Chapter Two

Teaching and Preparing
School Leaders

Margaret Terry Orr and Diana G. Pounder

This chapter examines the important qualities of preparation programs that
contribute to effective learning and career outcomes for aspiring school and
district leader candidates. The results are drawn from professional guide-
lines and comparative research on exemplary leadership preparation pro-
grams to provide a framework of critical program features and specific ex-
amples drawn from effective leadership preparation programs.
Recommendations for future research on educational leadership preparation
are included.

BACKGROUND

Demand is growing for educational leadership preparation that enables
graduates to advance guickly and efficaciously into initial school and district
leader positions (Frye, O'Neill, & Bottoms, 2006; Wallace Foundation,
2003). The twin problems of existing and anticipated shortages in highly
qualified leaders and the demands for leaders who can improve and sustain
high levels of student performance in schools have brought a new and
sharper focus to the guality and effectiveness of university-based leadership
preparation.

While the number of currently certified candidates exceeds the number of
school building leadership positions within and across states (Educational
Research Service [ERS], 2000; ERS, National Association of Elementary
School Principals, & National Association of Secondary School Principals,
1998: Gates, Ringel, Santibanez, Ross, & Chung, 2003), analyses of labor
market conditions reveal shortage conditions and areas.
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First, the labor pool of aspiring leaders erodes quickly, as candidates lose
interest if they do not advance within a few years of becoming licensed. Sec-
ond, some certified candidates have conflicting concerns about leadership
positions, anticipating professional benefits as well as difficult or stressful
working conditions (Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, & Foleno, 2001; Pounder &
Merrill, 2001).

Third, the leadership job market is changing, with the addition of more
diverse leadership positions than just principals and superintendents (e.g..
currictlum specialists, teacher leaders/facilitators/coaches, professional
development specialists, business officers, human resource administra-
tors), requiring more leaders; and finally some types of positions and dis-
trict locations are more difficult to fill than others (Browne-Ferrigno &
Muth, 2009; Papa, Lankford, & Wyckoff, 2002; Ringel, Gates, Chung,
Brown, & Ghosh-Dastidar, 2004). Taken together, these conditions show a
need for high quality leadership preparation to develop candidates who are
ready for a wide variety of leadership roles, responsibilities, and chal-
lenges.

Increasingly, districts view leadership quality and its development as es-
sential to school improvement and effectiveness, particularly for schools that
struggle to make academic gains. Among strategies that districts, particularly
urban districts, are now using to improve school quality is to expect principals
to focus on instructional leadership, to distribute leadership responsibilities to
others, to use data to guide instructional decisions, and to support teacher
professional development (Togneri & Anderson, 2003).

In turn, to strengthen leader quality, some districts are now developing their
own leadership preparation programs (as competition or a complement to
university-based programs) or to engage in partnership with local universities
to taifor preparation to their context {(Orr, King, & La Pointe, 2009 draft).

Some evidence, as will be reviewed below, suggests that investment in
leadership preparation program improvement and adoption of innovative ap-
proaches pay off, particularly when supplemented with grant or foundation
funding for full time internships. Additional research reviewed below sug-
gests that graduates of programs with these quality features have more posi-
tive views of the principalship and are more interested in a leadership career.
Thus, investing in preparation program quality has a positive effect on the
aspiring leader labor pool as well as on the quality of leadership practiced by
new leaders.

What, then, are the features of highly effective leadership preparation pro-
grams? And which program features have greatest influence on graduates’
career and learning outcomes, with corresponding benefits for the schools they
eventually lead?

e
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ABOUT THIS CHAPTER

This chapter draws together policy, research, and case studies on leadership
preparation program features to highlight converging findings on key features
and essential dimensions of effective preparation program attributes. It shows
the policy recommendations and research reviews that converge in common
recommendations for quality program features. Available research on the re-
lationship between program features and outcomes underscores those features
that are most critical for candidates’ learning, career outcomes, and leadership
work. These features are illustrated with case examples drawn from research
on exemplary programs.

STANDARDS FOR AND RESEARCH EVIDENCE OF
PROGRAM QUALITY FEATURES

Policy and research represent two primary sources that define program qual-
ity features and guidance for program improvement. Analyses of policy and
research recommendations and conclusions serve as a framework for this
chapter.

Policy Guidelines

Policy expectations for leadership preparation program quality exist in na-
tional accrediting bodies, state regulations, and professional standards. Weak
and varied expectations for school leaders, coupled with the recognition of
the centrality of leadership to school effectiveness, led to the development of
national leadership standards to frame public expectations and guide prepara-
tion, licensure, and candidate and program evaluation (Council of Chief State
School Officers, 1996). These standards, known as the Interstate School
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, were eventually adopted
by almost every state as the basis for leadership preparation expectations
(Toye, Blank, Sanders, & Williams, 2007).

In 2002. the National Policy Board for Educational Adminigtration (NPBEA)
adopted the ISLLC standards for preparation program accreditation. In turn, its
specialized professional association, the Educational Leadership Constituent
Council (ELCC), developed guidelines for programs to implement these stan-
dards and provide evidence of program effectiveness (NPBEA, 2002).! Table 2.1
summarizes the program feature expectations outlined in these guidelines.

The guidelines focused largely on program content, based on the leadership
standards for expected candidate knowledge and skills to promote the success



Table 2.1

National Professional Standards for Leadership Preparation Programs

Quality program
features

Program theory

Standards based

Candidate
recruitment and
selection

Content

ELCC program
implementation
standards (National
Policy Board for
Educational
Administration, 2002)

Delineates six
standards, based on
the national ISLLC
standards

Standards-based
content based on
expected leader
knowledge and skills
(i.e., develop, articulate,
and implement a
vision; exhibit
instructional leadership;
manage organization,
operations, and

UCEA program guidelines (1991, revised
1998) (www.ucea.org)

Conceptually coherent

Conceptually coherent and clearly aligned
with quality leadership standards

Have systematic, written recruitment and
admission plans that rely on multiple sources
of evidence and show deliberate efforts to
attract applicants who demonstrate leadership
potential with particular attention given to
increasing diversity within the program
Identify, develop, and promote relevant
knowledge focused on the essential
problems of schooling, leadership, and
administrative practice

Program content and design is informed by
current scholarship on the essential problems
of schooling, leadership, and administrative
practice and should make use of research-
based best practices in leadership preparation

SREB guidelines for quality university-based
leadership preparation (Bottoms et al., 2003;
Southern Regional Education Board, 2006)

Design the program to emphasize school-
based learning

Refers to standards as the basis for course
content, assignments, and other learning
experiences for competency development

ldentify and select candidates with
demonstrated leadership ability, knowledge
of curriculum and instruction, and proven
high performance

Candidates are selected jointly by university
and district partners using a shared criteria
Emphasis on knowledge and skiils for
improving schools and raising student
achievement, and on the principal’s
responsibilities in improving curriculum,
instruction and student achievement

Focus on authentic problems and the
development of leadership competencies

Customized to district needs
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National Professional Standards for Leadership Preparation Programs

Content
Continue. ..

Active instruction

Quality internship

resources; facilitate

The content should address problems of

family and community practice including leadership for student

)i

collaboration; behave
fairly and ethically;
understand, respond
to, and influence
education context)

Internship offers
significant
opportunities to apply
knowledge and
develop leadership
skills; is substantial,
sustained, standards-
based, planned and
supervised by the
university and school
district; and earns
credits

learning and diversity

The instructional processes of the
preparation program should be based on
adult learning principles

Include concentrated periods of study and
supervised clinical practice in settings that
give leadership candidates an opportunity to
work with diverse groups of students and
teachers

Collaboratively developed by university and
district staff

Coherently organized

Create learning experiences in which
candidates apply research-based knowledge
to solve real school problems and focus on
the core functions of schools

Enable competency mastery

Assignments and projects that are school-
based and that address real problems
pertaining to student achievement

Well planned and supported field experiences
that are integrated with coursework throughout
the program, are mentored by master leaders,
and enable candidates to practice their skills
with reflection

Reflects a continuum of practice for
competency mastery

Provides performance feedback and
coaching by faculty or other supervisors

Includes mentor planning
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Cohort structure and
other program
supports

Program
organization

Mentoring and
advisement
Career support

Postpreparation

programs

Candidate and
program evaluation

Standards-based

assessments of
candidates’ content

knowledge, skills, and

leadership
effectiveness

Develop and maintain systematic efforts to
assist all students in professional placemerit
and career advancement

Participate in the development, delivery,
and evaluation of systematic professional
development programs for educational
leaders, in cooperation with appropriate
professional associations and other
educational and social agencies

Engage in ongoing programmatic evaluation
and enhancement

Program is custorized for students based on
their current positions and leadership
opportunities

Provides supports and conditions for
program completion, such as tuition, release
time, mentoring, and materials
Team-teaching of course-related modules
Time, resources and staffing to develop a
new curricufum

Solicit state waivers for certification issues
that are barriers to leadership preparation

Rigorous evaluation of participants’” mastery
of essential competencies and program
quality and effectiveness

Uses refiable measures of performance and a
clearly defined exit criteria
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National Professional Standards for Leadership Preparation Programs

Candidate and
program evaluation
Continue...

Knowledgeable and
competent faculty

Faculty professional
development

Dedicated,
knowledgeable faculty

Expectations that faculty
will engage in research
and professional service
and have educational
leadership experience

Expectation that
faculty will use
assessment data to
improve candidate
and program
performance

Involve a critical mass of full-time tenure-
track faculty members (typically five or
more) whose appointments are in the
department in which educational leaders
are educated and who exhibit excellence in
scholarship, teaching, and service in
educational leadership. A majority of
educational leadership coursework must be
taught by these full-time faculty.

Offer regular professional development for
program faculty to enhance their skills in
leadership preparation, research methods,
and other content areas

Includes on-the-job performance assessments

Faculty support to conduct ongoing evaluation
on the effectiveness of the program in
preparing leaders who can increase student
learning and improve schools

Include faculty work in schools as part of
tenure and promotion requirements

Provide faculty and others with broad,
research-based knowledge

Support faculty in developing and field-
testing leadership training modules that
address real problems of principals and
involve real learning experiences in schools

Faculty time to conduct research in schools
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Collaboration - Engage in collaborative relationships with
other universities, school districts,
professional associations, and other
appropriate agencies to inform program
content, promaote diversity within the
preparation program and the field, and
generate sites for clinical study, field
residency, and applied research

Advisory board or - Use an advisory board of educational

committee leadership stakeholders and involve
teadership practitioners in program
planning, teaching, and field internships

University/district partnerships for principal
preparation that is formal, definitive and
institutionalized

Universities work with school districts on
candidate selection

Create an advisory board with business,
education, state, and university
representatives to meet regularly and design
the program
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of all students. However, the ELCC standards provide few specific program
structure or process guidelines, with three exceptions. These are the inclusion
of extensive guidelines in defining the attributes of a quality internship, can-
didate assessment requirements, and guidelines for faculty assignment and
responsibility in program management.

A second set of program standards was developed by the University Coun-
cil on Educational Administration (UCEA) in 1991 and revised in 1998, as
shown in Table 2.1. The University Council for Educational Administration is
a professional association that is a consortium of primarily doctoral-granting
higher education institutions with a demonstrated commitment to the prepara-
tion and practice of educational leaders. Full member institutions must be
both doctoral granting and provide evidence that they satisfy (or are making
significant progress toward satisfying) UCEA’s program standards. These
standards go farther than other guidelines by focusing both on the quality of
the program and the roles and actions of the faculty and institution in service
to quality leadership preparation.

A third set of program standards, as shown in Table 2.1, was developed and
is promoted by the Southern Regional Educational Board {SREB), particu-
jarly among institutions in its 16 member states for university-based program
redesign (Bottoms, O’ Neill, Fry, & Hill, 2003; Frye et al., 2006; SREB,
2002). These guidelines are tightly organized around learning and compe-
tency development for leadership to improve student learning and thus focus
content and field experiences on knowledge of the core functions of schools
and the ability to solve real school problems.

The three sets of program standards are most similar in emphasizing the
use of:

« Leadership standards to frame the program, align preparatory experiences,
and provide coherence

e An intensive internship experience that enables leadership skill develop-
ment and authentic leadership experiences, under the supervision of uni-
versity and practicing administrators

e Program cvaluation to monitor candidate progress and improve program
quality

e High quality faculty

They differ in several key areas, however. First, only the ELCC guidelines
stress a specific set of standards—the ISLLC standards—as the basis for pro-
gram content and candidate competencies. Second, the ELCC guidelines,
aside from emphasizing standards, provide limited guidance on candidate
selection criteria, instructional strategies, and use of organizational supports.
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In contrast, the UCEA and SREB guidelines outline recommended criteria for
candidate selection (including demonstrated leadership potential). Both em-
phasize the importance of developing relevant knowledge and focusing on
problems of practice.

UCEA stresses research-based best practices in leadership and attention to
diversity, while SREB emphasizes tying principal practices to student
achievement gains and customizing program content to district needs. UCEA
stresses the use of adult learning theory in instructional approaches, while
SREB singles out application of program knowledge to real school problems
and core school functions. Both UCEA and SREB focus on the institutional
conditions of university-based programs, emphasizing faculty professional
development, collaboration with districts, and the use of advisory boards with
broad representation to inform program design and delivery. Finally, only the
UCEA guidelines give attention to candidates’ career support and postprepa-
ration programs.

Research on Quality Leader Preparation

Extensive reviews of research on exemplary leadership preparation programs
and quality program features (Davis, Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, & La
Pointe, 2005; Jackson & Kelley, 2002; McCarthy, 1999; Orr, 2006; Young,
Crow, Ogawa, & Murphy, 2009) point to similar attributes of quality features.
This work is complemented by case study analyses of exemplary programs
{Darling-Hammond, Meyerson, La Pointe, & Orr, 2009: U. S, Department of
Education, 2004) and Murphy and Orr’s recommendations for essential pro-
gram features—based on their research and evaluation experience in the field
(Murphy, 2006; Orr, 2009).[AQ1: Should this reference (Murphy, 2006;
Orr, 2009) be to the Murphy/Orr joint publication from spring 2009, from
LTEL-SIG newsletter? That’s the one that is represented in Table 2.2 ac-
cording to the column heading] Taken together, this research, as summarized
in Table 2.2, points to a common set of quality program features. These are:

* Has a well-defined theory of leadership for school improvement that
frames and integrates the program features around a shared vision, phi-
losophy, or set of principles

e Is standards based

¢ Recruits and selects candidates based on leadership potential

e Has a coherent curriculum that addresses effective instructional leadership
and school improvement

e Uses adult learning theory, developmental learning principles, or active learn-
ing strategies to facilitate learning and connect coursework and fieldwork
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28 Orr and Pounder

e Offers quality internships and other field based experiences that provide
intensive, developmental opportunities to apply leadership knowledge and
skills under the guidance of experienced mentors or supervisors

s Provides cohort structures or other supports to enhance learning and foster
strong student and faculty connections.

s Uses assessments for candidate and program feedback and continuous im-
provement that are tied to the program vision and objectives

e Engages knowledgeable faculty with relevant field-based experiences

« Engages in collaborations or partnerships with local districts in program
development and delivery

These reviews of research and case study analyses focused less on program or-
ganization, such as the length and timing of programs, and on faculty develop-
ment and institutional factors addressed in the standards review in Table 2.1.
One review, by Jackson and Kelly (2002), offers a conceptual design on the
relationship among the program features that is reflected as well in the re-
views and case study analyses of others. What this design reinforces, as
shown in Figure 2.1, is the synergistic relationship between students, faculty,
and content, as facilitated by program structures, processes, and strategies.
The authors argue that the tighter and more coherent the interplay among

Figure 2.1. Conceptual Design of Leadership Preparation Program Features
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these, the more powerful the learning and leadership development. Such co-
herence is also stressed in the research reviews and case study analyses.

Research on Leadership Preparation Outcomes

A small body of research has investigated the relationship between leadership
preparation program quality features and graduate and school leader out-
comes, the results of which are shown in Table 2.3. Two studies investigated
the relationship between quality program features and initial graduate out-
comes: what graduates learned about leadership, their beliefs about the prin-
cipalship as a career, and their actual career advancement. The studies were
modeled on the theory of planned behavior that asserts that career intentions
are strongly predictive of subsequent career advancement and are influenced
by individuals’ perceived efficacy and beliefs about the position (Ajzen,
1991), and on other related research on beliefs about the principalship and
career aspirations (Pounder & Merrill, 2001).

In one study, Orr and Barber (2007) compared the outcomes for graduates
of two university-disirict partnership programs (both designed to include
many of the innovative features identified above) with outcomes for graduates
of a conventional program (with few such features). They found that three
program features—supportive program structures (such as accessibility and
scheduling convenience); a comprehensive and standards-based curriculum;
and broader, more intensive internships—were si gnificantly but differentially
related to three types of outcomes: self-assessed leadership knowledge and
skills, leadership career intentions, and actual career advancement.

Similarly, Orr (2010) examined how differences in 17 programs’ incorpora-
tion of these innovative features and overall program redesign to meet na-
tional and state standards were associated with graduate learning and career
outcomes. The 17 programs varied most on measures of three types of pro-
gram features: program challenge and coherence, use of active student-cen-
tered instructional practices, and internship length and quality. How graduates
rated their preparation program features was significantly related to how
much they learned about instructional and organizational leadership. The
length and quality of internships, however, were uniquely associated with
graduates’ career intentions and subsequent career advancement.

In addition, two other studies investigated the relationship between prepa-
ration program features and candidates’ outcomes as school leaders. Leithwood
et al. (1996) documented eleven innovative graduate-level leadership prepara-
tion programs that were redesigned through a Danforth Foundation grant
initiative and correspondingly surveyed teachers whe worked in schools led
by program graduates. The authors found that the programs’ innovative use of
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Orr and Pounder

several features—instructional strategies, cohort membership, and program
content—was most predictive of teachers’ positive perceptions of principals’
leadership effectiveness (such as in setting direction, developing staff, foster-
ing a positive school culture, and focusing on curriculum and instruction).

Orr and Orphanos (2010), using survey research conducted in 2005 as part
of Stanford University’s study of exemplary leadership preparation for the
Wallace Foundation, compared 65 principals who had graduated from one of
four selected exemplary leadership preparation programs with a national
comparison sample of 111 principals. Using structural equation modeling
(SEM) they investigated the influence of exemplary leadership preparation on
principals.

Their findings showed that principals’ participation in an exemplary leader-
ship preparation program was positively and significantly associated with the
extent to which they learned about instructional and organizational leadership
and how frequently they engaged in these leadership practices in their
schools. Stronger relationships existed when measures of preparation pro-
gram quality and internship quality were taken into account.

The most significant features of quality internships include having respon-
sibilities for leading, facilitating, and making decisions typical of an educa-
tional leader; being able to develop an educational leader’s perspective on
school improvement; and having an excellent learning experience for becom-
ing a principal. The most significant features of program quality include
program content that emphasized instructional leadership, integrated theory
and practice, knowledgeable faculty, and having a strong orientation to the
principalship as a career.

Moreover, for these principals, frequent use of effective leadership prac-
tices was positively associated with the extent of school improvement prog-
ress. and school effectiveness climate, although the extent of challenging
problems had a moderating influence on the degree of school improvement
progress. Taken together, exemplary leadership preparation had a positive, but
mediated influence on variations in school improvement progress and school
effectiveness climate; the relationship is even stronger when including prepa-
ration program and internship quality measures (Orr & Orphanos, 2010,
forthcoming).

An analysis of common findings of the four studies in Table 2.3 reveals the
strongest convergence of findings around the influence of a high quality in-
ternship (using the ELCC definitions of quality) on graduate outcomes and
their practices as school leaders. Other findings that existed in two or three
studies showed the positive association of program content that emphasizes
instructional leadership, the use of active, reflective instructional strategies,
and supportive structures, including cohort membership.
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Only one study found positive significant findings related to whether the pro-
gram was part of a district-university partnership; used active recruiting and care-
ful screening; used collaborative planning; had a challenging and reflective pro-
gram focus; had knowledgeable, competent faculty; and gave opportunities for
program evaluation. The absence of significant findings in the other three studies
was related primarily to the lack of measurement rather than null associations.

Other studies are beginning to use measures of leadership preparation in
their investigation of leadership effectiveness. For example, Tschannen-Mo-
ran and Gareis (2005)]AQ2: Need full citation for Tschannen-Moran and
Gareis (2005) in bibliography], in their study of 558 principals, found that
principals’ perceived quality and utility of leadership preparation significantly
contributed to their sense of leadership self-efficacy. Combined, these results
underscore that the quality of how candidates are prepared relates to their
subsequent leadership practices and work.

QUALITY FEATURES IN ACTION

Much of the research on leadership preparation has been case study based
(Murphy & Vriesenga, 2006; Orr, 2009), serving as a resource on how pro-
grams can design and implement specific features and practices. Only in a
few cases, however, has such research been validated by external reviewers or
evaluation evidence. Darling-Hammond and others’ (2009) research provides
strong evidence on the effectiveness of four exemplary programs.

We draw on these programs to illustrate three critical program features
underscored by the analyses of policy guidelines, research reviews, and re-
search studies. Specifically, we will use these exemplary programs to illus-
trate (1) coherent program focus and organization; (2) active learning instruc-
tional approach; and (3) a broad and intensive, quality internship.

Coherent, Focused Program

Delta University’s educational leadership preparation program, located in
rural Mississippi, is based on a clearly articulated program philosophy and an
aim of developing school leaders who are capable of transforming the poor,
rural schools in its region. This 14-month Master of Education program is
designed as an interdisciplinary set of weekly seminars and internship experi-
ences, through which leadership theory and concepts are integrated around
issues, events, and problems experienced in practice. Candidate knowledge
and skills are assessed through portfolio assignments and reflection activities,
rather than course-specific assignments.
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Active Learning-Centered Instruction

Bank Street College’s Principals’ Institute, an 18-month, 36-credit master’s
degree program, infuses active learning-centered instruction in the program’s
design, coursework, and fieldwork. When partnering with local districts (such
as Region 1, as described in the 2009 Darling-Hammond et al. report), the pro-
gram is integrated and aligned with local priorities, to enhance program content
and learning opportunities. Candidates are enrolled as a cohort, taking the same
courses together through the program. They are assigned to smaller conference
groups of 6 to 8 candidates each, facilitated by an advisor who is an experienced
school or district leader. a process known as the college’s advisement model.

As part of this model, conference groups meet regularly throughout the
program for facilitated discussions to connect theory to practice, engage in
problem solving around internship related experiences, and focus on the can-
didates’ development as new school leaders. The internship is organized as a
developmental progression, ranging from conducting a study of the school
site to taking on increasingly independent work.

An inquiry approach is infused across the courses, and applied inquiry and
research 1s a final program course enabling candidates to investigate a prob-
lem of practice in their own setting. Finally, journaling and reflection is incor-
porated into coursework and is shared weekly between each candidate and his
or her advisor to deepen their leadership development and problem solving.

Quality Internship

An example of a quality internship experience was the University of San
Diego’s Educational Leadership Development Academy (ELDA) program. It
supported a full-time, yearlong paid internship that assigned candidates to
work with experienced principals who were specifically selected for their
expertise, instructional improvement effectiveness, and mentoring skills. The
internships were designed to be developmental, offering gradually increasing
responsibility and independence, and focused primarily on instructional re-
sponsibilities. Mentor principals and their candidates met regularly to discuss
approaches to and solutions for problems that arose in the schools.

The candidate and mentor principal selection and assignment processes
were facilitated by the program’s strong partnership with the San Diego Uni-
fied School District. Funding for paid internships was made possible by a
private foundation grant. When the program ended, the district continued the
model after the participants had completed the academy. The district was able
to adapt the model for a smaller number of candidates by placing them in as-
sistant principal positions.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the past decade or two, perhaps largely motivated by concerns about school
ctfectiveness, more policy and research have cmerged that focus on leader
preparation quality and outcomes. This chapter summarized and compared
some of the more salient policy developments and research findings to trian-
gulate those program features that hold greatest promise for effective leader
preparation. The results show strong convergence among policy guidelines,
best practices research, and research relating program features and outcomes.
Some of the more well-substantiated of these “effective leader preparation
program features” may be synthesized as follows:

¢ Standards-based program content that has a strong emphasis on leadership
for learning or instructional leadership

¢ Program coherence that reaches across program curriculum, field experi-
ences, and instructional processes

e (Candidate selection that prioritizes demonstrated leadership potential and
instructional etfectiveness

e Authentic, active-learning instructional processes that utilize adult learning
principles

s In-depth internship and clinical experiences that closely link to program
standards

¢ Cohort-based structure or other supportive learning structures that tighten
relationships among program candidates and faculty and that enhance pro-
fessional socialization and induction

¢ Ongoing and rigorous performance assessment that enhances candidate
and program improvement

* A critical mass of faculty that reflects a balance of theoretical and practical
knowledge and who participate actively in teaching, research, and univer-
sity-school-professional association collaboration

Less researchable, but equally important as stressed in the guidelines
and some of the best practices research, is attention to the program man-
agement and institutional support that is necessary for high quality leader-
ship preparation. These include: facuity professional development, regular
use of program evaluation, and input from the field on program content,
quality, and effectiveness. Most critical among the organizational features
is the importance of collaboration or partnership with local districts, both
to inform content and keep programs relevant, and to share in the respon-
sibility of recruiting and selecting candidates, teaching, and supporting
internships.
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Given these advances in our understanding of leader preparation quality,
broader distribution of these findings is needed to better inform policy mak-
ers. aspiring leaders, the general public, and even some leader preparation
program faculty. In particular, this information needs to be shared in publica-
tion venues that reach lay audiences. For too long, because of insufficient
knowledge about educator preparation quality, our profession was able to
rebut public criticism with little more than anecdotal evidence. However,
armed with greater systematic evidence, we can more clearly educate policy
makers, aspiring leaders in search of high quality career preparation, univer-
sity faculty, and others about the characteristics and value of well-designed
and well-supported leader preparation programs. We no longer must plead
ignorance about “what works” effectively to prepare school leaders.

Nonetheless, we have more empirical work to do.. . particularly to uncover
and verify the complex array of candidate characteristics and preparation and
development experiences that enhance leaders’ capacity to improve school
conditions and student learning outcomes. At present, very little of the work
done on leader preparation effects has included independent assessments of
school leaders’ effectiveness—such as assessments by subordinates (i.e..
teachers), assessments by superordinates (i.e., district leaders or others), or
other independent indicators of effectiveness around student learning. How-
ever, recently developed leader assessment tools can facilitate valid and reli-
able measarement of school leader effectiveness.

These assessment tools inciude the UCEA School Leadership Preparation
and Practice Survey and its parallel teacher survey (www.ucea.org/evaluation-
tools) used to assess graduates and their school leadership, and the VAL-ED
Principal Assessment Instrument (www.discoveryeducation.com/products/
assessment/val_ed.cfm), used for principal performance evaluation. This ad-
ditional evidence is likely to strengthen the depth and complexity of our un-
derstanding of leader preparation, development, and leader effectiveness.

In sum, the knowledge base on leader preparation has expanded consider-
ably in the last decade or more. Greater distribution of this enhanced knowl-
edge is needed along with continuing efforts to strengthen the empirical evi-
dence of leader preparation effects.

NOTES

1. The ELCC is the recognized specialized professional association to review edu-
cational leadership programs for NCATE accreditation. NCATE’s Specialty Areas
Study Board approves the standards. The professional association that develops the
guidelines for implementing standards, in this case the ELCC, is a constituent mem-
ber of NCATE. www.ncate.org/public/standards.asp7ch=4



Teaching and Preparing School Leaders 37
REFERENCES

Ajzen, L (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Hu-
man Decision Processes, 50, 179-211.

Bottoms. G.. O'Neill, K., Fry, B., & Hill, D. (2003). Good principals are the key to
successtul schools: Six strategies to prepare more good principals. Atlanta, GA:
Southern Regional Education Board

Browne-Ferrigno, T., & Muth, R. (2009). Candidates in educational leadership graduate
programs. In M. D. Young, G. Crow, J. Muarphy & R. Ogawa (Eds.), Handbook of
research on the education of school leaders (pp. 195-244). New York: Routledge.

Council of Chief State School Officers. (1996). Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium: Standards for School Leaders. Washington, DC: Author.

Darling-Hammond, L., Meyerson, D., La Pointe, M. M., & Orr, M. T. (2009). Prepar-
ing principals for a changing world. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Davis, S., Darling-Hammond, L., Meyerson, D., & La Pointe, M. (2005). Review of
research. School leadership study. Developing successful principals. Palo Alto,
CA: Stanford University, Stanford Educational Leadership Institute.

Educational Research Service. (2000). The principal, keystone of a high-achieving
school: Attracting and keeping the leaders we need. Arlington, VA: Author.

Educational Research Service, National Association of Elementary School Principals,
£ National Association of Secondary School Principals. (1998). Is there a shortage
of qualified candidates for openings in the principalship? An exploratory study.
Arlington, VA: Author.

Farkas, S., Johnson, J., Duffett, A., & Foleno, T. (2001). Trying to stay ahead of the
game: Superintendents and principals talk about school leadership. New York:
Public Agenda.

Frye, B.. O'Neill, K., & Bottoms, G. (2006). Schools can't wait: Accelerating the
redesign of university principal preparation progroms. Atlanta: Southern Regional
Educational Board.

Gates, S. M., Ringel, 1. S., Santibanez, L., Ross, K., & Chung, C. H. (2003). Who is
leading our schools? An overview of school administrators and their careers. Santa
Monica, CA: Rand Corporation.

Jackson. B. L., & Kelley, C. (2002). Exceptional and innovative programs in educa-
tional leadership. Educational Administration Quarterly, 38(2), 192-212.

Leithwood, K., Jantzi, D., Coffin, G., & Wilson, . (1996). Preparing school leaders:
What works? Jowrnal of School Leadership, 6(3), 316-342.

MeCarthy, M. M. (1999). The evolution of educational leadership preparation pro-
grams. In J. Murphy & K. §. Louis (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational
administration: A project of the American Educational Research Association {pp.
119-139). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Murphy, J. (2006). Preparing school leaders. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Education.

Murphy, I, & Orr, M. T. (2009, Spring). Industry standards for preparation programs
in educational leadership. LTEL-SIG Newsletter, 17(1), 9-11.



38 Orr and Pounder

Murphy, ., & Vriesenga, M. (2006). Research on school leadership preparation in the
United States: an analysis. School Leadership & Management, 26(2), 183.

National Policy Board for Educational Administration. (2002). Instructions to im-
plement standards for advanced programs in educational leadership for princi-
pals, superintendents, curriculum directors and supervisors. Arlington, VA:
Author.

Orr. M. T. (2006). Mapping innovation in leadership preparation in our nation’s
schools of education. Phi Delta Kappan, 87(7), 492-499.

Orr. M. T. (2009). Program evaluation in leadership preparation and related fields. In
M. D. Young & G. Crow (Eds.), Handbook of research on the education of school
leaders. New York: Routledge.

Orr, M. T., & Barber, M. E. (2007). Collaborative leadership preparation: A compara-
tive study of innovative programs and practices. Journal of School Leadership,
16(6), 709-739.

Orr, M. T, King, C., & La Pointe, M. M. (2009 draft). Districts developing leaders:
Eight districts’ lessons on strategy, program approack and organization to improve
the quality of leaders for local schools. Report prepared for The Wallace Founda-
tion. Newton, MA: EDC.

Orr, M. T. (2010, forthcoming). Assessing educational leadership preparation: A com-
parison of programs’ quality features and graduates’ learning and career outcomes.
Educational Administration Quarterly.

Orr, M. T.. & Orphanos, S. (2010, forthcoming). How preparation impacts school
leaders and their school improvement: Comparing exemplary and conventionally
prepared principals. Educational Adminisiration Quarterly.

Papa, F., Lankford, H., & Wyckoff, }. (2002). The attributes and career paths of prin-
cipals: Implications for improving policy. Albany, NY: University of Albany,
SUNY.

Pounder, D. G.. & Merrill, R. J. (2061). Job desirability of the high school principal-
ship: A job choice theory perspective. Educational Administration Quarterly,
37(1), 22-57.

Ringel, I. S, Gates, S. M., Chung, C. H., Brown, A., & Ghosh-Dastidar, B. (2004).
Career paths of school administrators in {llinois. Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corpo-
ration.

Southern Regional Education Board. (2002). Are SREB states making progress? Tap-
ping, preparing and licensing school leaders who can influence student achieve-
ment. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Educational Board.

Southern Regional Education Board. (2006). Schools can’t wait: Accelerating the
redesign of university principal preparation programs. Atlanta, GA: author.

Togneri, W., & Anderson, S. E. (2003). Beyond islands of excellence: What districts
can do to improve instruction and achievement in all schools. Washington, D.C.:
Learning First Alliance.

Toye, C., Blank, R., Sanders, N. M., & Williams, A. (2007). Key state education
policies on P-12 Education: 2006. Results of a 50 state survey. Washington, D.C.
Council of Chief State School Officers.



Teaching and Preparing School Leaders 39

U. S. Department of Education. (2004). Innovations in Education: Innovative path-
ways 1o school leadership. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, Of-
fice of Innovation and Improvement.

Wallace Foundation. (2003). Beyond the pipeline: Getting the principals we need,
where they are needed most. New York: Wallace Foundation.

Young, M. D., Crow, G., Ogawa, R., & Murphy, J. (2009). The handbook of research
on leadership preparation. New York: Routledge.



	Structure Bookmarks
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure


