
feasibility of carrying out an EFA was verified using the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin and Bartlett sphericity tests. After
ensuring the feasibility of performing a factor analysis, the
EFA was performed using the Kaiser method with a
varimax rotation [61], analyzing the Eigenvalues that were
obtained and the percentage of variance explained by all
values collectively.

Based on these responses, a CFA was performed [62].
The Bentler comparative adjustment index (CFI) and the
Joreskog-Sorbom adjustment index (GFI) were used as
the goodness of adjustment indices, while the Chi-square
divided by degrees of freedom (¥2 / df) and the square
root of the residual mean (RMR) were used as indices of
the badness of adjustment. To achieve an adequate
structure, according to Hu and Bentler [63], the CFI and
GFI values should be .90 or above (the more, the better),
the RMR should be 0.06 or lower, and the x2 / df should
be below 4 (the lower, the better).

Finally, a statistical analysis was performed. Global
results were obtained, and comparisons were carried out
between the variables noted. For those variables with only
two options (school ownership, school educational stage,
and principal’s sex), the Student's t-test [64] was used as a
statistic for the comparison of means (p < .05). For those
variables for which there were more than two options
(region and years of experience as principal), ANOVAs
were used for the comparison of means [65], and when
statistically significant differences were reported, the
Scheffe test was used [66]. The possible correlation
between the three factors was analyzed using Pearson's
correlation coefficient [67]. In response to the
recommendations of different education researchers, an r
value of .5 was taken as the minimum value to consider
that the correlation between factors was at least moderate
[68]. A test for moderator effects was performed for the
three factors, combining the variables of school
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educational stage, years of experience, school ownership,
and sex in pairs. Regression analyses were run for this
purpose, following the indications provided by Hayes
[69].

5. Results

The results for each phase of the study procedure are
presented in the following sections.

5.1. Creation and Validation of the Questionnaire

Following the procedure as explained, an initial version
of the questionnaire was prepared and submitted for
expert judgment. This initial version, which consisted of
27 items equally distributed among the three factors of
attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge, was subject to
validation by experts. The content validity ratio (CVR)
defined by Lawshe indicated that five of the initial 27
items should be deleted, in accordance with the expert
judgment feedback, due to their low scores (CVR < .42),
reducing the questionnaire to 22 items.

An intraclass correlation coefficient of .68 was reported
for the degree of agreement between experts. The version
of the questionnaire that remained after the validation
process by experts, which can be found in the appendix
section, was the version that was used for the ongoing
research.

5.2. Questionnaire Reliability Analysis

A global Cronbach’s alpha value of .91 was obtained
for the questionnaire. This value did not increase when
items were deleted; hence, all 22 items were kept.
Spearman-Brown and Guttmann coefficients of .59
and .58 were reported.

5.3. Exploratory Factor Analysis

The suitability of performing an EFA was ensured, as a
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value of .78 and Bartlett’s sphericity
test value of 807.72 were obtained. The EFA revealed the
existence of three Eigenvalues, that is, three factors that
together explained 76.35% of the variance.

5.4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The CFA was carried out with respect to the initially
designed three-factor structure (attitudes, beliefs, and
knowledge), including each item in its respective factor.
The following values were obtained: CFI = .93, GFI = .94,
v2 /df=2.01, and RMR = 0.04.

5.5. Statistical Analysis

The highest average score was reported for the attitudes
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factor (4.30), followed by the knowledge factor (3.94) and
the belief factor (3.53) with regard to active learning
methodologies.

The Student's t-test by sex did not show statistically
significant differences in knowledge (t = 0.72, p = .47), in
attitudes (t = 0.31, p =.76), nor in beliefs (t = 1.23, p = .22)
regarding active learning methodologies. However, in the
analysis by school ownership, statistically significant
differences were reported for all three factors. While
private school principals showed significantly greater
knowledge than public school principals (t = 2.10, p =.04)
related to active learning methodologies, public school
principals showed significantly more positive attitudes (t
= 2.07, p = .04) and beliefs (t = 3.24, p < .01) related to
these methodologies than their peers.

The analysis by the educational stage of the principals’
schools revealed that primary school principals had
significantly greater knowledge and more positive
attitudes about active learning methodologies than
secondary school principals (t =5.34, p<.01; t =4.71, p
< .01) related to active learning methodologies. However,
no statistically significant differences were detected for
the beliefs factor in this case (t = 0.78, p = .43).

The analysis by years of experience revealed
statistically significant differences for the knowledge (F =
3.72, p = .03) and attitudes (F = 3.28, p = .04) factors
regarding active learning methodologies. However, no
statistically significant differences were detected for the
beliefs factor in this analysis (F = 0.13, p = .88). Scheffe's
tests showed that principals who had 4 to 8 years of
experience had significantly greater knowledge and more
positive attitudes about active learning methodologies
than their less and more experienced peers.

The analysis by region did not report statistically
significant differences for any of the factors, including
knowledge (F = 0.66, p = .85), attitudes (F = 0.67, p = .83),
and beliefs (F = 0.62, p = .88).

The correlation analysis between the three factors
showed a moderate correlation between the factors of
attitudes and knowledge (r = .55). However, no significant
correlations were detected between the factors of
knowledge and beliefs (r = .31) or between the factors of
attitudes and beliefs (r = .32).

The moderators test showed that only the educational
stage of the school (E) and years of experience (Y) acted
as moderators for beliefs (B = -.33, p = .02) and
knowledge (B = -.26, p = .03). No other combination with
school ownership (O) or sex (S) showed significant
moderation.

5.6. Confirmation and Rejection of Hypotheses

e Hypothesis 1 (principals have low knowledge
regarding active learning methodologies) is rejected,
since a score of 3.94 out of 5 possible points shows
the principals possess a high degree of knowledge on
the subject.
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Hypothesis 2 (principals have negative beliefs

regarding active learning methodologies) is also

rejected, as a result of the score of 3.50 out of 5

possible points, which, although improvable, cannot

be considered low.

Hypothesis 3 (principals have negative attitudes

regarding active methodologies) is also rejected, as

this was the factor with the highest score (4.3 out of

5 possible points).

e Hypothesis 4 (there are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
school ownership) is rejected, since statistically
significant differences were detected for the three
factors based on school ownership.

e Hypothesis 5 (there are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the school educational stage) is also rejected, since
two of the factors (knowledge and attitudes) showed
statistically significant differences based on this
variable.

*  Hypothesis 6 (there are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
their region) is confirmed, since no statistically
significant differences were reported for any of the
three factors based on region.

e Hypothesis 7 (there are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge based on
the principal’s sex) is confirmed, since no
statistically significant differences were detected for
any of the three factors based on the sex of the
principals.

*  Hypothesis 8 (there are no significant differences in
principals’ attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge
regarding their years of experience) is rejected, since
statistically significant differences were reported for
two of the factors (knowledge and attitudes) based
on the principals’ years of experience.

e Hypothesis 9 (there are strong correlations among
the factors of attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge) is
rejected, since the only correlation indicated was
between the factors of attitudes and knowledge.

e Hypothesis 10 (principals’ sex, school ownership,
years of experience, and school educational stage
combined do not act as moderators of the results for
any of the factors) is rejected, as years of experience
and educational stage combined acted as moderators
for beliefs and knowledge.

6. Discussion

The descriptive results obtained from this study are
consistent with previous research in the field. Studies by
Bolivar and Moreno [70], Bolivar-Botia and
Bolivar-Ruano [71], and Ritacco and Bolivar [72]
previously demonstrated that principals in Spain usually
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have significant knowledge and positive attitudes and
beliefs regarding innovation in teaching. Hence, it is not
surprising that this study’s findings indicate that principals
in Spain have positive attitudes and beliefs and substantial
knowledge about active learning methodologies. Unlike in
other nations, in Spain, principals frequently teach four to
five hours a week in addition to performing all the
organizational and managerial tasks that their position
requires [73]. Thus, it is understandable that they are
up-to-date with new trends in teaching and learning.

The fact that a strong correlation between attitudes and
knowledge was reported is consistent with prior research
conducted on educational management. Although not
specifically regarding active learning methodologies,
previous studies by Berger, Reupert, and Hasking [74],
Swanson and Gettinger [75], Kuyini, Desai, and Sharma
[76], Henriksen and Aas [77], and Touloupis and
Athanasiades [78] also indicated that principals’ attitudes
and knowledge are strongly related, according to these
studies, in aspects such as educational inclusion or
attention to diversity. As Barnett and Monda-Amaya [79],
Watkins, Anthony and Beard [80], and Nadav, Benoliel,
Shaked and Schechter [81] pointed out, this phenomenon
may be because in the field of education, increased
knowledge in a field of study usually leads to an increase
in a positive attitude towards that subject. However, this
does not apply to beliefs. As Araljo, Macedo, Santos and
Doroftei [82], Turk and Wolfe [83], Hayes and Irby [84],
and Nordholm, Arngvist and Nihlfors [85] indicated, a
belief, specifically with regard to principals, seems to be a
very unique and particular factor inherent in each person,
which is not often affected by other factors. This would
explain the lack of correlation between beliefs and the
factors of knowledge and attitudes.

Regarding the inferential analyses, the fact that primary
school principals had significantly greater knowledge and
more positive attitudes than secondary school principals
about active learning methodologies had already been
reported in other studies around the world [86-89]. The
cause of this phenomenon, as pointed out by Thody,
Papanaoum, Johansson, and Pashiardis [90] and Lazenby,
McCulla and Marks [91], probably lies in the fact that
training for primary and secondary school principals is
very different. In Spain, primary school principals receive
three to four years of teacher training, while secondary
school principals only receive from a few months up to a
year of teacher training. These differences in the amount
of teacher training affect principals’ knowledge of active
learning methodologies, and, as there is a direct
correlation between knowledge and attitudes, their
attitudes are also affected.

The strong similarities between the sexes on the three
factors indicated in the results in this work do not match
findings from previous research in the field. For example,
studies by Coronel, Moreno and Carrasco [92], Sebastian
and Moon [93] and Lorentzen [94] demonstrated that
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female principals tend to have better attitudes and stronger
beliefs regarding inclusive educational issues and
cooperative methodologies than their male counterparts.
Authors such as Vestal and Torres [95], Randall and West
[96], and Hauseman [97] pointed out that, in this sense,
the special sensitivity of women principals towards the
well-being and integration of students in the educational
institution could be a factor that explains these differences
between male and female principals. In this regard, the
results of this work differ from what the literature more
often reflects in this field of study.

Regarding the differences found between public and
private school principals, previous studies, such as those
of Mancebon and Mufiiz [98], Cordero, Prior, and
Simancas [99], and Goddard, Bailes and Kim [100]
already indicated that managerial differences between a
private and a public school are important. In their study,
Dronkers and Avram [101] indicated that the differences
between the form of access to the job, the training
requirements at the managerial level, and the
socioeconomic level of the families and students of each
school significantly influence principals’ attitudes and
beliefs. Hence, the important differences detected in this
study according to the ownership of the school can be
explained from this perspective.

The few differences found by region are consistent with
previous studies by Ferrera, Cebada, Chaparro, and
Gonzélez [102] and Crespo-Cebada, Pedraja-Chaparro,
and Santin [103]. These authors pointed out that, although
several national and international reports indicated
important differences at the academic level in students,
principals’ competencies and visions are very similar
throughout the nation, regardless of the region in which
they are located. Therefore, it is understandable that no
statistically significant differences were detected for this
variable.

Regarding the results obtained by years of experience
as a principal, the important differences detected in
attitudes can be justified according to various prior studies.
Authors such as Shaked and Schechter [104], Reid [105]
and Aas, Vennebo and Halvorsen [106] pointed to the
period between four and eight years of experience as a
principal as probably the best time for the management
exercise at the attitudinal level. According to these authors,
principals have already overcome the inexperience of the
first years in their managerial role, and the effects of
burnout or exhaustion have not yet taken place for most of
them [107]. Although it is difficult to explain why
principals with between four and eight years have more
knowledge than their colleagues with more than eight
years of experience, the differences can be justified from
the perspective of the strong correlation between attitudes
and knowledge, as noted previously.

Finally, when considering the results obtained in this
work, several limitations must be considered. From a
statistical perspective, although the indicated values of
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reliability, CFl, GFI, and RMR are suitable for various
authors [108] they may be insufficient for other authors
who demand more robust values in this regard. For
instance, authors such as Li [109] noted that the CFI and
GFI values should be above .95 to ensure the adequacy of
the obtained factorial structure. Besides, the degree of
agreement between experts may also be considered as
improvable by some authors which may have
compromised the international validity of the
questionnaire [110]. Hence, future studies in the field that
address its reliability across different countries and
cultures will be necessary to ensure its suitability for an
international audience. In the same way, although the
sample obtained for the present work may be
representative as described, a smaller margin of error
would have resulted in a much larger sample and,
therefore, in a higher participation that would have helped
to further endorse the results obtained [111]. Failure to
obtain a larger sample in this work is justified from the
economic and temporary limitations.

7. Conclusions

Multiple conclusions can be obtained from this work.
First, it can be concluded that attitudes, beliefs, and
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knowledge of principals in Spain regarding active learning
methodologies are high. Although attitudes are strongly
related to knowledge, beliefs are independent of both, and,
as in other areas of the managerial function, they are
rarely influenced by other factors. In the same way, it can
be concluded that these attitudes, beliefs, and knowledge
do not depend on the sex of the principal who exercises
the managerial function or on the region in which he/she
works. However, the educational stage of students in the
institution, the ownership of the school, and the principals’
years of experience can have an important influence on
knowledge and attitudes. Thus, primary school principals
and principals with between four to eight years of
experience will have greater knowledge and more positive
attitudes regarding active learning methodologies than
their counterparts in secondary schools and with different
years of experience, respectively. The differences in the
teacher training of the principals and the suitability of four
to eight years of experience, falling between the
inexperienced phase and the burnout or exhaustion phase
of a principal’s career, are factors that explain the highest
scores in these cases. Differences between public and
private educational institutions are important, as principals
in the public system have more positive beliefs and
attitudes, while principals in the private system have
greater knowledge.

PRINCIPALS’ QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING ACTIVE LEARNING METHODOLOGIES

Sex: Female Male

Years of experience as a principal:
Less than 4 years

4to8years  More than 8 years

FACTOR 1: KNOWLEDGE

1. ABSOLUTELY NOT 5. ABSOLUTELY

1 - I know what “cooperative learning” consists of.

2 - | know what “peer tutoring” consists of.

3 - I know what “service learning” consists of.

4 - | know what “interactive groups” consists of.

5 - I know what “project-based learning” consists of.
6 - | know what “workshops and corners” consists of.

7 - 1 know the benefits and potentialities for students when interacting and helping one another.
8 - | have received training (talks, courses, workshops, seminars, etc.) on how to organise and plan with students to

work in pairs.

9 - | have received training (talks, courses, workshops, seminars, etc.) on how to organise and plan with students to

work in groups.
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FACTOR 2: ATTITUDES

1.

NEVER 5. ALWAYS

10 — As a principal, | encourage teachers to use active learning methodologies.

11 - As a principal, | foster the use of different didactic materials apart from the textbook.

12 — As a principal, | facilitate adaptations in the schedule so that teaching tasks can be achieved.

13 — As a principal, | foster the use of all educational spaces available in my institution.

14 — As a principal, | foster the participation of students’ families in the learning processes at my institution.

15— As a principal, | look for the collaboration of the community, associations, and other institutions in the learning

proc

esses at my institution.

FACTOR 3: BELIEFS

1. COMPLETELY
DISAGREE

5. ABSOLUTELY
AGREE

16 — Working in pairs helps both the most competent and the least competent students.

17 — Students can work on any subject in groups and achieve high academic results.

18 — Cooperative learning is not associated with more discipline problems than individual learning.

19 — It is as important to work on curricular content as it is to work on social and interpersonal relationships.
20 — It is important that students’ families participate in classroom activities.

21 - It is important that the community, associations, and other institutions participate in classroom activities.
22 — Students must be paired or placed in groups with consideration given to their motivations and abilities.
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